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101. Analytical Summary Prepared by the National Security
Council Staff!

Washington, July 12, 1971.

CONTINGENCY PLANNING ON SOUTH ASIA

As directed by NSSM 133? an Ad Hoc Interagency Group chaired
by State has prepared a paper on “Contingency Planning on South
Asia.”® As directed, the study includes:

—a description of present U.S. strategy and steps taken to prevent
the outbreak of hostilities;

—additional steps in pursuing this strategy that could be consid-
ered in the coming weeks;

—a discussion of the options open to the U.S. should hostilities
occur between India and Pakistan.

This is by far the best paper so far produced on the situation in
South Asia. For the first time we have a vehicle for high level review
of our posture and serious consideration of additional steps that might
be taken.

I. Present Strategy

Our present strategy is based on the following major assumptions
concerning U.S. interests and objectives in South Asia:

—The U.S. has no vital security interest in South Asia but as a
global power we are inevitably concerned about the stability of an area
where such a large percentage of mankind resides and which is geopo-
litically significant in terms of the Soviets and Communist Chinese.

—Both India and Pakistan are important to U.S. interests al-
though India is of “potentially greater significance.” Therefore, in for-
mulating U.S. policy in the region the “relative preeminence” of our
interests in India should be an underlying factor in the decisions
which we make.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-058, SRG Meeting, South Asia, 7/23/71. Secret; Exdis. Sent
to Kissinger on July 21 under cover of a memorandum from Harold Saunders and
Richard Kennedy, who apparently drafted the summary. (Ibid.)

2 Document 88.

® This 40-page paper, drafted in NEA/INC by Quainton and approved on July 9
by a State/Defense/CIA Ad Hoc committee, is summarized in the analytical summary,
which is published in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume E-7, Documents on South
Asia, 1969-1972, Document 140. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-058, SRG Meeting, South Asia, 7/23/71)
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—Peace is essential for the maintenance of U.S. interests. There-
fore, our basic objective is to prevent hostilities between India and
Pakistan. If hostilities do break out, it would be our objective to ensure
that neither we nor any other major external power become directly
involved.

—On an operational level, our objectives have been to maintain a
“constructively close” relationship with India and “reasonable” relations
with West Pakistan while avoiding steps which would do “irreparable
damage” to a yet undefined future relationship with East Pakistan.

There are three major ingredients to the strategy we have followed since
the outbreak of fighting in East Pakistan on March 25.

1. Restraint. We have counseled restraint on both sides in hope of
reducing the possibility of the situation in East Pakistan escalating into
a war between India and Pakistan. On the Indian side this seems to
have reinforced important elements inclined toward restraint, although
contingency planning for an attack against East Pakistan continues and
there is considerable public and parliamentary pressure for more force-
ful action. Our counsels of restraint in Pakistan have been “somewhat
less successful.”

2. International Assistance. Because the refugee situation is the
most likely proximate cause for escalation, we have concentrated con-
siderable effort on lessening this burden for India. To date we have
offered grants of $70.5 million and a $20 million supplemental devel-
opment loan to India and have actively promoted the international re-
lief effort of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees. This, of course,
leaves untouched the serious social and internal political problem gen-
erated by the refugees in India that we can do nothing about. On the
Pakistan side, we have also actively promoted an international relief
effort, both to deal with the immediate relief needs and to facilitate
the return of the refugees. The West Pakistanis were initially very slow
to respond but have in recent weeks been more receptive and a UN
presence is in the process of being gradually established in East Pa-
kistan. So far the U.S. has granted $2 million for the chartering of boats
to distribute food and other relief supplies and $4.7 million for re-
construction and rehabilitation efforts in the coastal area affected by
the cyclone last winter.

3. Political Accommodation. We have urged the West Pakistanis to
proceed as expeditiously as possible with political accommodation in
East Pakistan. Recognizing the complex and sensitive issues involved
and the fact that Yahya may have only limited political flexibility, we
have not attempted to spell out the details of such an accommoda-
tion beyond the need to deal with representative political leaders.
These efforts have not yet led to a meaningful basis for a political
settlement.
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In addition to the above steps and in order to maintain a con-
structive relationship with the West Pakistanis, we have taken several
other important policy decisions:

1. Economic Assistance. We have decided not to use our economic
assistance to Pakistan as a lever for political pressure and have indi-
cated that future assistance would be conditioned only on develop-
mental and legislative criteria.

2. Military Assistance. We have taken the following restrictive ac-
tions concerning the shipment of arms to Pakistan:

—A temporary “hold” has been placed on the delivery of all FMS
items from Department of Defense stocks.

—The Office of Munitions Control at State has been instructed to
suspend the issuance of new licenses and renewal of expired licenses
under either FMS or commercial sales.

—The one-time exception offer of lethal end items announced last
October is being held in “abeyance”.

II. Limitations on Present Strategy

The judgment of the paper is that although our present policy has
had a limited effect in meeting the immediate requirements of the sit-
uation, it has not provided the basis for a viable long-term resolution of the
crisis.

—The Indians have so far exercised restraint but the problem
which the refugees represent and which India considers a threat to its
vital interests remains unresolved. The Pakistanis have not created yet
either the political, economic or social conditions for the return of most
of the refugees.

—Some international relief assistance is reaching the refugees but
it is not yet nearly enough to substantially reduce the economic bur-
den on India. On the Pakistan side, relief and rehabilitation efforts are
only starting to get underway.

—A viable political accommodation between East and West Paki-
stan appears to be only a remote possibility at this time.

The paper also concludes that our economic and military supply poli-
cies toward Pakistan have done little to maintain the constructive relation-
ships which we desire with both India and Pakistan.

—The hold on all military shipments except those licensed before
March 25 has not been received with favor in Islamabad where such
shipments are of considerable psychological significance. The West
Pakistanis have not, however, chosen to make political issue out of
this yet.

—On the Indian side, our failure to embargo all arms shipments
(coupled with State’s misleading handling of this issue) has resulted
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in bitter criticism of U.S. motives and policies and has at least tem-
porarily made it more difficult to carry on a constructive dialogue with
India.

IIl. Additional Steps

The conclusion of the paper is that if we are to help preserve the peace
in South Asia, to avoid enhanced Chinese and Soviet influence and to sup-
port political and economic development, additional new efforts will be re-
quired in each of the three major areas of our policy—restraint, international
assistance, political accommodation.

A. Restraint (pp. 7-13)

The paper judges that our efforts to achieve restraint will need to
be continued either as long as conditions in East Pakistan do not re-
turn to normal, there is no political accommodation, and most of the
refugees do not return or until the Indians recognize and accept that
they have no alternative but to agree to the permanent resettlement in
India of most of the refugees. It is thought the use of both diplomatic
channels and public statements will be necessary. Specific action which
we might take include:

1. Public speech or statement by either Secretary Rogers or the Pres-
ident outlining U.S. policy. This would include a call on India and Pa-
kistan, and possibly other external powers, to exercise restraint while
efforts were being made to cope with the refugee problem and achieve
a political solution. Such a statement might also include an expression
of our concern that efforts at reconstruction be accelerated in East Pa-
kistan and a renewal of our commitment to humanitarian relief under
the UN auspices on both sides of the border.

The arqument for doing this is that it would put us more clearly on
the record, demonstrate high-level concern, and might encourage other
countries to join us in urging restraint.

The arqument against is that such a statement would be resented
by India, would only have a limited impact on decision-makers in both
India and Pakistan, could intimidate other major powers.

2. Consultations with the Soviets, perhaps in a high-level approach,
aimed at securing their cooperation with us in the maintenance of
peace. This could include seeking Soviet support for a larger UN role
and presence both in relief efforts and facilitating the return of the
refugees.

The argument for doing this is that the Soviets probably have more
influence with the Indians on this problem and in any event it would
lay the basis for U.S.-Soviet cooperation if hostilities broke out. It would
also be a positive response to a probe Dobrynin made to Secretary
Rogers immediately after the fighting broke out in East Pakistan.
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The arqument against is that the Soviets might be reluctant to of-
fend the Indians and could see our approach as an effort to weaken
their position in New Delhi and obtain their de facto support for the
West Pakistanis. The Chinese might be inclined to see a U.S.-USSR co-
operative approach in South Asia as collusion against their interests.

3. Discuss the Chinese threat with the Indians. We would probably
not wish to share our assessment with the Indians unless more direct
evidence of Chinese intentions was available. We might, however, with
the danger of escalation in mind, pass an alarmist assessment of Chi-
nese intentions to Indians. In private discussions we could indicate that
the Indians should not count on automatic implementation of our 1964
Air Defense Agreement* if China attacked as a result of an Indian at-
tack on Pakistan.”

The argument for doing this is that it would indicate to the Indians
the perils of attacking Pakistan and the sharing of intelligence would
be a positive collaborative act.

The arqument against is that any reference like this to the Air De-
fense Agreement would be regarded as a threat and bitterly resented.
An alarmist assessment would risk seriously undermining our credi-
bility in New Delhi since the Indians have fairly good intelligence on
Chinese border activities.

4. Seek to encourage Chinese restraint. If the Chinese appeared poised
to embark on a more aggressive and adventuristic policy toward South
Asia, we might seek to urge restraint through third powers with mis-
sions in Peking. India could be informed of this effort in confidence.

The argument for this move is that it could head off disruptive Chi-
nese involvement and would be viewed favorably by India.

The arqument against is that it probably would not influence the
Chinese and if the Chinese were responsive, it could act as an encour-
agement to Indian military action. Pressure on the Chinese could also
have an adverse impact on our relations with Pakistan.

5. UN involvement and presence in border areas. We could encourage
the UNHCR to seek placement of UN personnel in refugee camps and
resettlement centers on both sides of the border, as an aid in assessing
needs and deterring Indian cross-border activities.

The argument for this move is that it would provide an additional
means of restraint.

The argument against is that it could provoke opposition that would
endanger the UNHCR'’s broader relief role.

4 An apparent reference to the agreement signed in New Delhi on July 9, 1963; for
text, see Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, vol. XIX, Document 307.

5 Kissinger wrote “No” in the margin next to this paragraph.
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B. International Assistance (pp. 14-20)

The paper notes that we have concentrated considerable effort in
this area but that more is needed. Additional steps on which we should
focus include (1) the creation of conditions conducive to the refugees’
return, (2) planning for the permanent resettlement of at least some
refugees, and (3) the encouragement of a more extensive UN role on
both sides of the East Pakistan-India border.

1. Conditions in East Pakistan Conducive to Return of Refugees. We
have already impressed on Yahya the need to create conditions con-
ducive to the refugees’ return and he has responded by (a) publicly in-
dicating [encouraging] bona fide refugees’ return irrespective of religion,
(b) establishing some refugee reception centers near the border. Spe-
cific programs to assure the refugees that they will get their homes and
property back, receive relief until they can re-establish themselves and
will be compensated for damages have not yet been articulated. We
could now, therefore, suggest to Yahya in conjunction with the
UNHCR that programs to meet their needs be established. We might
also offer to grant considerable quantities of PL-480 grain to be sold
for rupees that would then be used to support a UN program of re-
settlement allowances and home reconstruction.

The arqument for is that such moves would encourage the return
of those refugees who are willing to go home prior to a political set-
tlement. It might also encourage the Indians to continue to act with re-
straint by holding out the hope of a substantial refugee return.

The argument against is that the West Pakistanis might regard this
as undue interference in their business, the UN program would be ex-
pensive, and, if not accompanied by steps toward political accommo-
dation, could be seen by India as a retrogressive step.

2. Conditions in India conducive to return of refugees. The primary
problem concerning refugee repatriation is in Pakistan but there are
also additional steps which need to be taken in India. The paper rec-
ommends that we urge the Indians (a) to agree to a UN presence in
the refugee camps, (b) to be flexible in setting political conditions on
repatriation, and (c) to limit their support for cross-border operations.

The argument for is that, if it worked, this could maximize on the
Indian side the likelihood that the refugees would return home.

The arqument against is that such an approach would be resented
by the Indians and, even if they agreed, it might only marginally in-
crease the chances of a substantial refugee return.

3. Permanent resettlement planning. Since a substantial portion of
the Hindu refugees may never return, we should consider (a) a possi-
ble UN role in resettlement coordination, (b) financial resources re-
quired to relocate refugees from the border areas, (c) AID initiatives
to create labor-intensive work projects, (d) an initiative on Calcutta
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redevelopment where many of the refugees will tend to eventually
gravitate.

The argument for is that it is increasingly likely that most of the sub-
stantial portion of refugees who are Hindus will never return to East
Pakistan, and it is only prudent to begin planning for their eventuality.

The argument against is for the time being any U.S. acknowledg-
ment that most of the refugees might never return would be of con-
siderable concern to India and resettlement activities might be prema-
turely rejected as out of hand.

4. Enhanced relief contributions. Contributions for relief from the in-
ternational community have fallen far short of the minimum require-
ments. We should again encourage the UN and UNHCR to launch a
more active campaign for contributions and support these efforts
through our embassies. Simultaneously, we should encourage the In-
dians and Pakistanis to be more active in seeking international assistance.

The argument for is that this is essential if adequate resources are
to be mobilized and would help meet Indian demands for a more ad-
equate international response.

The arqument against is that it could generate pressure for a very
large U.S. contribution and does not deal with the political roots of the
refugee problem.

C. Political Accommodation (pp. 20-26)

While we need to continue to generally urge Yahya to work toward
a political settlement, to be effective we need to be more direct in our sug-
gestions as to the basic conditions for an East-West Pakistan political set-
tlement and point out that failure to achieve this end could increase the
dangers of escalation. Specifically, we might suggest the following:

1. Shorter timetable for accommodation. Under Yahya’s current game
plan there cannot be, under any circumstances, a transfer of power to
the civilians before late October or early November which coincides
with what could be the optimum time for an Indian attack on East
Pakistan. It would be much preferable if Yahya by early September
could at least give the appearance of having promulgated a firmly
scheduled return to civilian rule having some democratic basis and in-
volving a fair degree of regional autonomy.

The argument for is that this would support our efforts to maintain
Indian restraint and could be the first step towards a longer term po-
litical settlement.

The argqument against is that such a suggestion could be resented
by Yahya as unnecessary interference and rejected as out of line with
domestic political requirements.

2. Lifting ban on Awami League. We might indicate to Yahya our
view that the Awami League is the only party in East Pakistan with a
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genuine popular following and that Mujib is the only man capable of
selling a viable political settlement to the Bengalis.

The argqument for is that this is our honest judgment and, if ac-
cepted and acted upon, could offer the basis for a lasting political
accommodation.

The argument against is that Yahya might well reject this approach
from us and in fact bitterly resent it.

3. Indian flexibility. In tandem with our dialogue with Yahya we
might also emphasize to the Indians the need for them to remain flex-
ible on the terms of a political settlement and to conduct their relations
with the representatives of “Bangla Desh” with circumspection.

The argument for is that this would reinforce policies India is al-
ready pursuing.

The argument against is that the Indians might regard it as gratu-
itous advice at best.

4. UNSYG involvement. We could encourage the UN Secretary
General to adopt a more open political role as one means of mobi-
lizing other forms of international opinion on behalf of political
accommodation.

The argqument for is that, if successful, it could bring greater pres-
sure on Yahya to move more rapidly on political accommodation. It
would follow logically from the UN relief efforts and prolong, at a min-
imum, the talking stage between the parties.

The argument against is that such a move might not be welcomed
by either the UNSYG or Yahya and hence might use up political cap-
ital in an unsuccessful effort.

5. Third party involvement. Other third parties might be willing,
if encouraged, to use their good offices in helping to resolve either
the East-West Pakistan problem or the Indo-Pakistan problem.
Muslim states with good relations with Pakistan, like Iran, Turkey
or Jordan might be useful in the former role whereas neutral states
like Ceylon or Malaysia might be used in the latter case. A five-power
international conference of the main externally involved powers
(USSR, US, China, UK and France) is another possibility at some
stage.

The arqument for is that any other angle on multinational media-
tion effort would provide a protective facade behind which difficult
compromises might be made.

The arqument against smaller powers are unlikely to be very suc-
cessful in efforts between these Asian giants and conflicting great
power interests might hinder a five-power approach.

6. UNHCR facilitative role for the return of the refugees. This would
require Indian acceptance of UNHCR representative in the refugee
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camps and acceptance of UNHCR representative in reception centers
across the borders.

The argument for is that an effective UNHCR facilitative role could
be an important measure for assuring the refugees about the safety in
going home.

The argument against is that the Indians are not inclined to have
UN representatives in the refugee camps and pressure on them to do
so could be abrasive to our bilateral relations.

7. Resort to Security Council. We would seek an even-handed Se-
curity Council resolution calling on both parties to reduce tensions and
urging all states to promote peace and stability in South Asia.

The argument for is that it might help deter dramatic actions on the
ground, demonstrate our parallel interests with the Soviets and, with
the UN in the middle, preserve U.S. credentials and leverage and pro-
vide a basis for a further UN mediation effort.

The arqument against is that it would be an empty gesture with no
enforcement capability and the session could easily degenerate into an
Indo-Pak shouting match. It might also detract from more productive
quiet diplomacy. Finally, the Pakistanis might oppose the whole affair
on the grounds that it constituted interference in internal affairs.

IV. Military and Economic Programs (pp. 26-30)

Our military and economic aid programs take on considerable sig-
nificance in view of our desire to develop cooperative relations with
both India and Pakistan.

A. Military supply. Our military sales to Pakistan are of paramount
psychological and practical significance to the West Pakistanis. Our
current even limited supply of arms to Pakistan has been strongly crit-
icized by India and our handling of this issue has further damaged our
capacity to influence India in the direction we desire. At the same time
the West Pakistanis are likely to become increasingly dissatisfied with
our current policy and it is highly vulnerable with the Congress.

The paper recommends a “suspension” of all shipments of arms
to Pakistan, “in order to restore a degree of credibility to our calls for
restraint and to support the relative preeminence of our interests in In-
dia.” Once peaceful conditions are restored and a satisfactory political
settlement achieved, we could review this suspension. The paper notes
that if we wished to stop short of public announcement of such a sus-
pension, we might simply say we had decided to review the remain-
ing items in the pipeline, clearly implying that the more sensitive items
would not be shipped.

The arguments for are that such a policy would:

—support our primary interest in influencing India to act with
restraint;
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—significantly improve relations with India;
—remove a difficult issue with Congress and lessen public criticism;

—have a positive impact on the Bengalis and ultimately on any
future relations with East Pakistan.

The arguments against such a policy include that it would:

—seriously irritate the West Paks and greatly reduce our influence
with them;

—increase Chinese influence as the major arms suppliers;

—perhaps lead to more intransigent West Pakistani positions on
military actions against the Bengalis and political accommodation;

—perhaps encourage India to take military action against Pakistan.

B. Economic Assistance. The paper recommends that we continue
to adhere to a policy of not conditioning aid politically but insisting on
developmental criteria which will ensure that both East as well as West
Pakistan will benefit from our resources. Economic aid, within this con-
text, is viewed as a carrot which we are holding out before the Paki-
stanis and which may be important if we are to have an effect in deal-
ing with sensitive political subjects such as political accommodation
with Mujib.

The arguments for include:

—make non-political and less controversial economic aid the ma-
jor positive ingredient in our relations with Pakistan;

—is consistent with worldwide policies we follow;

—indicates our continuing concern for Pakistan’s developmental
prospects and protects our past inputs;

—to a degree counters Chinese influence;

—consistent with approach of other major aid donors.

The arguments against include:

—developmental criteria if strictly imposed could result in very
little aid and ultimately the erosion of our credibility and influence in
Pakistan;

—if we do not ease his foreign exchange problems, Yahya may be
forced into intransigent political positions;

—any aid to Pakistan will be resented by India, although if it was
clearly conditioned on developmental terms would not necessarily be
a major negative factor in our relations.

V. Options in the Event of Hostilities (pp. 32-35)

The policies suggested in the paper and outlined above would re-
inforce the intrinsic negative factors working against an Indian decision
to attack Pakistan. Nonetheless there is still a significant possibility that a
war could erupt between India and Pakistan during the next three to six months.
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The judgment of the paper is that if no progress is made toward political
accommodation between East and West Pakistan or on the repatriation of the
refugees by September or October the chances for hostilities will increase.

Our actions in the event of another Indo-Pak war would in part
be determined by the circumstances in which hostilities broke out. The
most likely scenarios are an Indian attack on East Pakistan to “liber-
ate” the area or a gradual process of escalations involving border inci-
dents on both sides. In any event it would be in the LS. interest to see
that hostilities do not expand to include third parties, particularly China. It
would also, according to the paper, be in our interest:

—to see that the hostilities were not protracted since a prolonged
war could do profound damage to the political, economic and social
fabric of both India and Pakistan.

—If India attacked, our interests would be best served by a rapid In-
dian victory in East Pakistan followed by a swift withdrawal and installation
of a Bangla Desh government and a stalemate on the Western front which left
West Pakistan intact. The problem would be how to insure Indian with-
drawal and limitation of the conflict in the West.

Irrespective of our political posture toward hostilities, various U.S.
programs in India and Pakistan would be immediately affected. The
paper recommends that contingency planning by appropriate UL.S. agencies
should be undertaken along the following lines:

1. U.S. ships destined to India and Pakistan should be warned not
to call at belligerent ports if carrying cargo for both belligerents, since
it will most likely be confiscated. (Confiscated cargoes caused consid-
erable problems in 1965 which we are still trying to straighten out.)

2. MAC and commercial air carriers should have contingency
arrangements for overflying the area without stopping in either India
or Pakistan, since the fighting may include the bombing of air fields.

3. Evacuation plans should be reviewed for all posts in India and
Pakistan for implementation on short notice.

4. Intelligence collection should be increased to provide the max-
imum advance warning of Chinese intentions. [2 lines of source text not
declassified]

The U.S., according to the paper, could pursue one of the following three
broad strategies in the event of hostilities between India and Pakistan:

1. Passive international role. The U.S. would assume an essentially
passive role toward the conflict indicating our basic neutrality. This
would be most appropriate in circumstances where the responsibility
for the outbreak of war was unclear or where we judged the likelihood
of Chinese military involvement to be small. It would not do irreparable
harm to our interests in either country. This posture would also allow
us to adopt a mediating position encouraging a negotiated political set-
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tlement when circumstances made such a role possible. Such an ap-
proach would not be appropriate if there were a prolonged conflict. In
pursuing these options we could

—adopt a public posture of neutrality;

—support third party efforts to end hostilities;

—suspend all economic and military aid;

—offer good offices.

The argument for is that U.S. involvement would be at a minimum
and we would at the same time maintain maximum flexibility as events
unfolded. Also our relationship with both India and Pakistan would
be preserved.

The argument against is that we would risk serious damage to our
interests if the conflict were protracted. Indian dependence on the So-
viets and Pakistani dependence on the Chinese could be increased
without any significant gain for the U.S.

2. Military Support. At the other extreme would be a decision to
support with military assistance either India or Pakistan. We have lim-
ited commitments to both sides (through SEATO and CENTO to Paki-
stan and the 1964 Air Defense Agreement with India) although there
is no provision for automatic U.S. involvement.

(a) To Pakistan. If the U.S. decided to assist Pakistan in the case of
clear Indian aggression we could:

—develop an emergency military supply program;
—terminate all programs to India;

—take lead in mobilizing international effort to pressure India to
halt aggression;

—support a Security Council resolution condemning India.

The argument for: we would be supporting our interest in Pakistan’s
national unity, diminishing Chinese influence and generally strength-
ening our relations with the whole Muslim world.

The arqument against is that we would severely damage our rela-
tions with India who would move closer to the Soviets. There would
also be no room for a U.S. conciliatory role.

(b) To India. The judgment of the paper is that military support to
India is a “less likely” strategy in the context of a limited Indo-Pak con-
flict, but if China were to intervene we would want to consider military as-
sistance to India.® It might even be possible, if China intervened, to mil-

¢ In his memoirs, Kissinger points to the contingencies considered in the planning
paper in the event of Chinese intervention in a conflict between India and Pakistan and
concludes: “Nothing more contrary to the President’s foreign policy could have been
imagined.” (White House Years, p. 865)
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itarily support India and launch peacemaking efforts that would allow
us to maintain a viable future relationship with the West Pakistanis.
Specific action we might take would include:

—consultation with India under the 1964 Air Defense Agreement;

—develop an emerging military assistance program;

—][1 paragraph (1 line of source text) not declassified]

—coordinate with British and Soviets on additional military as-
sistance measures.

The argument for is that it would be consistent with our overall
Asian policy and would establish a firm basis for a close relationship
with India, perhaps at the expense of the Soviets.

The arqument against is that severe strains would be created in
our relations with Pakistan and China. There would also be the
risk of creeping involvement leading to a more extensive commitment
involving a direct U.S. confrontation with one or more outside
powers.

3. Political intervention. The main purpose of political efforts would
be to localize and end hostilities. We would also work vigorously for
a negotiated settlement that would remove the basic causes for tension
in South Asia. Such an effort would involve:

—an immediate call for Security Council consideration of the
crisis.

—support of a Security Council resolution calling for an immedi-
ate cease-fire and direct negotiations on the terms of withdrawal and
political settlement.

—immediate Presidential message to Yahya and/or Mrs. Gandhi
calling for end of hostilities and/or a negotiated settlement.

—immediate consultations with British and Soviets.

If there were a clear case of Indian aggression we would also want
to cut off all military shipments to India and hold economic assistance
in abeyance.

If the circumstances surrounding the outbreak of war were un-
clear, we would want to cut off military supply and consider sus-
pending all economic aid to both India and Pakistan. We would urge
other major powers to follow suit.

The arguments for include:

—would provide maximum U.S. flexibility;

—would maximize use of U.S. programs and leverage to shorter
hostilities and prevent third party intervention;

—would make it possible to maintain relations with both India
and Pakistan (and perhaps Bangla Desh as well) in the aftermath of
hostilities.
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The arguments against include:
—could lead to very serious strains in our relations with India;

—would be seen by Pakistan as a repetition of our future
[failure] to help them and as a failure of the U.S. to fulfill its treaty
commitments.

102. Telegram From the Embassy in Pakistan to the Department
of State'

Islamabad, July 15, 1971, 1235Z.

7164. Subj: Conversation With Pres. Yahya Khan: Food Situation
East Pakistan.

1. I met with Pres. Yahya Kahn in President’s office in Rawalpindi
at 1000 hours Thursday, July 15. Conversation ensued for approxi-
mately 35 minutes.

2. I emphasized our serious concerns about possibility of famine
developing in East Pakistan.” I pointed out that if famine conditions
developed, people will sustain further widespread suffering, GOP will
be faced with additional major public relations problem, and substan-
tial new exodus of refugees may occur. I informed President of USAID
estimates of rice production and food gap and stated that unless heroic
efforts made, famine conditions are likely to prevail. I emphasized that
efforts to date have been less than adequate. The GOP has been reluc-
tant to admit possibility of famine and consequently problems of food
and transport have not been dealt with sufficient urgency. I pointed
out that it was essential that GOP face up to the very real possibility
of a major food crisis and begin developing, on a top priority basis,
contingency plans for dealing with such a crisis.

3. I noted that the results of the efforts to improve food trans-
portation have been very disappointing, pointing out that during June
shipments were less than half of the amounts which could reasonably

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, SOC 10 PAK. Confiden-
tial; Priority; Exdis. Repeated to USUN, Geneva, Dacca, Karachi, and Lahore.

2 On July 23 the Consulate General in Dacca warned that unless steps were taken
to prevent famine in East Pakistan anticipated deaths from mass starvation could ap-
proach the catastrophe of the Bengal famine of 1943 in which millions of people died.
(Telegram 2814 from Dacca; ibid.)
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be expected. I told the President that we hoped that grain shipments up
country would be at least 100,000 tons in July and 125,000 in August.

4. T advised the President of the actions we were taking to permit
shipment of 100,000 tons of wheat, and emphasized that it was the re-
sponsibility of the GOP to insure that these shipments are received, un-
loaded and distributed expeditiously.

5. T also pointed out that efforts must be made to increase pur-
chasing power in East Pakistan so that a situation will not arise in which
people will go hungry or starve because they cannot afford to buy food
which is available. I urged the President to authorize a special allocation
of at least rupees 20 crore, over and above existing budgets, for imme-
diate expenditure on relief and public works activities in East Pakistan.

6. In conclusion I referred to our misgivings about the present re-
lief coordinator, Mr. H.R. Malik, and suggested that he be replaced with
a more dynamic officer.

7. Yahya said that he had carefully studied the Ryan report® which
I had heretofore given to him, and from it and his own government’s
sources of information he was considerably concerned by the problem
presented by the food situation. He said that as a result of my sug-
gestion to him that a “food czar” should be appointed, a suggestion
reflected in the Ryan report, he had as of yesterday appointed the for-
mer head of the Chittagong Port Authority, retired Commodore Bajwa,
as his personal representative with superior power to act in alleviation
of the problem. He further said that as a result of his concern for East
Pakistan and the multitude of issues that it presented, he would be go-
ing over to Dacca within the next two weeks. He added that during
his visit he would carefully examine all facets of the present difficul-
ties, with particular reference to the comments that I had made to him.

8. Another subject that was discussed during this conversation
will be reported by septel.*

Farland

® The Ryan report was a survey of the East Pakistan port and shipping situation pre-
pared in June 1971 by Joseph A. Ryan of the U.S. Department of Agriculture at the request
of M.M. Ahmad. (Telegram 6395 from Islamabad, June 25; ibid., Nixon Presidential Mate-
rials, NSC Files, Box 625, Country Files, Middle East, Pakistan, Vol. V, 16 May-31 Jul 1971)

4 During the same conversation, Farland urged Yahya to replace General Tikka
Khan, the Governor of East Pakistan, with a civilian governor, preferably a Bengali. Yahya
replied that it would be difficult to appoint a civilian governor in East Pakistan and not
in West Pakistan, where Bhutto was “standing in the wings” urging a transfer of power.
Yahya said that he had just appointed Dr. A.M. Malik as his Special Assistant for Dis-
placed Persons and Relief and Rehabilitation Operations in East Pakistan. Yahya felt that
Malik’s appointment would meet the need for civilian control in East Pakistan in that
Malik would outrank the governor of East Pakistan and could issue orders to the gov-
ernor in the name of the President. (Telegram 7172 from Islamabad, July 15; ibid, RG 59,
Central Files 1970-73, POL 18 PAK)
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103. Memorandum for the Record’

San Clemente, California, July 16, 1971, 10:57 a.m.—12:06 p.m.

SUBJECT
NSC Meeting on the Middle East and South Asia

PARTICIPANTS

The President

Secretary of State, William Rogers

Deputy Secretary of Defense, David Packard

Admiral Thomas Moorer, Chairman JCS

Richard Helms, Director of Central Intelligence

U. Alexis Johnson, Under Secretary of State

Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President

Brigadier General Alexander M. Haig, Jr., Deputy Assistant to the President
Joseph J. Sisco, Assistant Secretary of State

Harold H. Saunders, NSC Staff

The President opened the meeting by pointing out that there are
enormous risks in the situation in South Asia for our China policy.
There are risks for the Indians and Pakistanis, too. He suggested that
the discussion begin with the Middle East and then turn to a briefer
discussion of South Asia. That is one problem that must be watched
very closely. The Indians are stirring it up. If they mess around on this
one, they will not find much sympathy here.

[Omitted here is discussion of the situation in the Middle East.]

The President then turned the discussion to South Asia. With a
smile, he asked Dr. Kissinger, “Did you really have a stomach ache?”

Secretary Rogers said that the press thinks it is so smart but it was
certainly gullible to assume that if Dr. Kissinger had had a stomach
ache he would have driven four hours to have a special lunch with
General Hamid.

The President started out by saying that the purpose of the dis-
cussion was to get the South Asian situation into perspective. For ob-
vious considerations, he said that he would have to be personally in-
volved. First, he said that it is imperative that the Pakistanis, if possible,
not be embarrassed at this point. He said that we could ask them to
do what they can on the refugees. Second, he said that he had talked

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-110, NSC Minutes, Originals, 1971 thru 6/20/74. Top
Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Saunders on August 4. The time of the meeting is from the
President’s Daily Diary. (Ibid., White House Central Files) The meeting was held in
the conference room at the Western White House.



South Asia Crisis, 1971 265

to Ambassador Keating. He had noted that world opinion is on the
side of the Indians and they may be right. However, they are “a slip-
pery, treacherous people.” He felt that they would like nothing
better than to use this tragedy to destroy Pakistan. In any case, they
have built a heavy press campaign against the US. But now in-
telligence reports show that they are developing a capability to “ram-
ble around” in East Pakistan. He felt that if the Indians believed that
they could get away with it they would like to undercut the Pakistani
government.

The President asked what restraints could be applied to the Indi-
ans. He acknowledged that he has “a bias” on this subject. But under
no circumstances would they get a “dime of aid, if they mess around
in East Pakistan.” He said that we could not allow—over the next
three—four months until “we take this journey” to Peking—a war in
South Asia if we can possibly avoid it.

The President asked whether the government of Pakistan would
fight if they were attacked. Mr. Helms replied, “Yes.” Admiral Moorer
said he felt that the Pakistanis would not attack India.

Mr. Helms noted that the pressures are building in India to go to
war. The President said that the situation “smells bad.” The Indians
are not to be trusted.

Dr. Kissinger said he agreed that the Indians seemed bent on war.
Everything they have done is an excuse for war. Their claim to have
been deceived by State on our arms policy looks like an alibi to go to
war. Whatever their objective might ostensibly be, they appear to be
thinking of using the war as a way of destroying Pakistan. Dr. Kissinger
said that he believed that if East Pakistan were attacked, President
Yahya would start an all-out war. He would lose it.

The President asked what the Chinese would do.

Dr. Kissinger said he thought the Chinese would come in. He said
that the Indians are “insufferably arrogant.” The army chief of staff,
General Mannekshaw, said that India would take on East Pakistan,
West Pakistan, and China, all at once. He said that it was his impres-
sion that if we do not “over-power the question of war, India would
slide into it.” The way that they are hooking a refugee solution to an
overall political solution suggests that they are using the refugees for
political purposes.

Dr. Kissinger continued that he does not feel that President Yahya
has the imagination to solve the political situation in East Pakistan in
time. Over a longer period, 70,000 West Pakistanis are not going to hold
down East Pakistan. So our objective should be to start some histori-
cal evolution which will lead to the inevitable outcome in East Paki-
stan. But that is not going to happen tomorrow—it will not happen in
time to achieve a refugee settlement and to head off an Indian attack.
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Therefore, he had urged President Yahya to come [up] with the most
comprehensive possible refugee package.

The President interjected that President Yahya is not a politician.

Dr. Kissinger said that he had urged President Yahya to come up
with a generous settlement on the refugee issue so that India would
lose that card as an excuse for intervention. He concluded that if there
is an international war and China does get involved, everything we
have done [with China] will go down the drain.

Secretary Rogers said that, as far as he could tell, India is doing
everything it can to prevent the refugees from returning. Dr. Kissinger
replied that if we kept publicizing a reasonable program for the return
of refugees, it would be more difficult for the Indians to go to war on
that issue.

Mr. Sisco said it is important to get an international program on
the refugees moving. He said that he had told Ambassador Jha that In-
dia is in an untenable position. He said that it is important for India to
come up with a well-orchestrated program.

Mr. Helms commented that, in the meantime, the Pakistanis are
going broke. Mr. Johnson interjected that the Pakistanis face a major
famine in East Pakistan.

Secretary Rogers interjected that the tragedy is that Pakistan as
presently constituted cannot survive.

The President, changing the subject, said that he was going to
brief the legislative leaders on Monday® on his China policy. He pro-
posed to tell them nothing of the substance of the exchanges with Chou
En-lai. And he would also have a Cabinet meeting to do the same
thing.

Dr. Kissinger said that he had backgrounded the press on his visit
to Peking but that he had not gone into the substance of the exchanges
with Chou En-lai. He has simply provided the rationale for the trip.

The President said that the press would speculate on the impact
of his announcement on China for Vietnam policy, South Asia, Japa-
nese policy, effect on Taiwan and the USSR.

Dr. Kissinger noted that silence on our side was important be-
cause the Chinese had already suffered a great deal of anguish
over maintaining the appearance that they are not colluding with
us. The best line we can take is that we want friendly relations with
everybody.

Admiral Moorer, on a separate issue, said that Senator Stennis had
asked him to tell the President that he has gone as far as he can go on

2 July 19.
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the draft bill.> Senator Stennis felt that Senator Mansfield is the key
and that he is on the verge of coming along if somebody could just ap-
proach him.

Harold H. Saunders*

3 Not further identified.
4 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

104. Memorandum of Conversation'
Washington, July 23, 1971, 12:50-1:18 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Agha Hilaly, Ambassador of Pakistan
Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President
Harold H. Saunders, NSC Staff

Ambassador Hilaly began the conversation by saying that in his
talk with Secretary Rogers” the previous day the Secretary had said that
he had given Indian Foreign Minister Singh a further warning against
letting increasing incidents on the Pakistan-India border get out of
hand. This had indicated to him that the US was maintaining its pres-
sure on India. Dr. Kissinger said that when he had seen Ambassador
Jha in San Clemente, he had made clear that any Indian move to begin
hostilities would be looked on by the US with extreme disfavor.

Ambassador Hilaly noted that President Yahya had announced
Pakistan’s acceptance of UN personnel in East Pakistan to facilitate the
return of refugees. In response to Dr. Kissinger’s question, the Am-
bassador affirmed that President Yahya had appointed a civil admin-
istrator—Dr. Malik—to oversee the refugee repatriation program in
East Pakistan.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 643,
Country Files, Middle East, India/Pakistan, July 1971. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Saun-
ders on July 24. The meeting was held in Kissinger’s office at the White House. The time
of the meeting is from Kissinger’s appointment book. (Library of Congress, Manuscript
Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 438, Miscellany, 1968-1976, Record of Schedule)

? Ambassador Hilaly’s meeting with Secretary Rogers was reported to Islamabad
in telegrams 134599 and 134643, both July 24. Telegram 134599 is in the National Archives,
RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 17 PAK-US. Telegram 134643 is Document 107.



268 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XI

Dr. Kissinger said that Pakistan has not been good at its public re-
lations. What Pakistan needs is a comprehensive refugee program. In-
stead of dribbling out its actions one by one, Pakistan needed to draw
them all together into a program to which we could point. He said that
he had talked to Mr. McNamara of the World Bank, and he had said
that he could support a maximum food and relief effort.

Ambassador Hilaly said that Pakistan is getting that kind of help
from AID. What Pakistan needs from the World Bank is straight eco-
nomic assistance. The Bank has given a wrong lead to the other con-
sortium members. He then mentioned some of the comments made by
members of the recent World Bank team which had visited Pakistan.
One member had said that East Pakistan looked like “Arnheim after
the Nazi blitz” and another said that it looked like “a country after a
nuclear attack.” Hilaly commented that these were not the comments
of a dispassionate group.

Dr. Kissinger said that he had talked with the British again, here
and through “the direct channel.” The Ambassador said that he had
talked to a number of members of Parliament when he had passed
through London on his return from Pakistan.

Dr. Kissinger returned to the question of a comprehensive refugee
package. He recalled that when he had talked to Foreign Secretary Sul-
tan Khan in Islamabad he had suggested the idea of a comprehensive
package which included UN personnel, a civil administrator in East
Pakistan and so on.

Ambassador Hilaly noted the trouble that Pakistan is having with
the US Senate and House. He wondered whether a package arrange-
ment of the kind Dr. Kissinger was discussing would help there. He
felt that many of the members were so strong in their feeling that their
views would remain unchanged.

Dr. Kissinger repeated that what would help us most in our ap-
proaches to the Congress would be a comprehensive Pakistani program
which we could point to. We could then argue that we had been able
to achieve more with friendship and working with the Pakistan gov-
ernment than with the kind of pressure a number of members of the
Congress were proposing. He went on to suggest that if Pakistan had
a three-point or a five-point Pakistani refugee program pooling every-
thing together and going as far on each point as possible, then the US
would have a framework within which to argue for continued support
for Pakistan.

Ambassador Hilaly—seeming to miss the overall import of Dr.
Kissinger’s comments—said that he hoped the Administration would
use influence with some of the Republicans in the Congress. He had
had an invitation from Congressman Frelinghuysen to talk informally
to a group of 20 or so of his colleagues. He also had been advised that
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Senator Kennedy wants to go to India and Pakistan. Dr. Kissinger
replied, “Let him go.”

Ambassador Hilaly replied that a couple of Senator Kennedy’s
aides had been very difficult. One of them had even said that he was
going to India and would try to enter Pakistan across the Indian bor-
der. The Ambassador said that he had pointed out to Senator Kennedy
that this would be illegal.

The Ambassador then returned to an earlier subject: “So Jha came
to the West Coast. Did he ask about China’s intentions?”

Dr. Kissinger, speaking slowly and avoiding precise response, said
that Jha had just wanted to get a general fill-in. He said that he had
told Jha that we are violently opposed to any moves that could lead to
war. He had told him that a complete political solution would take
longer than working out a plan for the refugees, so the Indians should
not condition refugee return on political settlement.

Dr. Kissinger reiterated that any ammunition that Pakistan could
give us would help us. He said he would talk to Senator Scott. Am-
bassador Hilaly said he would send Dr. Kissinger a note, implying that
the note would contain the elements of the package Dr. Kissinger was
talking about. [Comment: When that note arrived, it turned out to be
simply a recapitulation of the things that Pakistan had said and done
on the refugee question since the spring. It was not a new package such
as Dr. Kissinger was talking about.]’ Dr. Kissinger said that maybe the
Foreign Secretary could incorporate other ideas, in addition to those
that Dr. Kissinger had mentioned.

Dr. Kissinger, changing the subject back to China, repeated that
“our gratitude is very great.” Ambassador Hilaly said that he had re-
called in his conversation with Secretary Rogers the evolution of the
China contacts. He recalled that there had been Secretary Rogers” 1969
visit in which the Secretary had mentioned the President’s interest in
improving relations with China. Then there had been the President’s
visit to Lahore, in which the President himself had mentioned this to
President Yahya. After that, there had been two schools of thought:

—One school, following the thinking of former President Ayub,
felt that Pakistan should continue to be neutral between the major
world powers.

—Another school, however, felt that here were two friends of Pa-
kistan, the US and China. Why should Pakistan not make an effort to
bring the two together? The argument was that Pakistan would con-
tribute to world peace and help itself as well as others.

3 Brackets in the source text. The note was not found.
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The Ambassador continued, saying that he remembered arguing
that it was one of the world’s curses that the US and China had not
talked for 20 years. It was an ill that had to be cured. International re-
lations would be artificial until a normal relationship was established.
President Yahya had accepted the Ambassador’s argument. He had re-
jected the idea that Pakistan should not offend the Russians or the In-
dians. He concluded that the Russians are “upset” and may withdraw
some bits of their aid to Pakistan.

As the conversation concluded, Dr. Kissinger reiterated that he
hoped that Foreign Secretary Sultan Khan would review the conver-
sation they had had in Islamabad and would put his mind to assem-
bling a comprehensive Pakistani package on the refugee question.

H.S.

105. Minutes of Senior Review Group Meeting'

Washington, July 23, 1971, 4:10-5:30 p.m.

SUBJECT
South Asia

PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State CIA
John N. Irwin, II Richard Helms
Joseph Sisco John Waller
Thomas P. Thornton AID
Christopher Van Hollen Maurice Williams
Defense Donald McDonald
Armistead 1. Selden NSC Staff
James Noyes R/Adm. Robert O. Welander
B/Gen. Devol Brett Harold H. Saunders
JCS Samuel Hoskinson
Adm. Thomas H. Moorer Col. Richard T. Kennedy
Col. James M. Connell Jeanne W. Davis

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-112, SRG Minutes, Originals, 1971. Top Secret; Nodjis. No draft-
ing information appears on the minutes. The meeting was held in the White House Situ-
ation Room. A briefer record of the meeting was prepared in OASD/ISA by the Director
of the Near East and South Asia Region, Brigadier General Devol Brett. (Washington Na-
tional Records Center, OSD Files, FRC 330 76 0197, Box 74, Pakistan 092 (Jan—Jul 1971)
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

It was agreed that

—The State Department will prepare by early next week a paper
outlining what we see as a desirable outcome of the imbroglio in East
Pakistan and a scenario for discussions with the Pakistanis, the Indi-
ans and possibly the Russians, including some concrete ideas on what
we want each side to do.

—We will get a statement of food requirements in East Pakistan,

what is already there, the distribution problems, and the amount of the
shortfall.

—Mr. Kissinger will raise with the President the question of the
lapsing on August 10 of the licenses for further shipments of military
equipment to Pakistan to determine if the President wishes to put this
degree of pressure on Pakistan at this time.

—The SRG will meet again on the question late next week (sub-
sequently scheduled for Friday, July 30).

Mr. Kissinger: I thought we should have a review of South Asia
growing out of the NSC meeting? last week. Since I see our whole SALT
position is in the New York Times today, I am beginning to think we
should have a responsible newsman sitting in on these meetings.

As you know, the President has asked for a game plan for the next
two or three months, and we have a number of problems. I want to be
sure everyone understands that there is to be no India—Pakistan war if
we can prevent it; we are to do absolutely nothing that might egg any-
one on. There should be no doubt in anyone’s mind that there will be
a drastic U.S. reaction if anyone resorts to military measures. I think
the President made that very clear, but I can get it restated for you if
necessary. The Indians should be under no illusion that if they go to
war there will be unshirted hell to pay. We want to avoid a war and
we will do the right things to prevent it.

Mr. Sisco: I agree: It is in our overriding interest to prevent a war.
But the way we handle the Indians can either deter them or move them
toward war.

Mr. Kissinger: That's true.

Mr. Sisco: If we assume that the only way to move the Indians is
with a stick, I don’t think we understand the Indian psychology. We
need a combination of carrot and stick and some concentration on the
proper way to use our leverage. Psychology and mood are important
in terms of making the Indians believe that we are doing what we can
to be helpful.

2 See Document 103.
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Mr. Kissinger: I agree, and we are quite prepared to do that, but
the Indians must not be under any misapprehension. We will do every-
thing we can to ease the refugee problem as long as India understands
the consequences of any rash action on their part.

Mr. Irwin: This is the key to the situation. The Indians are sus-
picious of us—they think we are pro-Pakistan. They will understand
pressure if they believe we seriously want to help. But such pressure
won’t work unless we continue to push the Pakistanis so that the
flow of refugees slows or stops, with some possibility of the return of
the refugees to East Pakistan or the achievement of some political
accommodation.

Mr. Kissinger: I agree; we must make the greatest effort to get the
refugee flow to stop. The Indians are not generating any refugees, are
they? Or are they just discouraging them from going back?

Mr. Sisco: This will take simultaneous action on both sides. So that,
as far as Pakistan is concerned, political accommodation is at the root
of the problem. There are, of course, certain limitations on what Yahya
can do. In his June 28 speech, he promised a turnover of power in East
Pakistan in four months. I may think this is as far as he can go. We must
recognize, however, that real progress is unlikely if a turnover of polit-
ical power is coupled with a banning of the Awami League. The June
28 speech was a step forward but it was inadequate in producing a se-
rious prospect of political accommodation, and we must encourage
Yahya to do more in this regard. Yahya has been very good about ac-
cepting a UN presence and in declaring amnesty and inviting the
refugees back to their villages. But he has not moved the army back to
their barracks, primarily because they are still needed to deal with in-
cidents throughout East Pakistan. India is still supporting the liberation
movement including assisting border crossings. Any advice we might
give Yahya to put his army back in their barracks won't get anywhere
as long as the situation prevails. On the other side of the coin, although
we gave India $50 million to help with the refugees, they are refusing
U Thant'’s request for a UN presence on the Indian side of the border.

Mr. Kissinger: The Indian Ambassador told me they considered
the UN request for observers an unfriendly act.

Mr. Sisco: I agree, we have to support the Secretary General on
both sides. India is linking the return of the refugees to some political
accommodation. To the degree to which this is likely, that is all to the
good. But these actions must be taken in parallel. We also should pos-
sibly find a way to begin to engage the Russians.> We have a common

% Kissinger discussed the emerging confrontation between India and Pakistan with
Ambassador Dobrynin on July 19. Kissinger said that he had received reports that the
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interest here to see that the situation does not explode. There are re-
sponsible actions which need to be taken by both sides, accepting the
fact that they are operating under some limitations.

Mr. Irwin: I agree basically. But in order to get India in a position
to move, it would be helpful to get the UN moving on the Pakistani
side. It would be helpful if we could get the flow of refugees down to
the point where the UN could say “now we need a UN presence on
the Indian side, too.” We should continue to push India toward mov-
ing the refugees back but we may not be successful until there is
broader pressure. One way would be to move the UN into Pakistan
first.

Mr. Kissinger: Yahya is not making his acceptance of UN presence
dependent on acceptance by India.

Mr. Sisco: That’s right; the Pakistanis have already responded
favorably.

Mr. Kissinger: There is no question that this is an issue of profound
emotion to the Indians. My impression is that the Indians have a ten-
dency to build to hysteria from which they won’t know how to escape.
They could bring about a major confrontation, and I am not confident
that China would not come in in the circumstances.

Mr. Sisco: I agree that the Indian psychology is such that they may
well paint themselves into a corner to the point that the only alterna-
tive they can see is the use of force. Given this mood, something like
a continued supply of arms to Pakistan could build up disproportion-
ately until the Indians lock themselves in.

Mr. Kissinger: But the Indians know that the amount of arms that
is moving is rather small. They know we have held in abeyance the
one-time exception, and that that was a big step. They also know they
have received more U.S. aid than any other nation. However, when I
was there, their press was vicious and they made no effort to calm it
down. I wonder whether this is the result of the situation or whether
it is helping to create it. If we assume that the question of human suf-
fering is a big factor in the Indian outrage (although I have my own
views on the Indian attitude toward human suffering), if they knock
off East Pakistan, it will produce an upheaval, with untold additional
human suffering in West Pakistan. I don’t think the Indians have a mas-
ter plan but they could slide into a major crisis.

Soviet Union might encourage military adventures by India. Dobrynin replied that the
Soviet Union was providing political support to India but was actively discouraging mil-
itary adventures. Kissinger warned that a war between India and Pakistan could not be
localized in East Pakistan and might not be confined to the subcontinent. (Memoran-
dum of conversation, July 19; National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 492, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1971, Vol. 7, Part 2)
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Mr. Irwin: With regard to military equipment to Pakistan, we might
consider my talking to Jha and telling him exactly how much is in-
volved to prove to him that the amounts are very small.

Mr. Kissinger: I have told them that. I have no specific view on
your suggestion, but we must strike a balance between excessive re-
assurance and excessive frightening.

Mr. Irwin: Jha has said that we have helped them economically
but never politically. They’re really schizophrenic. They appreciate
what we have done for them but are distrustful of us. Of course, they
have never been with us politically.

Mr. Sisco: When many Americans think of India they think of
Krishna Menon, and that’s not an inaccurate image.

Mr. Kissinger: On the Pakistani side, it is my impression that Yahya
and his group would never win any prizes for high IQs or for the sub-
tlety of their political comprehension. They are loyal, blunt soldiers, but
I think they have a real intellectual problem in understanding why East
Pakistan should not be part of West Pakistan. You will never get ac-
ceptance of the Awami League from the present structure. If India at-
tacks, it will be in the next six months. The Pakistanis will not put the
Awami League back in power in the next six months. It seems inevitable
that any political process will end with some degree of autonomy for
East Bengal. Can we get a program that separates the refugee issue while
still leaving a vista for political accommodation? The Pakistanis don’t
have the political imagination to do this themselves.

Mr. Helms: 1 agree Yahya simply does not see any political
solution.

Mr. Sisco: If the Indians come to the conclusion that there is no
hope of any accommodation, this continued frustration could lead to
what we would consider irrational Indian action.

Mr. Kissinger: The Indians have a right to want to get the refugees
off their territory but they have no right to insist on any particular po-
litical formula to do so.

Mr. Irwin: I know the Prime Minister told you they would not in-
sist on any formula but Jha is insisting on reinstitution of the Awami
League.

Mr. Kissinger: That’s true. They are at the same time supporting a
liberation movement and saying that the Awami League has to come
back. If we can get a planned program geared to the refugees coming
back we might have a chance to pressure Yahya. He has been pretty
good about the refugees.

Mr. Irwin: He has been good in what he says but we have some
[less than 1 line of source text not declassified] indications that this is just
a front. (to Mr. Helms) Does Yahya really intend to get many Hindu
refugees back?
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Mr. Helms: We just don’t know with any certainty.

Mr. Sisco: There were two factors in the use of force against the
Hindus: (1) the fact that the primitive Punjabi peasants really took it
out on the Hindus, and (2) the basic Pakistan policy of getting rid of
the Hindus. If Yahya does what he says he will do, I think he will get
90-95 percent of the Moslems back and maybe 50 percent of the Hin-
dus. Our posture has to be that all refugees come back.

Mr. Kissinger: We could press Yahya on that, but not on accepting
the Awami League. If we press him on the Awami League and he re-
fused, that could be the basis for an Indian attack.

Mr. Sisco: We will have to nudge Yahya toward the Awami League.
We will also have to do what we can to see that he does not try Mu-
jib.* I will weigh in with Hilaly on that.

Mr. Helms: But as long as the liberation forces are shooting up East
Pakistan, nothing will really help.

Mr. Irwin: Are there any Awami Leaguers left in East Pakistan that
Yahya could deal with?

Mr. Kissinger: Yahya claims he could get 45 to 60 out of the 167
Awami Leaguers.

Mr. Van Hollen: That estimate is high.

Mr. Irwin: It would help if he could find a few Awami Leaguers
who still had some respect in East Pakistan with whom he could deal.

Mr. Kissinger: He says he could get 45 to 60 of them and hold by-
elections for the seats of all the others. We could either see him disen-
franchise 167 out of 169 Assembly members or ask him to do some-
thing he might not be able to do. I talked with the Army Chief of Staff
and he was harder than Yahya.

Mr. Sisco: I agree that Yahya does not have complete freedom of
movement.

Mr. Kissinger: I am no expert but I think the situation could be
building toward war. India is torn between wanting the refugees to go
back and wanting to use them as a pretext for a move against Pakistan.
Pakistan is most flexible about wanting the refugees back but is least
flexible about the possibility of restoring the Awami League.

Mr. Williams: I think that’s too sharp a dichotomy. In the first place,
I don’t think Yahya can be talked out of his attitude toward Mujib. And
the refugees can’t be talked into going back unless there is some po-
litical accommodation.

4 The Embassy in Islamabad reported on July 22 that rumors were circulating that
the Martial Law Administration was preparing for an in-camera trial of Sheikh Mujibur
Rahman. (Telegram 7430 from Islamabad; ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 29
PAK)
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Mr. Helms: But first we have to get the Indians to stop screwing
around in East Pakistan.

Mr. Williams: And when the famine conditions increase, we will
have even more refugees.

Mr. Kissinger: Dick’s (Helms) question is crucial. If the Indians are
serious, they should stop screwing around with the liberation forces.

Mr. Irwin: Jha takes the position that the overall fighting has
stopped but that the refugees continue. He claims this is the result of
selective pressure by Pakistan which is forcing out additional refugees.
Until this stops, he claims, there wasn’t much India could do but help
the guerrillas. If the refugee flow could be reduced to a trickle the In-
dians wouldn’t have that excuse. It’s a chicken-and-egg situation.

Mr. Helms: It’s a see-saw.

Mr. Sisco: It is the result of Pakistan’s use of force in the early days.
Also, of the continuation of guerrilla action and of the general dislo-
cation in East Pakistan. We can’t tell Yahya to put his army back in
their barracks when India has training camps on the border, is engaged
in border crossings and is actively supporting the liberation movement.

Mr. Helms: (to Mr. Sisco) You mentioned a possible Russian role.
I never like to see us get involved with the Russians any more than
we have to, but the Russians did a rather good job at Tashkent and
they do have some swot with India. This may be one way of getting
at them.

Mr. Sisco: In any question of a UN presence, we will certainly want
the support of every Security Council member. Also, Russia can influ-
ence the Indians. We can’t afford another Palestine refugee operation
with the Russians standing on the sidelines. We would need them both
politically and financially. That makes it more important that the ques-
tion of the refugees be depoliticized and that the humanitarian aspect
is emphasized. If India won’t accept even a limited UN presence, there
will be political problems all across the board. Absolutely nothing will
move and the situation will continue to deteriorate.

Mr. Kissinger: Where does that leave us?

Mr. Sisco: With what we are doing now—trying to hit all things
simultaneously.

Mr. Irwin: I think we can and should talk again to the Indian Am-
bassador here and possibly to the Russians.

Mr. Kissinger: I would like to get a better conception of exactly what
it is we are trying to accomplish. If we are going to talk to the Russians,
we had better be goddam sure we know what we are going to say.

Mr. Irwin: We will get together a scenario on exactly what we
would say to the Indians, the Pakistanis and the Russians.

Mr. Helms: That’s very important.
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Mr. Kissinger: We must be clear in our own minds what constitutes
a desirable outcome. What do we want the Pakistanis to do precisely?

Mr. Irwin: We want to reduce the flow of refugees to a trickle.

Mr. Kissinger: The Pakistanis will agree with that objective but we
will have to tell them what to do to bring it about. Both the President
and I have some money in the bank with them. We might get them to
do something if we know what we want them to do.

Mr. Sisco: In approaching the Pakistanis I think we should say that
we are prepared to take certain actions with the Indians. We will tell In-
dia to hold down its logistic support of the guerrillas. I think we should
draw a distinction between logistical support and actual border cross-
ings. We will tell India to accept a UN presence and to cooperate with
it. If we do this with India, what will you—the Pakistanis—do to cre-
ate more normal conditions in East Pakistan? We could suggest to them
that they cut down Pakistani army activities in East Pakistan, even get
the army back in their barracks. We could say that we assume Pakistan
will cooperate with the UN. We also think Pakistan should implement
what Yahya has said they will do about the refugees. We also think that
they should do what they can in terms of the political process. For ex-
ample, Yahya has said he will transfer power to East Pakistan within
four months. Could they speed this transfer to two months? Could they
try to get as many Awami League people back as possible?

Mr. Williams: As long as the Pakistani army is both fighting and
running the country they won’t be able to do much. It is absolutely
necessary to get the army out of the civil administration. They don’t
give a damn and they aren’t very good at it. That means speed up
the process at least to get a quasi-Bengali political apparatus in East
Pakistan.

Mr. Kissinger (to Mr. Selden): What does Defense think?

Mr. Selden: It’s a good idea. We need a scenario.

Adm. Moorer: Before we can get the Pakistanis to do something,
India must give some visible evidence that they are not engaging in
these border crossings. Just the other day they destroyed a bunch of
powerhouses and they are attacking the soldiers in their barracks. As
long as there is military activity by India, Pakistan won’t move. It has
to be simultaneous. I am not sure India does not want to see this tur-
moil continue.

Mr. Selden: Where do we get these refugee figures from? Are these
Indian figures?

Mr. Waller: They are fairly accurate.

Mr. Sisco: They are using the figure of 7 million but it wouldn’t
make much difference if it were 5 million. The Pakistanis don’t seri-
ously question the figures.
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Mr. Kissinger: If we have only three plus months and plan on talk-
ing to Hilaly and Jha, we must come up with some concrete ideas on
what we want each side to do. If we then make this a yardstick for
what we will do, we might have a chance.

Mr. Irwin: We will put something down on paper.

Mr. Kissinger: There is a related problem. Mr. Williams has
pointed out that the food situation in East Pakistan may generate a
new flood of refugees. Can we set up something now to help in a food
crisis? Can we do something to help them return to normal distribu-
tion procedures?

Mr. Williams: This is why I am stressing the weaknesses in the ad-
ministrative structure.

Mr. Kissinger: Can we express what we want in terms of an
administrative structure? Can we internationalize food relief? We
shouldn’t just let this famine hit us unprepared.

Mr. Helms: The difficulty is that they need 3.5 million tons of food
and can only distribute 2 million.

Mr. Kissinger: Can we put them in a position to distribute more?

Mr. Helms: They have put a very weak man in charge of this.

Mr. Van Hollen: They have recently appointed Malik who has
only limited competence. The best thing in his favor is that he is a
Bengali.

Mr. Sisco (to Mr. Williams): Can you tell Henry what we have done
specifically?

Mr. Williams: When M.M. Ahmad was here we told him he had a
serious food problem coming up. We had a whole list of concrete steps
that could be taken, including giving them $2 million to charter trans-
port, but the army just doesn’t give a damn and isn’t good at this kind
of thing anyhow, and the Bengalis won't level with the army about
what the problems really are.

Mr. Kissinger: We can expect that every one of these problems will
get worse over the next few weeks. If famine is inevitable with the re-
sulting increase in the outflow of refugees, there will be strong pres-
sures here at home. Should we be prepared to squeeze the Pakistanis
on this? Maybe if we organize ourselves here, we can get them to do
something there.

Mr. Williams: One of the big problems, of course, is that most
food relief operations are close to the border and susceptible to In-
dian interdiction.

Mr. Kissinger: But if the food programs are internationalized, this
might be a way of restraining the Indians. They may be less likely to
blow up an international transport. (to Mr. Irwin) Put into your paper
a detailed program of what you want. We in this building are prepared
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to press Pakistan to do whatever will help but we need to put our great-
est weight on the things that matter.

Mr. Williams: The Pakistani Army is very thinly stretched in East
Pakistan. They are extremely short of transport and they have been
commandeering trucks. The real problem is in getting an effective op-
eration going.

Mr. Sisco: We might think in terms of a massive emergency move-
ment of transport which could be monitored by us or by an international
group to see that it gets to the right place. We have two problems: the
food that is getting there is not adequate for three months from now and
the administrative structure cannot cope with its distribution.

Mr. Irwin: (to Mr. Williams): Have we got all the food into the port’
that the warehouses can take?

Mr. Williams: Yes.

Mr. Kissinger: We need a statement of their requirements, what is
actually there, and what the shortfall will be. The food situation can
only get tougher. We should start to do our part now.

Mr. Helms: This will make Biafra look like a cocktail party.

Mr. McDonald: We have prepared a detailed plan on this. A De-
partment of Agriculture man came out and did a detailed study® which
we understand Yahya read personally. It spelled out specific policies
and actions but none of its recommendations have been carried out.

Mr. Kissinger: Maybe Yahya can’t do it; maybe it requires an in-
ternational effort. If Yahya were willing to have international observers
in the villages maybe he could get the refugees back.

Mr. Williams: A UN structure has begun to be staffed.

Mr. Kissinger: It is true that the UN was very slow in supplying
personnel?

Mr. Sisco: Yes, but it is moving pretty well now.

Mr. Williams: They are getting some people there and beginning
to build a structure.

Mr. Sisco: They are still trying to get Indian agreement, of course.

Mr. Kissinger: Let’s get a scenario early next week and have an-
other meeting on this later in the week.

Let’s talk about military assistance now.

Mr. Irwin: You know our views. However, we now only have
$14-$15 million to go and that’s not going to go in the next two weeks.
We would have originally recommended a complete embargo but

5 Reference is to the port of Chittagong in East Pakistan.
6 See footnote 3, Document 102.
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now this may not be so significant. By August 10, $10 million of the
outstanding licenses will have expired, with only $4 million left
outstanding.

Mr. Sisco: We can let the pipeline slowly dry out. In part, of course,
we will be influenced by the degree of success we have in modifying
the Gallagher Amendment’ to permit us sufficient latitude.

Mr. Noyes: If we are talking about a confrontation with Pakistan
over military supply, the fat’s already in the fire.

Mr. Sisco: We have put a hold on the one-time exception to our
arms policy involving 300 APCs and some aircraft. We believe this hold
should be maintained. Nothing has been delivered and nothing is
scheduled to be delivered. Since March 25 no new licenses have been
issued and we do not intend to issue any new licenses, although we
have a hundred requests. There is about $15 million in the pipeline
based on licenses issued before March 25.

Mr. Kissinger: I am not aware of any Presidential decision not to
issue licenses.

Mr. Sisco: This was considered at your last SRG meeting.®

Mr. Selden: I think we need a definition of “arms.”

Mr. Sisco: We will put in our paper what we think the policy is.

Mr. Kissinger: The Pakistanis complained specifically to me about
a motor for some experimental tank. I just want to be sure we under-
stand where we are. I agree the Pakistanis are not upset about arms now.

Mr. Sisco: Not at all; they are grateful that we haven’t stopped
entirely.

Mr. Kissinger: What happens when the licenses expire?

Mr. Sisco: It will be a year before everything that is in the pipeline
has been delivered. But we have agreed that we will not renew licenses
or issue new ones.

Mr. Selden: We still need a definition of “arms.” Are we talking
about such things as tires and spark plugs?

7 Congressman Cornelius E. Gallagher (D-New Jersey) offered an amendment to
pending foreign assistance legislation that called for the suspension of all military sales
and economic assistance to Pakistan until the President could report to Congress that
Pakistan was facilitating a return to stability in East Pakistan, and until the refugees from
East Pakistan were permitted to return to their homes and to reclaim their lands and
property. (Subsection (V) (1) of Section 620 of Chapter 2 of Part III of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, as amended) The House Foreign Affairs Committee voted in favor of
the Gallagher amendment on July 15. On October 5 the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee adopted the language approved by the House Foreign Affairs Committee.

8 See Document 32.
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Mr. Kissinger: I don’t want to reopen the whole question of arms
for Pakistan.

Mr. Sisco: It would be suicide to resume deliveries.

Mr. Kissinger: And the Pakistanis don’t want it.

Mr. Sisco: We will get a statement of our position on paper.

Mr. Kissinger: Do the Pakistanis understand that the pipeline is
closing on August 10?

Mr. Sisco: Let me be sure you understand. By the middle of Au-
gust $11 million of the $15 million worth of licenses will have been
used or will have expired. This does not mean that the material will
have been delivered. It will be somewhere in the pipeline.

Mr. Kissinger: Can it be delivered after August 10?

Mr. Van Hollen: Some of it will have been shipped by August 10.

Mr. Irwin: But if it isn’t shipped by August 10 it would not be per-
mitted to be shipped.

Mr. Kissinger: How much of the $10 million will be shipped? Do
the Pakistanis know they are under the guillotine?

Mr. Sisco: They will still have $4 million left.

Mr. Kissinger: Not even the Indians can make something out of
that. In other words, by August 15 we will have done exactly what the
President did not want to do in June except for $4 million.

Mr. Saunders: I don’t think anyone here understood what the ef-
fect would be.

Mr. Noyes: You understand that everything from the Defense De-
partment is still under a complete hold.

Mr. Irwin: We hope that when the military supply fades out, we
can get the same effect from humanitarian and food assistance.

Mr. Kissinger: Isn’t this a stricter embargo than 1965?

Mr. Van Hollen: No, we had a complete embargo for some months
in 1965-66. In 1966 we began providing non-lethal equipment and in
1967 we began giving them spares for equipment that was considered
lethal.

Mr. Irwin: Of course, they can buy spark plugs and things com-
mercially. They are only barred from getting them out of FMS stocks.

Mr. Kissinger: So we have cut off economic and, in effect, we are
cutting off military assistance by indirection. All we did was give them
an additional six weeks.

Mr. Sisco: What do you mean “six weeks”?

Mr. Kissinger: In June the President specifically did not approve
cutting off the supply of military equipment. Now you are getting it
by indirection.
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Mr. Sisco: We have done nothing differently. The deliveries to
which we were committed are already made. It is a question of whether
or not we make new commitments.

Mr. Van Hollen: The President’s reply to our recommendation was
to continue present policy.

Mr. Kissinger: I will find out exactly what he thought present pol-
icy was. I thought it was that the licenses were to continue. I will find
out if it is the President’s policy to put this degree of pressure on Pa-
kistan at this time. How much of the $11 million will be shipped by
August 10?

Mr. Van Hollen: The Munitions Control Group say they can’t de-
termine the amount but it will be substantially less than $11 million.
The licenses are valid for only a year.

Mr. Irwin (to Mr. Van Hollen): Can they be extended?
Mr. Van Hollen: No.

Mr. Kissinger: You can damn well extend them if you are told to.
If 90 percent of the material is shipped and then the licenses lapse,
that’s one thing. If 5 percent is shipped, that’s another. The Pakistanis
don’t know what we are doing to them. They are not pressing for new
licenses. It has not penetrated that of the material that was licensed in
March, 90 percent may be cut off on August 10.

Mr. Van Hollen: It should have; we have told them.

Mr. Kissinger: But they may not realize that goods purchased
under license and not yet shipped can’t be shipped. We don’t want
the Pakistanis to believe that we have put it to them in a devious
way.

Mr. Sisco: No one can tell us how much of the $11 million will
have been shipped by then.

Mr. Van Hollen: But the feeling is that a substantial proportion will
not be shipped.

Mr. Irwin: We should make sure the Pakistanis understand this.

Mr. Van Hollen: The Pakistani Military Supply Mission here knows
the exact status of the shipments. They bug Defense about it all the
time.

Mr. Kissinger (to Mr. Noyes): Do I understand you think some
spare parts should be opened up to them?

Mr. Noyes: We have $11 million in Defense stocks that are being
held completely. These are mostly spare parts and the Pakistani mili-
tary are constantly asking us about them.

Gen. Brett: Just today the Pakistani Group Captain asked me about
starting cartridges for the B-57s. The shipments have been licensed but
are still being held in our depots.
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Mr. Kissinger: When was this hold order issued?
Gen. Brett: April 4.
Mr. Kissinger: Who issued that order?

Gen. Brett: Mr. Packard. Then, following the April 19 SRG meet-
ing, the supplies were opened up again. Then we understood Mr.
Packard and Mr. Sisco had agreed to reinstitute the hold and we got
an order from Packard in writing to hold back.

Mr. Kissinger: Thank you.

106. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy
in India'

Washington, July 24, 1971, 1438Z.

134596. Subj: Meeting Between Secretary and Indian Ambassador
regarding China

1. Summary: At Secretary’s invitation Indian Ambassador Jha vis-
ited Department July 22 for discussion recent US moves regarding
China. Secretary explained purpose of Dr. Kissinger’s visit to Peking
was to arrange Presidential visit. US overall purpose was to establish
communications with Peoples Republic of China and normalize rela-
tions. While there had been presentations of established positions on
issues by both sides during Kissinger visit, there had been no decisions
or understandings. We intended seek improvement of relations but not
at expense of other nations. Amb Jha indicated GOI welcomed new US
effort improve relations with PRC but concerned how relationship might
affect interests of other countries and how it might relate to troubled Sino-
India relationship and Chinese support of Pakistan. End summary.

2. Secretary opened meeting, also attended by Sisco, Rasgotra,
Verma and Schneider, saying he had intended to see Jha sooner but
Amb had been out of town. He had just come from appointment with
President who conveyed his best regards to Amb Jha and asked that
they be conveyed to PM Gandhi. Secretary explained that Dr. Kissinger
had telephoned Jha prior to President’s announcement of Kissinger

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL INDIA-PAK. Se-
cret; Nodis. Drafted on July 23 by Schneider and approved by Van Hollen. Repeated to
Islamabad, Kathmandu, and Colombo.
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visit and planned Presidential trip to Peking.” Dr. Kissinger had been
in India immediately prior to his trip to China and he wanted to make
clear that he had intended no misrepresentation when he did not in-
form GOI of planned visit. No other government had been consulted
in advance since we believed without secrecy there would have been
too many obstacles in way of successful mission. Secretary said he ap-
preciated India’s understanding of President’s announcement.

3. Secretary explained purpose of Kissinger visit was to arrange
Presidential visit. It seemed important to us that President meet PRC
leaders as best means of normalizing relations, which was our purpose.
We use this general term because we do not now know how normal-
ization will develop. US Administration does not consider it wise con-
tinue without communications with country of 750 million people. This
does not mean our policy will change. It may mean improvement in
relations with PRC but this will not be made at expense of other na-
tions. We have had close communications with Soviets for a long time
but these have not been conducted at expense of our friends. No time
has yet been fixed for Presidential visit. May 1 was mentioned as dead-
line because we did not wish visit to become involved in US Presiden-
tial campaign.

4. Referring to Kissinger/Chou-En-lai conversations Secretary ex-
plained half of time was taken for translation. Much of discussion re-
lated to working out communiqué. Balance consisted of restatement of
policies, publicly stated before, of both governments. There were no
agreements, explicit or implicit, and no understandings other than to
have summit meeting. Both sides thought there would be something to
be gained by that meeting. That gain will depend upon events. There
was certainly nothing in conversations—and Secretary emphasized he
had seen everything regarding talks which President had seen—which
was detrimental to India in any sense of the word.

5. Amb Jha said GOI understood why it was not taken into confi-
dence regarding Kissinger trip. GOI had noted that Kissinger when in
New Delhi had discussed China in more detail than expected in view
of refugee problem. In light of later revelations India read this as a prior
assurance. Indian Foreign Minister’s first response was to welcome US
move. Later he made certain observations that external powers should
not seek decide future of other countries. US move was important in
relationship to state of Sino-India relations and active Chinese support
to Pakistan. Therefore there was undercurrent of anxiety in India. There
was feeling that this plus Pak role in arranging meeting will make it
more difficult for USG to play constructive part in seeking solution to

2 President Nixon made this announcement on July 15. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1971,
pp- 819-820)
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refugee problem and promoting political accommodation in East Paki-
stan. India is concerned that all these developments may weaken kind
of support it is seeking. Result could be additional obstacle in way of
warm relations between India and US.

6. Secretary replied US does not intend that this happen. Ex-
plained any time we improve relations with one country there are in-
evitable suspicions that this being done at expense of others. This not
so in this case. Secretary has long believed there need for communica-
tions with PRC. This should ease tensions and promote world peace.
There is no collusion or invidious purpose behind US moves. US ac-
tions will demonstrate this is so.

7. Jha inquired whether there were any discussions in Peking
about India. Secretary answered that he has avoided answering spe-
cific questions such as this and he would in this case except to say that
there was no discussion of India in any substantial way. Most discus-
sion related to matters of direct US-China interest. India not high on
list of such matters.

8. Secretary explained that if better relations established between
US and PRC this should reduce world tensions and, he would think,
would be helpful to India as it would in regard Japan and Indo-China.
We do not know and are trying to avoid speculation regarding
prospects as that would make it appear we had reached agreements.
Result, however, could be beneficial to Asia generally. During current
era when nuclear power is so destructive it just possible we could have
long period of peace. This is what we hope for. Furthermore, we are
doing everything we can to show Soviet Union that this US move not
directed against them.

9. Jha explained India has also said it desires normalization with
China. It continues support Chinese entry in UN. Agreed if US move
reduces tensions India would be most happy.

10. Secretary then inquired about latest report on flow of refugees
from Pakistan into India. Jha replied there had been some reduction
down to 40-50,000 per day. This was nonetheless high and no reverse
trend in sight. Refugees not likely return while influx continuing as
each newcomer brings warnings about return. Jha said that new rea-
son for migration had been added to Pak actions against political lead-
ers and Hindus. Now food and economic difficulties becoming opera-
tive factor while other factors continued. Predicted another 2 million
refugees may enter India when monsoon ends and travel easier.

11. Secretary inquired about UN activities. Sisco replied these in
planning phase. SYG had developed more precise proposal regarding
UN presence to facilitate refugee return. There no disposition now to
have Security Council meet. Clear conditions must be created in East
Pakistan under which flow will stop and refugees can return. There
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must be stability, absence of fear, adequate food. For latter purpose
much must be done to improve transport to avoid famine. Both India
and US wish to see steps toward political accommodation. US will do
everything it can to influence these conditions in East Pakistan in the
context of restraint and moderation on part of both India and Pakistan.
This is US policy. Jha and Rasgotra pointed out East Pakistan problem
was not instance of India—Pakistan dispute. It is problem between West
and East Pakistan which has effect on India. India therefore takes
exception to consideration of problem as another manifestation of
India-Pakistan differences. Sisco said that, as he had said before, East
Pakistan problem was not anything created by either US or India.

12. In conclusion Secretary asked that his best regards be conveyed
to FonMin Swaran Singh whose visit we much enjoyed. Jha indicated
FonMin hoped Secretary could visit India again. Secretary was non-
committal. Said he hoped Jha would keep in close touch with him and
Sisco during current difficult period.

Rogers

107. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy
in Pakistan'

Washington, July 24, 1971, 1035Z.

134643. 1. Following is uncleared memcon, FYI only, Noforn, sub-
ject to revision upon review.

2. During Ambassador Hilaly’s call on Secretary July 23 (septel),?
Hilaly raised two requests in economic field; i.e., request that USG ex-
pedite movement additional PL 480 wheat and provide additional
funds for leasing coastal vessels. He had told NESA Administrator Mac-
Donald this morning of his impression that some AID people were
“dragging their feet” on wheat shipments and issuance of PA’s and had
made strong case for expeditious wheat movement. GOP was con-
cerned about possible food shortage later in year and worried that pos-
sible US port strike in September would complicate movements if max-

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, AID (US) 15-8 PAK. Con-
fidential; Exdis. Drafted on July 23 by Laingen, cleared in AID by MacDonald, and ap-
proved by Van Hollen.

2 See footnote 2, Document 104.
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imum effort not made now to get additional wheat on its way. Van
Hollen injected that we well aware of possible shortages. We would
keep pipeline full and would look promptly at request for more coastal
vessels. However, US seriously concerned about need speed distribu-
tion system East Pakistan. Hilaly said whatever the facts on conges-
tion in Pak ports and transportation system, it would be better if wheat
were tied up in Pak ports than in ports in US. It was unrealistic to ex-
pect that “every knot should be tied” before additional PL 480 wheat
“for which we have signed” is moved.

3. On coastal vessels Hilaly said GOP needed an additional one to
two million dollars from US to hire up to half dozen coastal vessels of
3,000 ton capacity each. He had also raised this with MacDonald as im-
portant additional step that could be taken to avert difficulties later. Sec-
retary assured Hilaly we would actively consider his requests, noting
that if famine does in fact develop later in year and food is here and
not in Pakistan, then we would also be subject heavy public criticism.

4. Ambassador made brief reference to articles today’s press quot-
ing contents of Department cables on possible food shortages East Pa-
kistan. Secretary assured Hilaly we equally concerned over unauthor-
ized disclosure this cable traffic and had said so in statement to press.
Ambassador said he had written Senator Kennedy strong letter of con-
cern about news stories and particularly over language therein that
some of Senator’s aides would shortly be visiting refugee camps India
and “will try to enter East Pakistan” as well. He had reminded Sena-
tor that no one from his staff had applied for visas and that GOP could
not be responsible for what might happen to such individuals should
they attempt unauthorized entry across East Pakistan borders.

Comment: We plan call in Hilaly next week to apprise him fully of
steps being taken by USG and to urge upon him essential need for GOP
to take urgent steps on its side to put USG resources effectively to use.

Rogers
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108. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between President
Nixon and His Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, July 27, 1971, 7:20 p.m.

P: Working late?

K: Yes, I am going over some papers.

P: Anything new?

K: Nothing of any consequence.

P: A lot of stuff to catch up on I guess.

K: There’s a certain routine.

P: Terrific, I know.

K: It keeps piling up. There’s still a lot of congratulatory mail® com-
ing in.

P: Good, good. You know the one thing we want to do is to be

fair—we will probably be getting a question on the India/Pakistan
thing. We really want to—we sure don’t want to hurt our friends.

K: No, we certainly don’t. Being fed by the—.

P: I know, the Indians. Awful but they are getting some assistance
from Keating, of course.

K: A lot of assistance; he is practically their mouthpiece.

P: I talked to Bill [Rogers] in California while I was waiting
for you. He is down on Keating; he is a total mouthpiece for the
Indians.

K: He has gone native. As I told you, I saw the Indians and lis-
tened to their complaints and Keating kept interrupting and saying but
you forgot to mention this or that.

P: I think we ought to get moving on him; he is 71 years old.

K: Yes, but he would do us a lot of damage now. We should wait
until things quiet down.

P: Two or 3 months and then I think we ought to do it.

K: I will make it clear with the Indians that there isn’t going to be
a war.

P: They had had this plan—covers planned [sic] long before this.

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 368, Tele-
phone Conversations, Chronological File. No classification marking. The call was placed
by the President to Kissinger in the White House.

2 The mail was in response to Kissinger’s trip to China.
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K: They have certainly been more respectful since this trip. I have
asked Sisco to prepare a scenario of how we could handle this situa-
tion. I will talk to Farland tomorrow; and within this next week we
will have a proposal for you. The problem—no military aid to Paki-
stan, they are not even getting economic aid. If anything will tempt the
Indians to attack, it will be the complete helplessness of Pakistan.

P: After all they have done, we just aren’t going to let that happen.
K: Right, right.
[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to South Asia.]

109. Editorial Note

Ambassador Farland returned to Washington for consultations at
the end of July. President Nixon and Henry Kissinger met with him at
the White House on July 28, 1971. The discussion began with a brief
summary of the initiative undertaken with the People’s Republic of
China. Turning to developments on the subcontinent, Farland said:
“There is another side to this picture, and I can say with complete can-
dor that if we push Yahya to the point where he reacts, the reaction
will be such that the entire subcontinent will be [unclear] I mean he’ll
fight.” He anticipated that conflict between India and Pakistan would
draw in China as well.

Nixon asked: “What do you think our position should be?” Far-
land responded: “I think we are doing what we should.” He went on
to paint a stark picture of prospects for the subcontinent. Hindus and
Muslims had been at each other’s throats for centuries and in his view
were likely to remain so. Nixon interjected: “Miserable damn place.”
Kissinger said that his appreciation of India’s involvement in the cri-
sis building in East Pakistan was that “if they can undermine East Pa-
kistan then in West Pakistan so many forces would be, will unloosen,
will be turned loose that the whole Pakistan issue will disappear.”
Nixon turned to Farland and said: “You are convinced that Yahya will
fight.” Farland responded: “Oh, he will.” Nixon said: “He will commit
suicide.” Kissinger agreed that Yahya would fight: “Just as Lincoln
would have fought.” Farland added: “The possibility of defeat is a mi-
nor consideration as opposed to their sense of national unity.”

Nixon asked for Farland’s assessment of the “terrible stories” be-
ing circulated by the Indians about the horrors endured by the refugees
at the hands of the Pakistani Army. Farland responded that the Indi-
ans were “past masters at propaganda.” Nixon and Farland turned to
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the question of arms supply for Pakistan. Farland noted that “since
March 25 we have sent over 2,200 rounds of 22 ammunition for sur-
vival rifles for down there, that’s all.” He went on to observe that “40-50
percent of what is in the pipeline is for spare parts for trucks and for
communication equipment without which the starving refugees could
not be fed.”

Nixon encouraged Farland to “lay it right out” in discussing the
issue and in talking about the situation in East Pakistan. Nixon felt that
it was important to “try to help on the problem.” His concern was too
that a “bloodbath” would develop in East Pakistan. “We warned the
Indians very strongly,” he said, “that if they start anything—and be-
lieve me it would be a hell of a pleasure as far as I am concerned—if
we just cut off every damn bit of aid we give them, at least whatever
it is worth.”

Farland said that Yahya had told him that his intelligence had pin-
pointed 29 refugee camps in India where guerrillas were being trained.
“I hate to tell you this, Mr. President, but the guerrilla threat is grow-
ing by leaps and bounds. They are averaging 18 Pakistanis a day now,
they are averaging two bridges a day, killing that many.” He added
that the situation was exacerbated by the fact that refugees were pro-
hibited from coming back to East Pakistan.

Nixon said that his problems in dealing with the situation in East
Pakistan were magnified by the Department of State bureaucracy. “We
are having a hell of a time keeping the State Department bureaucra-
cies hitched on this thing.” The Department’s South Asia specialists
were, in Nixon’s view, pro-Indian. Farland noted the political fallout
that had resulted in the United States from the issue made about Pak-
istani brutality by the Consul General in Dacca, and by the head of
USIS. Both officers had been transferred out of the area and Farland
indicated that he was trying to prevent any further negative reporting
on the situation in East Pakistan. (National Archives, Nixon Presiden-
tial Materials, White House Tapes, Recording of conversation among
Nixon, Kissinger, and Farland, July 28, 1971, 4:21-4:54 p.m., Oval Of-
fice, Conversation No. 549-25) The editors transcribed the portions of
the conversation printed here specifically for this volume. A transcript
of this conversation is published in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol-
ume E-7, Documents on South Asia, 1969-1972, Document 141.
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110. Memorandum From Director of Central Intelligence Helms
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)"

Washington, July 29, 1971.

SUBJECT

Indian Reaction to Statement Attributed to You about U.S. Response in the Event
of Indian Military Action in Bangla Desh

Following is an account [2 lines of source text not declassified] con-
cerning a recent talk you had with Indian Ambassador L.K. Jha in
Washington. This information will be given no further distribution un-
less you wish it.

1. [name not declassified] said that in a recent conversation held in
Washington, Dr. Kissinger had made clear to Ambassador Jha that the
United States Government (USG) would consider any Chinese inva-
sion of India in response to any Indian action in the Bangla Desh con-
text as entirely different from the Chinese invasion in 1962, and that
the USG would provide no support to India, either military or politi-
cal, in that event.

2. [name not declassified] remarked that while this was causing con-
siderable concern at the highest levels of the Government of India
(GOI), it was not being taken at those levels as a deliberate anti-Indian
move on the part of the USG. According to [name not declassified], the
leadership levels of the GOI believe that cautious steps toward nor-
malization of U.S.-Chinese relations is to the net advantage of India
and South Asia. [name not declassified] also remarked, however, that Dr.
Kissinger’s statement would be taken as an intentional anti-India pos-
ture on the part of the USG by the lower levels of MEA and by the In-
dian public if and when they learned of it.

Dick

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 597,
Country Files, Middle East, India, Vol. IV, 1 Jul-30 Nov 71. Secret; No Foreign Dissem;
Controlled Dissem; No Dissem Abroad; Background Use Only. Sent to Kissinger on Au-
gust 13 by Saunders under cover of a memorandum in which Saunders states: “You may
want to compare how this message got through with whatever you told the Indians
when you were in New Delhi on this subject. Will they regard this as a change in tack?”
(Ibid.)
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111. Minutes of Senior Review Group Meeting'

Washington, July 30, 1971, 3:20-4:35 p.m.

SUBJECT
South Asia

PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State CIA
John N. Irwin, II Richard Helms
Christopher Van Hollen John Waller
Thomas Thornton AID
Defense Dr. John Hannah
Warren G. Nutter Maurice Williams
James H. Noyes Herbert Rees
B/Gen. Devol Brett Treasury
JSC John McGinnis
Adm. Elmo R. Zumwalt NSC Staff
Col. James Connell R/Adm. Robert Welander

Harold H. Saunders
Jeanne W. Davis

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
It was agreed to

—Preﬁare a comprehensive relief program for East Pakistan, in-
cluding what has already been moved and where the bottlenecks are.

—Prepare a telegram, to be approved by the President, outlining
an approach to Yahya telling him what needs to be done on refugees,
foodp relief, etc.

—Talk with the British about a joint approach or separate but con-
current approaches to India and Pakistan.

—Talk with the Russians to get a mutual assessment of the
situation.

—Develop a contingency plan for a possible Indian-Pakistani war.

—Schedule fifteen minutes at the beginning of the next NSC meet-
ing for the President again to express his views on the subject.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-112, SRG Minutes, Originals, 1971. Secret; Nodis. No draft-
ing information appears on the minutes. The meeting was held in the White House Sit-
uation Room. Another record of the meeting was prepared on August 9 in OASD/ISA
by Brigadier General Brett. (Washington National Records Center, OSD Files, FRC 330
76 0197, Box 74, Pakistan 092 (Aug-Dec) 1971) A brief record of the meeting was pre-
pared in the CIA on August 2 by John H. Waller, Chief of the Near East and South Asia
Division, Directorate for Plans. (Central Intelligence Agency, O/DDO Files, Job
79-01229A, Box 7, Folder 8, NSC 1971)
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Mr. Kissinger: This is a continuation of our meeting last week on
this subject.”

Mr. Irwin: Our basic feeling is that we should do something, and
we recommend some movement along the lines of the scenario we have
prepared.’ We think we should try further with the Pakistanis to seek
some restraint on military activity and persuade them to take steps to
reduce the flow of refugees and move toward some form of political
accommodation in East Pakistan. We should also try to counsel restraint
on India in connection with some of the things [less than 1 line of source
text not declassified] they are doing.

Mr. Helms: There are indications that India is doing something in
the military field to keep everyone stirred up. We don't think they are
preparing for a physical attack, but the indicators keep flashing. This
is all designed to keep the pot boiling.

Mr. Irwin: We think we might also talk to the British and the So-
viets. We can talk with the British about a joint or separate but con-
current approaches to the two states, and to the Soviets about getting
an assessment of the situation.

Mr. Helms: Has anyone given any thought to involving the Shah
of Iran in working with Pakistan? [1 line of source text not declassified].
He might be able to help us; at least it's worth considering since we
seem to be out of gas with Pakistan.

Mr. Kissinger: We're not out of gas with Yahya. I think he will do
a lot of things that are reasonable if we concentrate on the refugee prob-
lem. One thing he will not do is talk to the Awami League, at least not
as an institution. He might talk to some League leaders as individuals.

Mr. Irwin: Ambassador Farland thinks there is a bare possibility
that he might talk to the Awami League.

Mr. Van Hollen: Yahya’s estimate of how far he might be able to
go with the Awami League depends on whether or not he thinks he
might be cut down from behind by his military leaders.

Farland thinks it’s worth trying to move him a step further. There
has been no progress along the lines of the June 28 formula.* The flow

2 See Document 105.

% An undated “Scenario For Action In Indo-Pakistan Crisis” was drafted on July
29 in NEA/INC by Quainton and circulated to the Senior Review Group. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H-058, SRG Meeting, South Asia, 7/30/71) This paper is published in Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume E-7, Documents on South Asia, 1969-1972, Document 142.

4See Document 84.
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of refugees is continuing, the insurgency is on the increase and there
has been no move toward political accommodation. As a result, the In-
dians are still actively supporting the insurgents and they are facing
the prospect of famine in October or November. We have to think of
some way of breaking out of this vicious circle.

Mr. Kissinger: What are the Indians after? Do they want a politi-
cal accommodation or do they want to split off East Pakistan?

Mr. Irwin: It’s impossible to know. They would probably prefer to
split off East Pakistan, and they are assisted in this objective so long as
the refugees are still coming out, the Pakistan army is still active, there
is no political accommodation and the country is moving toward
famine. We should try to make it more difficult for India, by improv-
ing the situation in East Pakistan through reducing the refugee flow,
putting a UN presence in East Pakistan, and making a start toward po-
litical accommodation. If Pakistan can move in this direction, it may
be possible to put pressure on India.

Mr. Kissinger: Is it possible to ask the Pakistan Army to with-
draw to its barracks when India is supporting guerrilla activity in the
country?

Mr. Irwin: I don’t think so, but we might work toward this. If con-
ditions improve, this might be our goal.

Mr. Williams: I wouldn’t want to take the Army out of its role of
maintaining security. You can take them out of the civil administration,
though—out of Government House—without insisting that they return
to their barracks.

Mr. Kissinger: Why is it our business to tell the Pakistanis how to
run their government? We can appropriately ask them for humanitar-
ian behavior, but can we tell them how to run things?

Mr. Williams: It is not our business as such, but we can tell them
what we think as a friend and counselor.

Mr. Kissinger: What would an enemy do to Pakistan? We are al-
ready cutting off military and economic aid to them. The President has
said repeatedly that we should lean toward Pakistan, but every pro-
posal that is made goes directly counter to these instructions. There are
undoubtedly some things Pakistan must do, particularly to stop the
refugee flow. They ought to do something to make the refugees come
back or make India explain why the refugees are not coming back.

Mr. Irwin: What would they have to do to get the refugees to go
back?

Mr. Kissinger: In part, India can control this. At the moment, they
are expelling all foreigners from the refugee areas and we don’t know
what they are telling the refugees. Do we think India is encouraging
or discouraging the refugees from going back?
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Mr. Van Hollen: India is probably discouraging them, or at least
is linking their return with some sort of political accommodation. Even
if we take India out of the picture, though, the problems in East Paki-
stan are indigenous. They are merely accentuated by Indian activity.

Mr. Kissinger: So we have the following problems which are, to
some extent linked: 1) the refugees—how to stop and reverse the flow;
2) political accommodation; 3) the threat of famine and the necessity
for humanitarian relief, which in turn would affect the flow of refugees;
and 4) the nature of an East Pakistan government. On famine relief, we
must get a program started under any and all circumstances. If famine
develops, it will generate another major outflow of refugees. This is
one thing we can do something about. I think we can get considerable
Pakistani cooperation on this.

(Mr. Kissinger was called from the room at 3:35 and returned
at 3:50.)

Mr. Irwin: (to Dr. Kissinger) You mentioned the question of tilting
our policy. The State Department is not trying to tilt the consideration
of this matter. We have problems of political stability, refugees and the
prospect of famine. Fundamental to each of these is the question of
some move toward political accommodation. It will be very hard to
solve these problems unless there is some start in the political field.

Mr. Kissinger: The relief effort has to be undertaken anyway.

Mr. Irwin: If there is not some move toward political accommo-
dation we may not be able to carry out relief efforts. We can get the
food there but if we can’t get it distributed to the people who need it
our relief efforts won’t succeed. The whole distribution mechanism can
be upset by the cross-border operations.

Mr. Kissinger: The cross-border operations depend on India. You
could put the greatest civilian government in the world in East
Pakistan and if India wants to continue the cross-border operations,
they will.

Mr. Irwin: I agree, so the question is how to stop the cross-border
operations. If we can do it by direct pressure on India, fine. If that is
not possible, one way to help would be to start some form of political
accommodation in East Pakistan.

Mr. Kissinger: But the famine will start in October. Under the best
possible scenario, political accommodation will have barely begun in
October. The relief plans have to be started fairly soon.

Mr. Williams: “Political accommodation” is a shorthand expres-
sion. What is more important is some effective administration. Tradi-
tionally, in this part of the world, that means a civilian administration.
The ability to mount an effective relief effort depends on how much of
the civil administration is left intact.
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Mr. Kissinger: Are we to tell the Pakistanis that unless they install
a civilian administration we will let the famine develop?

Mr. Williams: No, but we can tell them that unless they install
an effective civilian administration it will be harder to prevent
famine.

Mr. Irwin: We are doing everything we can to prevent famine. We
can get the food to them and try to see to it that it is properly distributed.

Mr. Hannah: There will be damned little satisfaction in getting the
food to the ports if we can’t get it where the people are. The Pakistan
Army just isn’t used to this kind of an operation, plus the fact that they
are still under pressure from the guerrillas. They have invited the UN
in to give overall direction to the program but that won’t get the food
delivered. And Pakistan won't let us in.

Mr. Kissinger: Have the Paks said they won't let us in?

Mr. Williams: They have approved a UN presence in principle, but
they still haven’t actually admitted them.

Mr. Kissinger: They told me they hoped we would get the UN peo-
ple in faster.

Mr. Williams: It has been approved in principle in Islamabad but
they have not yet agreed to admit the 28 UN people who are poised
and waiting to go in.

Mr. Kissinger: We have no problem with the list of things
that have to be done. We have to tell Yahya that this is what needs
to be done, but why do we have to tell him that it has to be done by
civilians?

Mr. Zumwalt: He can’t do it with civilians while he is fighting a
war. The prevention of famine and our interest in supporting Yahya
dictate more help in granting him military supplies than we are ap-
parently prepared to give him. This relates to the spare parts he needs
to keep his vehicles moving. He has to keep the roads and waterways
open. If we cut off his source of spare parts he can neither fight a
war or distribute supplies—both because he couldn’t stop the cross-
border operations which could interdict the relief distribution and
because he wouldn’t have the vehicles to move the relief supplies
themselves.

Mr. Waller: We have a report from India that if the relief efforts
were under UN administration, they would not be interdicted by cross-
border operations.

Mr. Kissinger: If we are faced with a huge famine and a huge new
refugee outflow in October and we're still debating political accom-
modation, we’ll have a heluva lot to answer for. We need an emergency
relief plan and we need to tell Yahya that this is what has to be done
to get the supplies delivered. Yahya will be reasonable.
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Mr. Williams: There doesn’t have to be political accommodation
to get the civilians in.

Mr. Van Hollen: But the two things are directly related. We should
be and are preparing a relief program, but its implementation depends
on the governmental situation in East Pakistan—not on the US or on
the UN. The way to get some organizational arrangement in East Pa-
kistan to prevent famine and restore some normality is through some
political accommodation.

Mr. Helms: Our problem is to provide the food and get it in place.
How can we assume the responsibility for its distribution? We should
confine ourselves to doing the things we can do. It's up to Yahya to
decide how the food should be distributed. He has an interest in keep-
ing East Pakistan with West Pakistan. He’s not interested in helping
India by letting a famine develop in East Pakistan.

Mr. Williams: We can get the food there.

Mr. Kissinger: We can go further than that. (to Williams) You made
a good presentation at the last meeting on the necessity to marshal wa-
ter transport and things like that. The resources seem to be more un-
der Army control than civilian control. If we told Yahya these things
were required for distribution and we will help, we might make real
progress. But if, on top of that, we tell him he must end the insurgency
and have some sort of political accommodation, we won’t make it in
time for October. Yahya’s mind just doesn’t work that fast and the struc-
ture isn’t there.

Mr. Irwin: I agree we should do all you say, but we would go a
step further. We would point out that there should be a start in a di-
rection that might accomplish political accommodation.

Mr. Kissinger: What do we mean by “political accommodation?”
India considers political accommodation as splitting off East Pakistan
from West Pakistan.

Mr. Van Hollen: We shouldn’t have a blue print. But, in order to
create a viable institution, Yahya must agree to deal with the true po-
litical representatives in East Pakistan.

Mr. Kissinger: The question is whether we have to have political
accommodation before we can get a relief program.

Mr. Irwin: Not before the relief program starts. But if there is not
some effort in this direction, the cross-border operations will intensify
and there will be more disruption of the relief efforts. If we can stop
the cross-border operations by India, the relief effort might have a bet-
ter chance of success.

Mr. Kissinger: Will India slow down its cross-border operations if
the political process could be speeded up to October? India says Yahya
has to deal with the Awami League.
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Mr. Van Hollen: The extent to which India desists from its
cross-border operations would be linked to progress on the political
side.

Mr. Hannah: Why not approach it the other way around. Tell
Yahya that the best way to thwart the Indians is to get better food and
better conditions in East Pakistan than in the refugee camps in India.
We must convince Yahya that certain things have to be done while the
military is occupied in dealing with the guerrillas. If Yahya assumes
responsibility for the distribution of food, he can use it as a political
weapon.

Mr. Kissinger: We can tell him what is needed to distribute the
food as long as our programs are moving ahead.

Mr. Irwin: We're not really disagreeing with you.

Mr. Kissinger: But you're saying the next turn of the wheel is
conditional—that nothing will move until there is a start on political
accommodation.

Mr. Irwin: No we’re not.
Mr. Williams: No.

Mr. Zumwalt: Even if all the food gets through, the famine will
still probably occur. Both the Indians and the Soviets would prefer
famine rather than see Yahya win. The Chinese would probably prefer
famine to seeing East Pakistan split off from West Pakistan.

Mr. Kissinger: I agree with John Hannah. If we can be forthcom-
ing with Yahya on something, we have a better chance of getting some
political accommodation than if we hector him and try to put the
squeeze on him.

Mr. Hannah: We should continue to do everything we have been
doing. We should get Yahya to accept UN direction. We should rec-
ognize, though, that even when the UN people are there, it won't
work unless the US gets involved in an operation to marshal all ex-
isting resources, similar to the recent flood relief operation. We can
give him the backstopping of the UN, but well still have to furnish
the food and get it there, and provide some management once it’s
there.

Mr. Williams: The food that is moving to Pakistan now is ade-
quate to deal with the crisis. The food is moving to the ports and we
have obtained $3 million worth of charter transport to move it from
the ports. We want a UN presence involved in the internal distribu-
tion. We have an agreement in principle from Pakistan, but they have
still not authorized the entrance of the 28 people. We're not holding
anything back.

Mr. Kissinger: (to Williams) Maybe you should go there and tell
Yahya what is needed to break the bureaucratic log-jam.
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Mr. Hannah: It would be more effective if we could get a repre-
sentative Pakistani to carry the message to Yahya. We can reinforce it.
How about Shoaib?”

Mr. Williams: He’s traveling for the World Bank.

Mr. Irwin: We would like to move ahead as you are suggesting. In
addition, we think it would be better to start some move toward po-
litical accommodation.

Mr. Kissinger: My personal judgement of Yahya is that if we do
something for him, then ask him to move in a direction of political ac-
commodation, he would be more likely to do it. We're really debating
timing. Can we get a comprehensive program of relief and get it to
Yahya together with our judgement as to where the bottlenecks are.
We can then get someone to talk to him.

Mr. Williams: This is all in train—he’s not in real trouble at the
moment. When the harvest fails, then there will be trouble.

Mr. Kissinger: The situation isn’t going to get any easier in the next
two months. If there is another great outflow of refugees, the domes-
tic problem in India may become unmanageable.

Mr. Williams: It's a matter of internal transport.

Mr. Kissinger: I understand that, but let’s keep that a technical
problem.

Mr. Williams: We'll put together a comprehensive relief package.

Mr. Kissinger: Let’s put it all together—what has moved and where
the bottlenecks are.

(to Irwin) With regard to your scenario, I doubt that Yahya can
withdraw his army to their barracks under present circumstances.

Mr. Irwin: We took that out of the paper and substituted a restora-
tion of the civil administration, leaving the maintenance of law and or-
der to the police and the provincial para-military forces.

Mr. Kissinger: Your idea would be to go to Yahya with the whole
program. If you do, he’ll say “I'll do everything but the political steps.”

Mr. Van Hollen: We can tell him that to the degree he can do these
things, it would help clamp down on the Indian cross-border opera-
tions and establish a UN presence on the Indian side of the border. If
he makes some political moves, India may be more amenable to stop-
ping its activities that are adding to the tension.

Mr. Kissinger: How would we get India to do that?

5 Mohammed Shoaib, Vice President of the International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development.
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Mr. Van Hollen: We could tell India that what is happening in East
Pakistan is in the right direction.

Mr. Kissinger: The right direction to them is the Indian direction.
What is the right direction?

Mr. Irwin: For Yahya to begin to deal with the elected representa-
tives in East Pakistan—maybe not the Awami League. This needn’t be
conditioned to doing other things.

Mr. Kissinger: We're holding up military shipments to Pakistan
and not giving them economic assistance. What would we do if we
were opposed to Yahya? How does our policy differ from a hostile
policy?

Mr. Van Hollen: In many ways. In general we have been very forth-
coming with Pakistan. We came forward rapidly on relief. We haven't
cut off economic assistance—indeed we have been more flexible than
the other members of the economic consortium. In Yahya’s eyes, our
stance has been favorable.

Mr. Kissinger: We should tell him he should do these things on
refugees but tie it to political accommodation?

Mr. Irwin: It wouldn't be tied to political accommodation.

Mr. Kissinger: Would we tell him that our efforts with India are
contingent on these steps, or that our resumption of economic assist-
ance is contingent on political steps?

Mr. Van Hollen: They are not contingent on political steps. We have
been doing these things all along. We can tell him that our success with
India depends on his success on the refugee flow and on political ac-
commodation.

Mr. Nutter: We have the very practical problem that 90% of his
transport is of US origin. If we cut off his spare parts he won’t have a
transportation system.

Mr. Zumwalt: Or he won't be able to maintain sufficient order to
prevent the insurgents from cutting the system. If we don’t give him
some spares that are classified as lethal, the Pakistan Army will be rel-
atively limited. They could do a better job than if we bring their mili-
tary machine to a halt by withholding spare parts. We can use the mil-
itary capability to keep the lines open and use the vehicles to deliver
food.

Mr. Williams: I think your first point is valid but I question the
second. The UNICEEF vehicles have been commandeered by the Army
and they aren’t using them to move supplies.

Mr. Kissinger: (to Irwin) Your proposed scenario says (reading)
“...our hold on military shipments . . . should not be lifted until there
is an end of military activity against the civilian population and until
the army is returned to its barracks and effective civilian adminis-
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tration is in operation.” In other words, until after East Pakistan is
independent.

Mr. Hannah: What about the spare parts for the trucks now under
order? Are they being shipped?

Mr. Zumwalt: The licenses will run out in a few weeks.
Mr. Williams: Shipments will cease on August 13.

Mr. Zumwalt: At just about the time the famine is hitting, we will
likely see a breakdown of transport and of the ability to maintain suf-
ficient order to get food supplies through.

Mr. Irwin: If by giving the military some trucks they would use
them to move supplies, no one would object. By giving trucks and spare
parts to the military, even though we did our best to see that they were
used for food distribution, you would be certain to arouse political op-
position here.

Mr. Kissinger: Can we see a cable on what you would tell Yahya.
I will schedule fifteen minutes at the beginning of the next NSC meet-
ing so that all of the principals can hear the President’s views again on
this subject. Let’s see a cable of what we want to tell Yahya. We're very
receptive here to anything we should say on what he should do on
refugees.

Mr. Irwin: To sum up, anything in any area that we can do with-
out getting into the question of political accommodation, we should
do. Political accommodation will be treated separately.

Mr. Kissinger: In general, of course, I'm in favor of representative
government and we should urge Yahya to restore an increasing de-
gree of participation by the people of East Pakistan. But the clock is
running in India faster than the clock on political accommodation. We
are determined to avoid war. If it is necessary to squeeze India, we
will. There will be no war if we have any pressure available. The in-
evitable eventual outcome of all this is an autonomous East Pakistan.
Over any two or three year period, 75,000 Punjabi cannot govern 75
million Bengalis. West Pakistan needs more time for the sort of ac-
commodation that will be required than they do to meet the urgent
problem of the refugees.

Mr. Irwin: We don’t disagree. In addition, we are saying it might
be helpful if Yahya could make a start in the direction of political
accommodation.

Mr. Kissinger: If it can be done in a non-conditional way.

Mr. Irwin: There are no conditions.

Mr. Kissinger: Let’s draft a telegram and I will show it to the
President.

Mr. Irwin: Warren (Nutter) and Admiral Zumwalt have raised a
good question on military supply.
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Mr. Kissinger: We can’t do anything on military supply until these
other things are in train.

Mr. Nutter: There will be a de facto embargo about mid-August.

Mr. Williams: Aren’t these truck spares available commercially?

General Brett: They're all made to military specifications.

Mr. Kissinger: Would it be possible to release some spare parts for
transport alone?

Mr. Noyes: Some truck parts are interchangeable with tank parts.

Mr. Williams: The Army should have spare parts for its vehicles.
Their mobility is important. But the UN people in Dacca had recom-
mended against sending any vehicles. Increased mobility for the army
won’t move a lot of relief supplies.

Mr. Van Hollen: What about possible discussions with the British?
Mr. Kissinger: That’s a good idea.
Mr. Van Hollen: How about with the Soviets?

Mr. Kissinger: What would we tell the Soviets? Who would talk
to them? Another Sisco-Dobrynin conversation?

Mr. Van Hollen: It should probably be the Under Secretary.
Mr. Kissinger: That would be useful.

Mr. Irwin: We could suggest a mutual discussion and assessment
of the situation.

Mr. Kissinger: We also need a contingency plan in the event of an
Indian-Pakistani war.

Mr. Van Hollen: We have done some work on it, but it needs more.

112. Memorandum of Conversation®
Washington, July 30, 1971, 6 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Joseph S. Farland, US Ambassador to Pakistan
Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President
Harold H. Saunders, NSC Staff

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 210,
Geopolitical File, South Asia, Chronological File, Nov 69-July 1971. Secret; Nodis. Drafted
by Saunders on July 31. The meeting was held in Kissinger’s office at the White House.
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After the initial exchange of greetings, Dr. Kissinger asked the Am-
bassador whether he knew that Senator Kennedy had had the nerve to
ask the Pakistanis to arrange a visa for a visit to China. He noted that
Ambassador Hilaly had told him of this fact. There was an exchange
on the fact that Senator Kennedy plans to visit the Indian refugee camps
and that the Pakistanis had denied a visa to one of Senator Kennedy’s
aides who has been particularly hostile to Pakistan.

Dr. Kissinger then asked the Ambassador what the reaction of the
officers in his embassy had been after the announcement that Dr.
Kissinger had gone to Peking from Islamabad.

Ambassador Farland said that he had never seen so many jaws
drop. He said there was no suspicion of this in the embassy. Substan-
tively, everyone felt that it was a significant accomplishment.

Mr. Saunders noted that there had been suspicion among embassy
officers during Dr. Kissinger’s absence from Islamabad that something
special was going on, but most of the officers had given up thinking
much about it because they did not have any plausible idea of what
might be happening. Ambassador Farland noted that he had been con-
cerned about the AP stringer in Islamabad. Mr. Saunders noted that
the few American reporters in Islamabad had pestered the embassy for
a while on Saturday and then had taken off for various other places on
Sunday morning, having decided that there apparently was to be no
story in Islamabad.

Dr. Kissinger concluded this part of the conversation by describ-
ing the whole exercise as a “well done operation.” He said that he had
fully expected something to leak after his return and he had been hold-
ing his breath until the Thursday” announcement.

Dr. Kissinger then turned to the situation in India and Pakistan.
He said, “State is driving me to tears.” He said he was certain that the
State Department wanted to link any movement on the refugee and re-
lief fronts to a full political accommodation in East Pakistan.

He asked Ambassador Farland to check his judgment that (1) it is
better to talk to Yahya “with love rather than with brutality” [Ambas-
sador Farland said, “That is the only way.”]® and (2) that we could say
anything to Yahya as long as we related it to a refugee settlement and
did not describe it as related to “political accommodation.”

Dr. Kissinger said that, if one were to ask his estimate, there will
some day be an independent Bangla Desh. However, the problem now
is to defuse the refugee situation so that India cannot use it as a plau-

% July 15.
3 All brackets in the source text.
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sible excuse for going to war. The political outcome in East Pakistan
will run far behind the increase or decrease in tensions this fall result-
ing from the refugee problem. He concluded with a comment on As-
sistant Secretary Sisco’s characteristic of showing a lot of motion with-
out much sense of strategy. He said he had “let Sisco get away with
some things in the Middle East” but he is not going to let him do that
in South Asia. “Sisco will produce two wars in his area, if we are not
careful.”

Ambassador Farland agreed that the possibility of war is imminent.

Dr. Kissinger said he felt that we had to press the Indians harder.
When he asked what Mr. Saunders thought, Mr. Saunders said that he
felt that we had just about run out of steam with the Indians for a mo-
ment and had to press for some accomplishment on the Pakistani side
before we could go back at the Indians. Dr. Kissinger shrugged.

Dr. Kissinger said that he thought the big mistake the Pakistanis
were making was to dribble out all of the things they were doing on
the refugee front. He felt that they should save them all up for several
weeks and then announce a big program that could be pointed to as a
significant effort to solve the refugee problem.

Dr. Kissinger asked whether Ambassador Farland thought he
could sell this to President Yahya. Ambassador Hilaly did not under-
stand it here. He thought that perhaps Foreign Secretary Sultan Khan
had understood, but “he is such a hard-liner” that it seems unlikely
that he would act on the suggestion. Dr. Kissinger does not feel that
President Yahya had understood.

Ambassador Farland said that he thought that he could—or at least
he would try—to sell this idea to President Yahya. Dr. Kissinger said,
“Let’s make a deal—that if you get some instructions from the State
Department that you consider absolutely crazy, you will use the spe-
cial communications channel with us.” Ambassador Farland agreed.

Ambassador Farland said that he had talked with Mr. McNamara
at the World Bank and McNamara remained obstinately opposed
to any resumption of economic assistance to Pakistan under present
circumstances.

Dr. Kissinger said that it is absolutely essential that we get a com-
prehensive refugee program. If Yahya could propose a coherent pro-
gram then we would have something to take to the Indians as a basis
for squeezing them not to go to war. The Indians could then be asked
to let the refugees go back or to keep quiet about them. In any case, if
the Pakistanis had what looked like a plausible refugee program, then
the Indians would have less of an excuse to go to war.

Dr. Kissinger said he would urge Yahya to be “sweeping on
refugees.” He would urge him to allow the intrusion of UN officials
into every village. Then, with international civil servants on the scene,
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we could go to the Indians and refute any of the allegations they were
making to keep the refugees from returning. The onus would be on
them. It would be difficult to go to war on that issue.

Dr. Kissinger said that he despaired of the State Department’s ef-
fort to link political accommodation with a refugee solution. [Comment:
This had been discussed in the Senior Review Group earlier that af-
ternoon.]* Mr. Saunders said that he felt that the terms “political ac-
commodation” and “civil administration” had been confused during
the Senior Review Group meeting. Mr. Saunders felt that Maury
Williams [Deputy Administrator, AID] had not been concerned about
the political complexion of government in East Pakistan but had been
saying that for the refugee relief and feeding programs to succeed, there
would have to be some effective local administration. Food would not
move if village functionaries could not commandeer trucks to go down
to the docks and bring food back to the villages. Williams, Mr. Saun-
ders felt, was talking about the need to restore the administrative ma-
chinery, whereas State’s term “political accommodation,” while en-
compassing that thought, went beyond and had become shorthand for
the ultimate constitutional and political arrangements in East Pakistan.
Dr. Kissinger indicated that “Maury Williams is all right, but that id-
iot Van Hollen drives me crazy.”

Ambassador Farland said that he would sell President Yahya on
the idea of a refugee-relief program.

Dr. Kissinger said he thought we were heading for war in South
Asia. What’s more, he said he felt that the Chinese Communists would
come in.

Ambassador Farland said that the Russians had backed the Indi-
ans down the line. Dr. Kissinger noted that recent intelligence reports
had indicated that the Soviets had offered to hold naval maneuvers
with the Indians. He did not think the Indians would go that far. He
said he thought that the Indians feel they can take all of Pakistan, or
at least make West Pakistan so feeble that it would no longer be a threat
to India.

[At this point Mr. Saunders left and Dr. Kissinger and Ambassador
Farland concluded their meeting alone.]

H.S.

4See Document 111.
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113. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, August 3, 1971.

SUBJECT

Military and Economic Assistance to Pakistan as a Framework for South Asian
Decisions

With mounting press and Congressional pressure on our assistance
to Pakistan, I thought you should have an updated description of where
issues stand. The SRG has met twice to refine a game plan for you. This
memo is background for that.

Economic Assistance

There are three elements:

—The U.S,, like other consortium members, has held up on new
development assistance commitments since March 25 because of the
general disruption of the Pakistani development program. We are hold-
ing $75 million in FY 1971 money against the time when a revised Pa-
kistani development plan is available. The World Bank and IMF
continue to oppose resumption of development lending under present
circumstances while Pakistan’s overall development effort is disrupted.
Most of the other consortium members share that view.

—Meanwhile, a pipeline of $82 million is still flowing from earlier
commitments. Of that $82 million, about half is already tied up in let-
ters of credit for purchases in process; $15 million is committed to long-
standing projects in East Pakistan and $5 million for projects in West
Pakistan; $20 million remains to be drawn down. Pakistani drawdowns
are running much lower than normal, now about $2 million per month.
This means that there could still be ten months of assistance left at pres-
ent rates, but we could not count on that since the monthly drawdown
rate could move back to a more normal level ($5-10 million) if eco-
nomic conditions improved.

—Food and relief assistance is moving at the rate it can be ab-
sorbed, and a major internal U.S. and UN effort is being developed to
avert starvation in East Pakistan at the end of this year. Some 360,000

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 570, Indo-
Pak War, South Asia, 1/1/71-9/30/71. Secret; Nodis. Sent for information. A stamp on
the memorandum indicates the President saw it. On July 30 Saunders and Kennedy sent
this memorandum, which they drafted, to Kissinger for his consideration and submis-
sion to the President. (Ibid.)
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tons of U.S. grain remains to be shipped under existing authorizations.
The total import need will be about 175,000 tons a month.

The time frame for further decisions is set by the fact that Paki-
stan’s six-month moratorium on repaying debts to aid donors runs out
in October. Pakistan’s foreign exchange position now appears likely to
hold until then. But at that point Pakistan will, through the aid con-
sortium, seek relief either via formal acquiescence in the moratorium
or via an IMF drawing which would require supporting aid from donor
governments. Such aid would require some development framework,
and the Pakistanis are aiming to present an interim development frame-
work concentrating on rehabilitation in East Pakistan. That may well
not satisfy either the World Bank/IMF or the other aid donors. The US
may well be alone in proposing support unless the situation in East
Pakistan shows improvement.

Military Supply

Because military supply procedures are intricate, it helps in un-
derstanding where the present situation stands to understand the three
avenues through which Pakistan has procured military equipment
here:

1. Under our Foreign Military Sales (FMS) program, Pakistan has
been able to buy some equipment directly from US military depots. In
these cases, Defense maintains control over the equipment until it is
turned over to a Pakistani shipping agent at the depot gate.

2. Also under the FMS program, where equipment is not imme-
diately available in US stocks, Defense has put a private US supplier
under contract to furnish equipment directly to Pakistani shipping
agents. In these cases, Defense control over the equipment is limited
once the supplier accepts the contract.

3. Apart from the FMS program, the Pakistani procurement mis-
sion here can make its own contracts directly with the supplier. De-
fense is not involved at all.

In addition, it is important to understand the two controls that
have been used to limit shipments since the outbreak of fighting in East
Pakistan:

1. All Munitions List equipment—regardless of the channel
through which it is procured—requires an export license issued by the
State Department.

2. In addition, equipment in the first category above—equipment
supplied under the FMS program from US depots—is subject to ad-
ministrative controls within the Defense Department.

When fighting broke out in East Pakistan on March 25, the first ten-
tative decision was to establish an administrative hold on equipment
still within US Government jurisdiction but not to touch equipment
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which had already been turned over to a Pakistani shipping agent or
was being handled directly between a US supplier and the Pakistani
government.

This meant: (a) no new export licenses would be issued, but valid
ones (good for one year) would be honored until they expired; (b)
equipment in US depots would be administratively held. This left the
following equipment moving: any equipment for which a license had
been issued and which was under Pakistani jurisdiction, either because
a US depot had turned it over to a shipping agent before early April
or because the Pakistanis were procuring it directly from a supplier.

The rationale behind this distinction was that administrative ac-
tions over equipment within US Government jurisdiction could be ex-
plained for a time as bureaucratic delays, but establishing control over
equipment within Pakistani jurisdiction would have had conveyed all
the political signals of a full embargo. Those were signals we wanted
to avoid.

It has been difficult to know exactly what the effect of these par-
tial controls would be on the actual flow of equipment because the ac-
counting is so diversified—through the Defense system and out into
the commercial market.

What is clear now is that our policy has become more restrictive
simply with the passage of time because licenses which were good for
one year continue to expire. When Secretary Rogers wrote you on our
military supply options in June,” it was estimated that equipment up
to a value of $34 million might legally be shipped under valid licenses
but—because some of that was under administrative hold—the value
of actual shipments possible would have been less. By mid-July, fur-
ther refinement of the list which took into account the expiration of li-
censes set the outside figure at $15 million under valid license, although
again the amount free of administrative controls would have been less.
The passage of another month is expected to reduce the amount that
Pakistan could, by mid-August, still pick up anew from US suppliers
to just under $5 million (in addition to $9.5 million in sonar equipment
licensed commercially for vessels being built in the UK).

On the other side of the ledger, we do not know how much equip-
ment Pakistani shippers may already have picked up before licenses
expired and have in transit. Some shipments could continue to show
up from time to time, but the amount is not thought to be large.

The results of this policy are twofold:

1. The Pakistanis have played along with the administrative game
and have not made an issue of our restrictions. It was clear when I was

2 See Document 78.
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in Islamabad that they were grateful that the US had not taken the for-
mal step of imposing an embargo. The loss of military supplies both-
ers the military, but to Yahya it seems at least as important that the US
has not joined others in condemning him.

2. The Indians and the Congress have objected sharply to our not
imposing a total embargo. The fact that very little equipment is actu-
ally moving now under present policy does not satisfy them. There are
widely supported moves in the House and Senate to cut off both mil-
itary and economic (except relief) assistance to Pakistan until you de-
termine that most of the refugees are able to return home. If we hold
out against embargo, we could suffer restriction on the more impor-
tant economic aid for a small amount of equipment (plus the principle
of avoiding embargo).’

As a product of two SRG discussions I would expect to have for
you very soon a game plan covering our policy on these two issues as
well as on the other elements of the South Asian problem.*

® Nixon and Kissinger discussed this memorandum in a telephone conversation at
5:25 p.m. on August 3. Kissinger said that they, by which he meant Indians and critics
of Pakistan in the Congress, were asking for an embargo on arms and economic assist-
ance to Pakistan. “The extreme people want to cut off everything” he said, and con-
cluded “on relief we have a fighting chance but arms itself is hopeless.” In considering
how to work around pressure for an embargo on arms shipments to Pakistan, Nixon
asked about future export licenses. Kissinger’s advice was: “Fudge it;” indicate that no
licenses were being authorized “at this time.” Nixon concluded: “We will evaluate as it
goes along. We will have to take the heat on this.” (Transcript of a telephone conversa-
tion; Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 369, Telephone
Conversations, Chronological File) There is also a tape recording of the conversa-
tion among the White House tapes but it is difficult to understand. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Recording of conversation between
Nixon and Kissinger, August 3, 5:25-5:31 p.m., Executive Office Building, Conversation
No. 270-14)

4 Nixon highlighted this paragraph and wrote “OK” in the margin.
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114. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
India’

Washington, August 6, 1971, 1807Z.

143415. Strictly Eyes Only for Ambassador Keating and Chargé
Sober from the Secretary.

1. I am increasingly concerned at public and intelligence indica-
tions that both Indian and Pakistani governments are beginning to feel
war may be inevitable and are tending to act on that assumption. Pak
and Indian air forces are on alert. Government of West Bengal has been
informed that after August 15 it may not rely on presence of Indian
army troops for internal security purposes. Bangla Desh guerrillas ap-
pear to hope to mount major offensive in September. Cross-border
shelling by both Indians and Pakistanis has increased as has tempo of
guerrilla activity which is shifting from sabotage to direct attacks on
West Pakistani forces. In addition Indian rejection of UN presence on
its side of border and efforts to exclude foreign relief workers from
refugee areas suggest greater Indian sensitivity about activities in these
areas.

2. With these indications of rising danger in view you should seek
early opportunity to meet with Foreign Minister or Foreign Secretary
to express our continued concern at dangers of situation and our hope
GOI will continue to act with utmost restraint. Specifically you should
ask GOI to take no action which would exacerbate situation and to use
its influence with Bengali guerrilla forces to prevent creation of situa-
tion in which guerrilla activities could lead to hostilities. We would
hope GOI would refrain from public statements which would raise
level of tension and would make no military deployment which might
seem to be provocative.

3. You may also tell Foreign Minister that we are making equally
strong appeal in Islamabad and are well aware that restraint is not
merely question for one side alone. We recognize that in cases of bor-
der incidents both sides must act with restraint and we are so inform-
ing GOP. You should stress in your presentation our view that war is
in no one’s interests in area.

Rogers

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 27 INDIA-PAK. Se-
cret; Priority; Nodis. Drafted by Quainton (NEA/INC) on August 3; cleared by Peter
Constable (NEA/PAF), Van Hollen, Johnson (U), and Haig; and approved by Rogers.
Repeated to Islamabad. According to an August 4 memorandum from Saunders to
Kissinger, Kissinger also cleared the telegram. (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 570, Indo-Pak War, South Asia, 1/1/71-9/30/71)
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115. Telegram From the Consulate General in Calcutta to the
Department of State'

Calcutta, August 7, 1971, 1220Z.

2280. Subject: Meeting With AL Rep. Reference: Calcutta 2230.

Summary: In discussion with ConGen PolOff, Awami League
MNA reiterated points made reftel and reaffirmed that (despite pro-
paganda to the contrary) AL leaders are unanimous in desire for com-
promise settlement with GOP. He said, in approaching ConGen, he act-
ing under specific instructions of Bangladesh Minister who hopes to
convince USG to initiate negotiations with GOP which will lead to a
meeting of interested parties and peaceful settlement of current im-
passe. He said Bangladesh military forces building to strength of two
“conventional” divisions (plus guerrillas) when this level is reached
they plan to seize and hold territory in East Bengal. End summary.

1. On August 7 PolOff met again with Awami League MNA from
Comilla, Qazi Zahirul Qaiyum, who reaffirmed that he had contacted
ConGen under specific instructions of Bangladesh Foreign Minister
Khandakar Moshtaqyr Ahmed. In reiterating points made reftel,
Qaiyum gave special emphasis to two of them: US is only country ca-
pable of successfully arranging settlement, and Sheikh Mujibur Rah-
man must be a party to such settlement. He said that if Mujib is tried
and executed, prospects for a compromise “will be zero.” Other AL
leaders including BD Cabinet members have “no authority, no control
over the masses,” and thus they would be unable to negotiate com-
promise. On other hand, any compromise negotiated by Mujib would
be accepted by the people, even including a return to the status quo
ante. He said refugees would go home under any settlement approved
by Sheikh Mujib. Qaiyum thought USG was following correct policy
in allowing limited arms shipments to Pakistan, as this would make it
easier for USG to approach GOP on question of political settlement.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 23-9 PAK. Secret;
Immediate; Exdis. Also sent to New Delhi.

2 Telegram 2230 from Calcutta, July 1, reported on a meeting between Awami
League representative Qazi Zahirul Qaiyum and a political officer from the Consulate
General. Qaiyum told the officer that Awami League leaders feared the consequences of
a war between India and Pakistan and were concerned that extremist elements would
take over the Bangladesh movement if guerrilla warfare in East Pakistan was protracted.
Consequently, they were interested in a political settlement and were prepared to back
away from their demand for total independence. Qaiyum proposed a meeting of repre-
sentatives of the Awami League, Pakistan, the United States, and India to work out a
settlement, but he stipulated that Mujibur Rahman'’s participation was an essential pre-
requisite. (Ibid.)
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2. According Qaiyum, AL leaders think there is a good chance of
war breaking out, perhaps in the next 15-20 days, which would be an
enormous disaster for everyone on subcontinent. Qaiyum said there
rumors that India may soon recognize the Bangladesh Government; he
thought this would sharpen Indo-Pak confrontation, reduce prospects
for political settlement and make war more likely. If war comes, USSR
rather than USA is likely to take lead in negotiating peace settlement,
and this will be to disadvantage of AL.

3. Qaiyum said there was little time left and urged USG to take
action soonest. He thought USG best able judge exactly how to initi-
ate negotiations, but recommended that first we convey to GOP the
AL’s desire for compromise. He thought this might be done in Wash-
ington through Pak Ambassador and/or by US Embassy in Islamabad.
He specifically authorized disclosure to GOP of any details of his con-
versation with us. He said he personally would be willing to go to
West Pakistan for talks with the GOP, and Foreign Minister Ahmed
also would undertake such a trip, provided the ground has been pre-
pared and they had assurances of safe conduct. Ahmed also wants
confer with USG officials, but does not know how best to arrange such
talks.

4. Qaiyum said that Mukti Bahini® was becoming an increasingly
powerful military force. He said they have developed two-prong strat-
egy. They plan to build MB “conventional” force to two divisions. (They
now have one division consisting of 10 battalions of 1200 men each.)
When second division is trained and equipped, they will use their “con-
ventional” forces to seize and hold portion of East Bengal. In mean-
time, MB guerrilla fighters will continue guerrilla warfare tactics
throughout entire province. Qaiyum said GOI has 500 East Pakistanis
[garble—in?] officer schools at Dehra Dun and in Rajasthan who will
be assigned to “conventional” forces upon completion of their train-
ing. GOl is in process of providing “conventional” divisions with mod-
ern equipment including anti-aircraft guns. Guerrilla fighters are given
shorter training at camps near border.

5. In long run, AL is confident that it can achieve military victory.
East Bengal, however, is being devastated (situation would be many
times worse if there were an Indo-Pak war), which makes it increas-
ingly important that all efforts be made to achieve political settlement.
Under any circumstances an enormous reconstruction job will be re-

® The Mukti Bahini, which translated as People’s Brotherhood, was the guerrilla
force operating against the Pakistani Army in East Pakistan.
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quired. Qaiyum thought that US was only country capable of provid-
ing necessary assistance.

6. Comment. We still have no reason to doubt Qaiyum’s bona
fides.* To best Qaiyum’s knowledge, his is only such AL contact with
USG. From military standpoint, he seemed more confident this week
of eventual MB victory; but nevertheless he equally firmly convinced
of necessity to strive for political settlement.

Gordon

* The Consulate General in Dacca did an assessment of Qaiyum’s role in the Awami
League and concluded that he was not prominent in the leadership but was probably
a confidant of Khondkar Mushtaq Ahmad, the “Foreign Minister” of the Bangladesh
independence movement, and a bona fide representative of Mushtaq. (Telegram 3057
from Dacca, August 8; National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 23-9 PAK)
On August 9 the Embassy in Pakistan weighed Qaiyum’s approach and concluded that
even if the initiative was legitimate and represented the views of the Bangladesh lead-
ership, it was unlikely that it would be acceptable to Yahya Khan’s government. The
Embassy saw a risk to relations between the United States and Pakistan in becoming
involved as a conduit for proposals such as that put forward by Qaiyum. In the inter-
est of longer-term relations with the Bangladesh leadership, however, the Embassy
judged that the risk was manageable and worth taking. (Telegram 8052 from Islamabad;
ibid.)

116. Memorandum From Acting Secretary of State Irwin to
President Nixon'

Washington, August 9, 1971.

SUBJECT

Indo-Soviet Treaty of Peace, Friendship and Cooperation

In New Delhi on August 9, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko and
Indian Foreign Minister Swaran Singh signed a twenty-year Treaty of

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 21 INDIA-USSR.
Confidential. Drafted by Quainton; cleared by Schneider, Van Hollen, Igor N. Belouso-
vitch (INR/RSE); and in draft by Laingen, Douglas M. Cochran, Chief of the South Asia
Division (INR/RNA), and Wayne S. Smith (EUR/SOV).
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Peace, Friendship and Cooperation.” The Treaty is a dramatic demon-
stration of the closeness of current Indo-Soviet relations. It is an im-
portant Soviet initiative to gain greater influence over the course of
events in South Asia.

The essence of the Treaty is its provision that in the event of at-
tack or the threat of attack there will be immediate mutual consulta-
tions. Each side also undertakes to refrain from giving assistance to any
third party taking part in armed conflict with the other party. These
clauses not only assure Soviet neutrality in the event of hostilities in
South Asia but also the prospect of Soviet assistance and support in
the event of war.

The Indian decision to depart from its formal posture of non-
alliance, the disclaimer of Soviet respect for India’s policy of non-
alignment as stated in the Treaty notwithstanding, reflects India’s per-
ceptions of changing international power realities, notably the détente
in Sino-American relations. In addition, recent U.S. policies toward
Pakistan have reinforced the Indian view that it could not count on
U.S. support for Indian interests in the area or on U.S. assistance in the
event of hostilities.

From the Soviet point of view the rising level of tension in South
Asia and the prospect that India might extend formal diplomatic recog-
nition to the Government of Bangla Desh, thereby precipitating hostil-
ities, seem to have prompted the Soviet offer of a Treaty at this time.
The gains from the Treaty for the Soviets are formal Indian assurances
that it will not enter any hostile alliance system, permit the establish-
ment of foreign bases in India or allow the use of India for purposes
militarily harmful to the USSR.

It remains to be seen whether the impact of the Treaty will be a
moderating one, although that was probably the Soviet intent. This as-
surance of Soviet support has probably also diminished pressures on
the Indian Government and restored a degree of self-confidence and
restraint. On the other hand, the Treaty in itself provides no basis for

% The text of the treaty was transmitted to the Department on August 9 in telegram
12695 from New Delhi. (Ibid.) For text, see Vneshnyaya politica Sovetskogo Soyuza, 1971
(Moscow: Mezhdunarodnye otnosheniya, 1972), pp. 93-96. The Embassy in Moscow an-
alyzed the treaty and concluded that it represented a move by the Soviet Union to con-
solidate its position in India by accepting increased involvement in an explosive situa-
tion on the subcontinent. (Telegram 5788 from Moscow, August 10; National Archives,
RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 21 INDIA-USSR) Kissinger uses similar imagery in
assessing the impact of the treaty in his memoirs. In his view the treaty removed an im-
portant restraint on India in its confrontation with Pakistan by ensuring continuing So-
viet military supplies and by factoring in the Soviet Union to offset a possible interven-
tion in the conflict by China. “With the treaty, Moscow threw a lighted match into a
powder keg.” (White House Years, p. 867)
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the resolution of the fundamental issues at stake in the East Pakistan
situation and may therefore offer only a temporary breathing space.
Indeed it is possible that by implicitly giving India a deterrent against
Pakistani and /or Chinese attack, it may encourage the Indians to step
up their covert activities in East Pakistan with less fear that these ac-
tivities will escalate into war.

While the Treaty represents no substantial change in Indo-Soviet re-
lations, it reinforces the increasing closeness of view between the Indians
and the Soviets which has developed in recent years. It reflects a Soviet
recognition of the preeminence of its interests in India and India’s recog-
nition of the geo-political necessity of close relations with Moscow. The
Treaty does not, however, imply any change in India’s desire for close re-
lations with the United States. The Indian Foreign Secretary called in our
Acting DCM shortly after the signing of the Treaty to reassure him that
it was not directly against the United States. In addition on August 7, two
days before the signing of the Treaty, Prime Minister Gandhi’s office in-
formed us that she would be pleased to accept an invitation for an offi-
cial visit to Washington this November, thereby clearly demonstrating
her interest in maintaining a significant relationship with us.

John N. Irwin II

117. Memorandum of Conversation’
Washington, August 9, 1971, 1:15-2:30 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Lakshmi Kant Jha of India
Mr. Henry A. Kissinger

The lunch took place at the Ambassador’s request.

Mr. Kissinger opened the conversation by saying that the Ambas-
sador had picked a rather difficult occasion—the signing of the Soviet-

LSource: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 643,
Country Files, Middle East, India/Pakistan, July 1971. Secret. The meeting took place in
Kissinger’s office at the White House. The time of the meeting is from Kissinger’s ap-
pointment book. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 438,
Miscellany, 1968-1976, Record of Schedule)



316 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XI

Indian friendship treaty [treaty text at Tab A]. In itself, the treaty was
a matter of secondary concern to us, though it was hard to reconcile
with the non-alignment policy of India. What did concern us, however,
was the possibility that India might draw the conclusion from it of an
unlimited freedom of action vis-a-vis Pakistan. Mr. Kissinger said he
could not be more categorical in pointing out that a war between In-
dia and Pakistan would set back Indian-American relations for half a
decade. No matter what the Ambassador was told around town, Mr.
Kissinger wanted him to understand that an attack on East Pakistan
would involve the high probability of a cut-off of aid. Also, if India
wound up as a result of this treaty as a diplomatic appendage to the
Soviet Union, there would be a much lessened interest in India. As he
had pointed out to all the people he spoke with in India, the Ameri-
can interest was a strong, self-reliant independent India.

The Ambassador said that, of course, India was not going to be
anybody’s diplomatic satellite. Mr. Kissinger called his attention to Ar-
ticle 9 of the treaty® which, if read literally, meant that India would
have to support the Soviet Union diplomatically in a new crisis over
Berlin. The Ambassador said that, obviously, this was not the intention
of the treaty. India was looking for a counter-weight to Pakistan’s re-
peated claims to the effect that in a new war China would be on its
side. Mr. Kissinger said that anything that exacerbated conditions in
the subcontinent was against our policy. He hoped the Ambassador
understood that we were deadly serious about it.

Mr. Kissinger also said that it seemed a pity for the United States
and India, which have no conflicting interests, to quarrel over a prob-
lem whose solution was preordained by history. The Ambassador
asked Mr. Kissinger what he meant. Mr. Kissinger said that it seemed
to him that over a historical period, East Bengal would be gaining au-
tonomy even without Indian intervention. We, in turn, had no interest
in the subcontinent except to see a strong and developing India and
an independent Pakistan. Indeed, there was a difference in our ap-
proach to India and in our approach to Pakistan. India was a potential
world power; Pakistan would always be a regional power. For all these
reasons, the problem would sort itself out if we separated the issue of
relief from that of refugees and the issue of refugees from that of po-

2 All brackets in the source text. The attached text of the treaty was released in
Moscow on August 9 by TASS and circulated in Washington by the Foreign Broadcast
Information Service.

3 Article 9 stipulated that each country would refrain from giving assistance to a
third country engaged in conflict with the other country. It further stipulated that if ei-
ther country was attacked or threatened with attack, the two countries would consult
“with a view to eliminate this threat.”
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litical accommodation. The Ambassador said that he had no difficulty
separating relief from refugees, but he saw no way of separating
refugees from political accommodation.

The Ambassador then handed Mr. Kissinger a letter by Prime Min-
ister Gandhi to the President. The letter [Tab B]* was couched in very
conciliatory terms. He said it would provide an excellent opportunity
for the President to state his basic policy towards India and to start a
useful dialogue. He also told Mr. Kissinger that Prime Minister Gandhi
had accepted the invitation to come to Washington and, indeed, on the
dates we had proposed. This would give us an opportunity to ease
some of the tensions.

Mr. Kissinger told the Ambassador that we welcomed Prime Min-
ister Gandhi but that it was essential that the India/Pakistan problem
not be solved by war. We would be generous in refugee relief, but In-
dia should not believe that it could use this crisis to overthrow the set-
tlement of 1946.

The meeting ended with an exchange of pleasantries.

* Attached is an August 7 letter that Kissinger sent to Nixon under a covering mem-
orandum on August 19; see the attachment to Document 128.

118. Memorandum From Secretary of State Rogers to President
Nixon'

Washington, August 10, 1971.

SUBJECT
Discussion with U Thant on the UN Relief Effort in East Pakistan

In two meetings August 10 with the Secretary-General and mem-
bers of his staff and of the specialized agencies involved, I stressed
our desire to see the UN rise to the great humanitarian challenge posed
by the risk of famine and disease among the victims of the strife
in East Pakistan and assured him of our strong support for the UN
effort.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, SOC 10 PAK. Confidential.
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U Thant seemed fully aware of the magnitude and urgency of the
problem and was very cooperative. He expressed concern over the
threats being made by the guerrilla leadership against the safety of UN
personnel in the area and preoccupied by the need for a political ac-
commodation with the Awami League in East Pakistan as the only real
solution. He said he is prepared under Article 99 of the UN Charter”
to bring the situation between India and Pakistan to the attention of
the Security Council if he decides that it involves a serious threat to
peace. He will announce this week, probably Wednesday,® that he has
decided to station 38 UN officials in the Dacca area by early Septem-
ber to coordinate and expedite the movement of relief supplies and to
work out arrangements to assure that the supplies reach those in need.
Once such arrangements are made he plans to send some 150 addi-
tional personnel to other parts of East Pakistan, including the recep-
tion centers established to handle returning refugees. Their staffing
plan seems sensible.

He was grateful for our one million dollar contribution and the
promise of additional financial aid for this effort, to which the UK is
also contributing some $500,000. At the same time he displayed con-
siderable concern lest the US appear to be dominating the UN effort,
and particularly at any effort to politicize the UN relief effort.

The discussions with U Thant’s staff and representatives of the
specialized agencies revealed substantial agreement with our assess-
ment of the relief needs and what needs to be done to meet them. On
the whole, I was favorably impressed by their competence and realis-
tic attitude.

At U Thant’s request, Mr. Sisco and I gave him a brief and gen-
eral appraisal of Mr. Sisco’s talks with Israeli officials, stressing that se-
rious problems remain but that we are cautiously optimistic that an in-
terim agreement is yet possible by the end of the year and that both
sides continue to welcome our efforts to that end. U Thant said he
would relay this information to Ambassador Jarring.

Incidentally, from the firmness with which U Thant spoke about
his intention if necessary to raise the Indo-Pakistan matter in the Se-
curity Council and his stress on his good health, we came away with
the impression that he is more than willing to remain as Secretary-
General.

William P. Rogers

2 Article 99 of the UN Charter reads: “The Secretary-General may bring to the at-
tention of the Security Council any matter which in his opinion may threaten the main-
tenance of international peace and security.” (American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic
Documents, Vol. 1, p. 158)

% August 11.
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119. Letter From the Indian Ambassador (Jha) to President Nixon'

Washington, August 11, 1971.

Excellency,

I am desired by my Prime Minister to convey to Your Excellency
the following personal message from her:

“The Government and people of India as well as our Press and
Parliament are greatly perturbed by the reported statement of Presi-
dent Yahya Khan that he is going to start a secret military trial of Mu-
jibur Rahman without affording him any foreign legal assistance. We
apprehend that this so-called trial will be used only as a publicity to
execute Sheikh Mujibur Rahman. This will aggravate the situation in
East Bengal and will create a serious situation in India because of the
strong feelings of our people and all political parties. Hence our grave
anxiety. We appeal to you to exercise your influence with President
Yahya Khan to take a realistic view in the larger interest of the peace
and stability of this region”. Please accept, Excellency, the assurances
of my highest esteem.”

L.K. Jha

L Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 29 PAK. No classi-
fication marking. Sent to Kissinger on August 11 under cover of a memorandum from
Eliot. (Ibid.)

2 On July 22 Syed Nazrul Islam, using the title of Acting President of Bangladesh,
sent a telegram to President Nixon asking him to intervene on behalf of Mujibur Rah-
man. (Telegram 140332 to Islamabad, July 30; ibid.)
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120. Minutes of Senior Review Group Meeting'

Washington, August 11, 1971, 3:10-4:20 p.m.

SUBJECT
Pakistan
PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State CIA
John N. Irwin Lt. Gen. Robt. E. Cushman
Joseph Sisco John Waller
Christopher Van Hollen [name not declassified]
Lindsay Grant AID
Defense Maurice Williams
Armistead Selden Herbert Rees
Brig. Gen. Devol Brett OMB
JCS Kenneth Dam
Adlm. Thomas H. l11\/[00rer NSC Staff
Col. James Conne Col. Richard T. Kennedy

Lt. Col. Walter B. Ratliffe Samuel M. Hoskinson

Harold H. Saunders
Jeanne W. Davis

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

It was agreed that

—The State/AID package of telegrams” would be reworked by
State, AID and Hal Saunders, in the light of the President’s remarks,
to separate some of the political issues from relief matters;

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-112, SRG Minutes, Originals, 1971. Secret. The meeting was
held in the White House Situation Room. The minutes indicate that the meeting began
at 3:10 p.m. and concluded at 3:55. According to Kissinger’s appointment book, the meet-
ing began at 3:10 and was interrupted at 3:15 by a meeting of the principal members
of the Senior Review Group with President Nixon. That meeting concluded at 3:47 at
which point the meeting of the Senior Review Group resumed and concluded at 4:20
p-m. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 438, Miscellany,
1968-1976, Record of Schedule)

2 Reference is to two draft telegrams conveyed to Kissinger under a covering mem-
orandum on August 7 by Eliot. One was a draft telegram from AID to Islamabad and
New Delhi providing a status report on humanitarian relief in East Pakistan that em-
phasized the importance of preventing a famine. The other was a draft telegram of in-
structions to Ambassadors Keating and Farland entitled “Scenario for Action in the Indo-
Pakistan Crisis,” that outlined initiatives to be undertaken with Prime Minister Gandhi
and President Yahya. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC
Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-058, SRG Meeting, Pakistan/Cyprus, 8/11/71)
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—Mr. Williams would leave for Pakistan next week to make the
presentation to Yahya on relief matters and discuss with M.M. Ahmad
the case to be made to the World Bank consortium in October.

Mr. Kissinger: The President would like to see the principals for a
few minutes on Pakistan.

(The following adjourned to the President’s office and returned at
3:47: Irwin, Sisco, Selden, Cushman, Moorer, Williams, Kissinger, Saun-
ders; see separate m'mu’ces.)3

Mr. Kissinger: I think we covered the main points with the Presi-
dent on what is needed. We have the AID package on relief and
refugees. I suggest we separate out some of the political issues from
the relief matters. Saunders and Van Hollen can work together on this.

Mr. Irwin: I agree we’ve covered everything. We will take another
look at the package in the light of the President’s remarks.

Mr. Kissinger: Is $100 million the right figure for refugee relief.
We're prepared to entertain a larger figure if that would be desirable.

Mr. Sisco: We should discuss the timing of this. Some people be-
lieve we can do too much too quickly with the Indians.

Mr. Kissinger: I'm talking about Pakistan. We're not so eager to do
things for India. We want to make a demonstrable case to prevent
famine in East Pakistan.

Mr. Irwin: They don’t need money as much as they do the means
for distribution.

Mr. Selden: The real problem is distribution.

Mr. Williams: And administration.

Mr. Kissinger: Hal Saunders can get together with you on some
changes in the State/AID message rather than redraft it here. Can we
get the whole package out this week?

Mr. Sisco: I think so.

Mr. Kissinger: Then Maury Williams can go out there to make
the presentation to Yahya. I think that is as much as can be done
NOwW.

Mr. Irwin: The quicker he can get there, the better.

Mr. Williams: We want to let the UN get out in front, though. Phase
One should be an announcement by the UN that they are taking on
the responsibility. My trip can then be made in support of the UN
effort.

Mr. Kissinger: When will the UN announcement be made?

Mr. Sisco: It's supposed to be this week.

3 Document 121.
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Mr. Kissinger: (to Williams) Then you could go out at least by the
end of next week. I wouldn’t want you to wait three weeks or so.

Mr. Irwin: He wouldn’t wait beyond next week.

Mr. Williams: Just as long as the publicity is directed to the UN.
It's a psychological thing. I don’t need to wait until they recruit the
people to do the job.

Mr. Kissinger: Someone should talk fairly straight to the Indians,
too, and tell them the party is over. We will do what we can to help on
refugee relief, but if they are planning to use this to split up Pakistan,
we won’t go along.

Mr. Sisco: The Secretary (Rogers) made this point clearly to Jha,
but it will take constant reiteration. They will have less of an excuse
now that their treaty with Moscow gives them some assurances.

Mr. Irwin: I have spoken twice to Jha and the Secretary saw him
this morning.

Mr. Kissinger: The President has made it plain that there will be
an absolute crisis in our relations if two divisions of Pakistan guerril-
las cross the border.

Mr. Sisco: I'm convinced there will be no formal Indian attack, but
they will probably continue to support the guerrillas in their border
crossings. We should watch this very carefully in the light of the new
treaty with Moscow.

(Messrs Williams, Van Hollen and Rees left the meeting.)

Mr. Kissinger: There was one other item I wished to take up.
Should we not be doing something to prepare for October when the
pressure to respond to Pakistan’s financial assistance needs would be-
come more acute? At present, there is little support in the World Bank
consortium for additional assistance. Yet there might be something the
US could be doing to help the Pakistanis present a better case to the
consortium. I consider it intolerable that the World Bank should be
setting political conditions for the resumption of assistance, but it
would be difficult to argue that case if the Pakistanis made no case of
their own on economic grounds. Could not Maury Williams, when he
goes to Pakistan, also discuss with M.M. Ahmad the elements of a pos-
sible case to be presented to the consortium in October?

Messrs. Irwin and Sisco agreed heartily that this should be done.

(Mr. Saunders immediately after the meeting called Mr. Williams
and informed him of the discussion. Mr. Williams said that he would
be quite prepared to take up that subject and had been developing
some ideas for an approach.)
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121. Memorandum for the Record’

Washington, August 11, 1971, 3:15-3:47 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

The President

Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President

John Irwin, Under Secretary of State

Thomas Moorer, Chairman, JCS

Robert Cushman, Deputy Director of Central Intelligence
Maurice Williams, Deputy Administrator, AID

Joseph Sisco, Assistant Secretary of State

Armistead Selden, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, ISA
Harold H. Saunders, NSC Staff

At the opening of a scheduled Senior Review Group meeting on
Pakistan, Dr. Kissinger said that the President would like to see the
principal members of the SRG in his office to talk about Pakistan.

When the group had moved from the Situation Room to the Pres-
ident’s office, the President began by saying that he had had a chance
in San Clemente to discuss the South Asian situation with Admiral
Moorer, Mr. Helms and, of course, he had been in continuing touch
with Secretary Rogers. But he had not had a chance to talk with other
members of this group.

The President said that he felt it was important that he state his
views on just how the emphasis must be played in the South Asian sit-
uation. It is “imperative” to play it this way, he said. He then spoke
along the following lines:

First, we must look at this situation above all in terms of US in-
terests. The interests of the US would be “very much jeopardized” by
any development that could break into open conflict. “We will have to
do anything—anything—to avoid war.” We will do “anything—all we
can—to restrain” those who want to be involved in a war.

On the public relations side, the media no longer have a great deal
to write about on Vietnam. The big story is Pakistan. The political peo-
ple—Democrat and Republican—are “raising hell” about this issue.
“And they should from the standpoint of human suffering.”

While there are great differences between the situation in South
Asia and that in 1969 in Nigeria, the US in connection with Biafra stayed

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-058, SRG Meeting, Pakistan/Cyprus, 8/11/71. Secret; Nodis.
Prepared by Saunders. The meeting was held in the President’s office in the Old Exec-
utive Office Building.
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out of the political side of the problem. We are deeply concerned about
the suffering in East Pakistan and about the refugees in India. We must
increase our effort on that front. We have already done a lot, but we
must think of the “most massive” program possible in terms of our
budget. And we must encourage other international support.

Dr. Kissinger interjected that there are two aspects to the human-
itarian problem. First, there is the problem of potential famine in East
Pakistan. Maury Williams is working on our programs to avert that.
Second, there is the problem of the refugees that already exist in the
Indian refugee camps.

The President continued:

Whether we help in a bilateral or an international framework, we
must do the most that can possibly be done. Indian Ambassador Jha
had been in “a month or so ago.” The Ambassador was “bullyragging
me” about the great statements the French and British had made with
regard to the Pakistani situation. He had told the Ambassador not to
talk about what they had said but to look at what they had done. The
US has contributed more to refugee relief than all the rest of them com-
bined in terms of simply aiding the refugees in India.

We have to press other European countries to contribute. We are
“not going to get very much” but we should “make a little issue of it.”
Embarrassing them a little bit will make it easier for us to dramatize
how much we have actually done.

He doubted that this problem would generate a great deal of
enthusiasm in the US. It would not generate as much response as the
catastrophe in Chile had. Still we must “go all out—all out—on the re-
lief side.”

Turning to the political part of the problem, he could not empha-
size his position too strongly. India’s interest, some Indians think,
would be served by war. Some Pakistanis would be willing to have a
war. “The USSR—I don’t know what they want.” The interests of the
US would not be served by a war. The new China relationship would
be imperiled, probably beyond repair, and we would have a “very
sticky problem” with the USSR.

“Now let me be very blunt.” He had been going to India since
1953. Every Ambassador who goes to India falls in love with India.
Some have the same experience in Pakistan—though not as many be-
cause the Pakistanis are a different breed. The Pakistanis are straight-
forward—and sometimes extremely stupid. The Indians are more de-
vious, sometimes so smart that we fall for their line.

He “holds no brief” for what President Yahya has done. The US
“must not—cannot—allow” India to use the refugees as a pretext for
breaking up Pakistan. The President said with a great deal of empha-
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sis that he is “convinced” that that is what India wants to do. That is
what he might want to do if he were in New Delhi.

Now, as far as the US is concerned, the US has to use its influence
in the other direction. The USSR has “this little deal” with India. [Ref-
erence to USSR-India Friendship Treaty signed August 9.]* Some think
that the Russians want to punish the Pakistanis for their relationship
with China. In his view, the Russians are looking at this situation as
they looked at the Middle East before the June war in 1967. The dan-
ger is that they may unleash forces there which no one can control.

The problem is that if the Indians “romp around in East Pakistan”
or send guerrillas, the Pakistanis may well go to war even though they
feel that would be suicidal.

Returning to his basic point, he said to Mr. Sisco and Mr. Irwin
that we “have to cool off the pro-Indians in the State Department and
out in South Asia.”> We want to help India but we will not be parties
to their objective [of breaking up Pakistan]. “If there is a war, I will go
on national television and ask Congress to cut off all aid to India. They
won't get a dime.”

We have to keep some leverage in Pakistan. Our concerns must be
communicated to the Pakistanis through Ambassador Farland. If we
go along with the Congress and cut off all assistance to Pakistan, then
we will lose what influence we have on the humanitarian problem. Per-
haps the worst we fear will happen anyway, but certainly the US—
while the Soviet Union is fishing in troubled waters—must use its in-
fluence to keep the war from happening.

In summary, publicly our position is that (1) we will go all out to
help the refugees and to help people in East Pakistan; (2) there must
not be a war because war would help no one; (3) we will not publicly
exacerbate the political situation. We will deal with the political prob-
lem in private. It is not our job to determine the political future of Paki-
stan. The Pakistanis have to work out their own future. We will not
measure our relationship with the government in terms of what it has
done in East Pakistan. By that criterion, we would cut off relations with
every Communist government in the world because of the slaughter
that has taken place in the Communist countries.

2 All brackets in the source text. See Document 116.

3 On August 10 Ambassador Keating sent a telegram from New Delhi pointing out
that relations between the United States and India had sunk to a “poisonous” level. He ar-
gued that the United States should begin to take the steps necessary to reverse the general
Indian perception of a U.S. preference for “politically authoritarian, inherently fragile, third-
rate Pakistan over democratic, relatively stable, regionally dominant India.” (Telegram 12722
from New Delhi; National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 23-9 PAK)
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The President concluded by asking whether there were any
questions.

Mr. Sisco said that we had followed the three-pronged approach
that the President had outlined. He would like to make an observation
on one point. He hoped that the President did not intend to preclude
having Farland go to President Yahya when we have concrete sugges-
tions to communicate on steps that might help with the overall politi-
cal settlement. Given our overall objective—admitting that the real In-
dian political objective is probably to establish an independent Bangla
Desh by peace or by force—he hoped that within the framework of
friendship with Yahya where we have concrete suggestions and could
help Yahya move a little bit toward political accommodation, Farland
could mention the suggestion.

Mr. Sisco expected serious repercussions from the Soviet-Indian
Treaty. The Indians may feel constrained from conventional military
moves across the border, but they may feel encouraged to support guer-
rilla crossings. “Relief alone won’t do the job.” President Yahya may
not be able to go far enough. But if there is not some progress on the
question of political accommodation, the guerrilla warfare would con-
tinue, Pakistani military reprisals would continue and the refugees
would be unlikely to return to their homes. More important, Yahya
may feel he has to attack guerrilla camps in India.

Mr. Sisco continued, noting that the Indians have behaved very
badly. They have prevented the UN from working with the refugees
on their side. He agreed that their real policy is one establishing an in-
dependent Bangla Desh. We don’t care how that turns out. Our inter-
est is that, if it happens, it happens by peaceful means.

Mr. Sisco concluded by asking whether it will be all right if in a
friendly posture—noting that we have no blueprint for a political so-
lution—to make suggestions when we have them. One of these might
be not to execute Mujibur Rahman [Awami League leader now on trial
in West Pakistan for treason].

The President replied that in view of the fact that we have not cut
off aid and have a good personal relationship with Yahya, it is possi-
ble that unless he is “totally trapped” he might be responsive. Yahya
considers Ambassador Farland his friend. Any suggestions that we
might have—such as “not shooting Mujib”—Farland might point out
to him. The President said he had felt from talking to Ambassador Far-
land that it was his intention to try to persuade President Yahya to
be “more flexible or more sophisticated” on the question of political
settlement.

Dr. Kissinger interjected that we should not ask the President in
this meeting to arbitrate the nuances of what we might ask President
Yahya to do. The basic problem is not some specific proposition. It is
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whether India links the return of the refugees to a political accommo-
dation. If we go along and play that Indian game, then we are partic-
ipating in the break-up of Pakistan. If the Indians genuinely need an
excuse for calling off the guerrillas and some conciliatory move by
Yahya would evoke that Indian response, then we might be justified
in making that point to Yahya. But asking him to deal with the Awami
Leaguers in Calcutta is “like asking Abraham Lincoln to deal with
Jefferson Davis.”

The President said we can’t ask Yahya to do that. We can’t allow
India to dictate the political future of East Pakistan. Parenthetically, the
President noted that the West Pakistanis probably could not dictate the
political future of East Pakistan either. The President said that Ambas-
sador Farland could talk privately with Yahya if we have some con-
crete suggestions.

Dr. Kissinger said that he thought Yahya would listen if the point
were “hooked to” a refugee resettlement proposal. It is the kind of thing
Maury Williams* could say if he goes to Pakistan. If Williams can hook
proposals to the refugee problem then Yahya might listen to him. The
proposal could be put in terms of maintaining the integrity of the peo-
ple of Pakistan.

The President assented, agreeing that Mr. Williams could give
Yahya an opportunity to “do something political in the name of hu-
manitarian relief.”

Dr. Kissinger illustrated by recalling that Mr. Williams had earlier
made the point that the army had never had a big civil function in Pa-
kistan. Now that a substantial civil effort in food distribution is neces-
sary, one could argue that the restoration of civil administration is es-
sential to food distribution. The emphasis could be put on restoration
of civil administration by talking in terms of food distribution, yet in
the knowledge that the restoration of civil administration would also
have political implications.

Mr. Williams agreed that that might be a good entering wedge.

The President, returning an earlier theme, said that the other side
of the coin is that Mr. Irwin and Mr. Sisco should “tell your people that
it isn’t going to help for them publicly to take a stand on the political
issue. Our people have got to stay neutral on the question of political
accommodation in public.” Privately, we can tell President Yahya that
he should not shoot Mujib.

* Secretary Rogers announced on August 13 that Maurice Williams had been des-
ignated to coordinate all United States relief assistance to East Pakistan. (Department of
State Bulletin, September 6, 1971, p. 259)
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Mr. Irwin summarized Mr. Sisco’s presentation by making the
point that the degree to which we can get Yahya to move toward a po-
litical accommodation will increase the ease of moving toward a suc-
cessful relief program. He noted that we could move behind the scenes
in doing this.

The President asked Dr. Kissinger whether he had found “any give
in Yahya.”

Dr. Kissinger replied that he felt that Yahya would listen if we
could put our suggestions in the form of suggestions on a refugee pro-
gram. The issue is whether we are going to use relief to squeeze Yahya
to set political conditions or whether we are going to use relief to de-
prive the Indians of an excuse to attack.

The President said that we do not care “who runs the place out
there.”” We can’t answer that problem.

Dr. Kissinger noted that President Yahya is “not the brightest man
in the world.” But asking him to deal directly with the Awami League
would be hard to do.

Mr. Irwin said that they had discussed with Secretary Rogers that
morning the question of dealing with the Awami League. We have had
reports in recent days of the possibility that some Awami League lead-
ers in Calcutta want to negotiate with Yahya on the basis of giving up
their claim for the independence of East Pakistan. The question being
discussed is whether Ambassador Farland could talk to Yahya just sug-
gesting that if the Awami League is serious about withdrawing its claim
to independence Yahya might consider talking with them.

The President said that we have to remember that Ambassador
Farland is the man on the spot. He suggested that Ambassador Far-
land not be ordered to say certain things to President Yahya. He sug-
gested checking any ideas with the Ambassador to get his thoughts.
We don’t have to give him the final say because we might come up
with some good ideas here but we ought to check with him.

Mr. Sisco said, changing the subject as the group rose to go, that
he and Secretary Rogers had been reassured by what they had found
at the United Nations Monday.® The UN’s organization for the Paki-
stan relief effort is in better shape than anyone had thought.

Mr. Williams said that we would go all out in East Pakistan. The
international contributions now, according to the UN High Commis-
sioner for Refugees, for the refugees in India now total $170 million of

5 Reference is to East Pakistan.
¢ August 9.
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which the US contributed $70 million. AID would be presenting to the
President their recommendation for an additional package of assist-
ance. The President said that he would be glad to receive it.

HS

122. Memorandum From Harold Saunders of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, August 13, 1971.

SUBJECT

Instruction on Contacts with Bangla Desh Representatives in India—Cable for
Clearance

As you know, Bangla Desh representatives in India have recently
sought out and made contact with middle ranking U.S. officials in New
Delhi and Calcutta concerning a settlement with the West Pakistanis.
It is not at all clear, however, what they are really fishing for. The ap-
proach in Calcutta,” allegedly reflecting the Bangla Desh “Foreign Min-

I~

ister’s” wishes, was along the lines of a settlement on the basis of some-
thing less than full independence, while the approach by the “Foreign
Secretary” in New Delhi was based on the opposite outcome of total
independence.? Another contact is scheduled for tomorrow in Calcutta.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 597,
Country Files, Middle East, India, Vol. IV, 1 Jul-30 Nov 71. Secret; Nodis. Sent for
action.

2 See Document 115.

3 On August 8 the Political Counselor of the Embassy in New Delhi met with M.
Alam, “Foreign Secretary” of the Bangladesh movement. Alam requested a meeting with
Ambassador Keating but accepted an informal meeting with the Political Counselor
when informed that Keating’s official position precluded him meeting with a Bangladesh
representative. The thrust of Alam’s remarks was that the goal of total independence for
Bangladesh was firmly established, and he urged the United States to support that goal.
(Telegram 12698 from New Delhi, August 9; National Archives, RG 59, Central Files
1970-73, POL 23-9 PAK)
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In the attached cable* for your clearance State wishes to send the
following instructions to New Delhi and Calcutta:

—No commitments, contingent or otherwise, should be made for
future meetings with Bangla Desh representatives, unless or until these
have first been checked with the Department.

—The already scheduled meeting tomorrow should be limited
largely to another low-key listening exercise. A probe on the ques-
tion of Awami League willingness to negotiate for less than inde-
pendence is, however, authorized.

—We must not get into a position where our contact with Bangla
Desh representatives will be misunderstood or misread by them or
Islamabad.®

This approach to the problem seems to make sense for today. There
is some value in at least keeping our option open of informally talk-
ing with the Bangla Desh types, but we need control and we will need
to square ourselves with Yahya before this goes further.

As the cable indicates, State’s next move will be to consider in-
forming Yahya of the contacts to date and passing along whatever
seems worthwhile.

Recommendation: That you approve the attached cable. Just to make
sure there are no slipups, you may wish to tell Sisco orally that you
expect to clear any outgoing cables on this subject.”

* Attached but not printed. Sent to New Delhi and Calcutta on August 14 as
telegram 149322. (Ibid.)

5 An officer from the Consulate General in Calcutta met with Bangladesh repre-
sentative Qaiyum on August 14. Qaiyum reaffirmed that he was acting under instruc-
tions from his Foreign Minister who was prepared to accept a negotiated settlement that
provided for less than complete independence. Qaiyum emphasized that only Mujibur
Rahman could negotiate on behalf of the people of East Bengal, and only he could get
them to accept a political settlement. (Telegram 2321 from Calcutta, August 14; ibid.)

© The Embassy in Islamabad warned on August 12 that the Government of Paki-
stan was very sensitive about contacts between U.S. officials and Bangladesh represent-
atives. The Embassy counseled that such contacts be kept as low level and unofficial as
possible. (Telegram 8235 from Islamabad; ibid.)

7 Haig initialed the approve option for Kissinger.
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123. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Pakistan'

Washington, August 14, 1971, 2226Z.

149411. Following is text of letter, dated August 14, 1971, from Pres-
ident to President Yahya to be delivered at Farland-Williams Meeting
with Yahya.” Septel®> contains full guidance on Williams visit and
discussions.

“Dear Mr. President:

Dr. Kissinger has reported to me concerning his visit to Islamabad
and the productive talks he had with you and other officials of your
Government on the problems which are now facing South Asia. I
greatly appreciate the candor with which you discussed the serious sit-
uation in that part of the world, particularly the danger of hostilities.

You are keenly aware that to the dangers which have previously
existed must now be added the possibility of serious food shortages in
East Pakistan later this fall. We have sought to do our part to help al-
leviate the dangers through our appeals for restraint and through our
full and active support of the humanitarian relief efforts arranged by
the Secretary General of the United Nations. We plan to make a max-
imum effort in this regard.

Nonetheless, the situation remains extremely tense and in order
for the dangers to recede it will be necessary to stabilize conditions
in East Pakistan and to see a significant number of refugees begin to
return from India. We would like to be helpful, and it is for this rea-
son that I have asked Mr. Williams to go to Pakistan. He is a friend of
Pakistan, and he fully shares my views of the situation and of what is
required.

Both your officials and ours recognize that the most immediate
priority is to mount a major effort to avert famine in East Pakistan. This
step is fundamental to progress in re-establishing normal conditions.
It will help those of us who want to help and will reduce the pretext
for interference. I am confident that you also share our judgment that

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL PAK-US. Secret;
Nodis. Drafted by Quainton and White (NEA /INC) on August 13; cleared by Sisco, Van
Hollen, Saunders, and NSC staff secretary Jeanne Davis; and approved by Irwin. Re-
peated to New Delhi, Dacca, and London for Ambassador Farland.

% A signed copy of the letter presented by Williams to Yahya on August 19 is ibid.,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 759, Presidential Correspondence File, Pak-
istan (1971).

3 Telegram 149242 to Islamabad, August 14. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73,
SOC 10 PAK)
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it would also be helpful in this task for you to continue your efforts to
build on the program announced in your June 28 address* for enlist-
ing the support of the elected representatives of the East Pakistani peo-
ple in the urgent work of national reconciliation.

All of these measures will be important in countering the corro-
sive threat of insurgency and restoring peace to your part of the world.
They will also hasten the day when the United States and other coun-
tries can resume, within a revised national development plan, the task
of assisting your country’s economic development which has been so
tragically complicated and slowed by recent events.

In addition, demonstrable progress on the political front will mean
that our own counsels of restraint in New Delhi will have a greater
chance of success.

I have asked Ambassador Farland and Mr. Williams to share with
you some additional thoughts on these subjects, in the same spirit of
friendship which you have so kindly shown for them in the past and
which has also characterized our own discussions. Finally, let me ex-
tend my warm regards and assure you again that I appreciate fully the
tremendous tasks that you and your countrymen face.

Sincerely,
Richard Nixon”

Rogers

4 See Document 84.

124. Memorandum of Conversation’

Washington, August 17, 1971.

PARTICIPANTS

Anatoliy Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador
Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to South Asia.]

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 492, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1971, Vol. 7, Part 2. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclu-
sively Eyes Only. The conversation was held during lunch in the Map Room at the White
House. Kissinger summarized the conversation in an August 24 memorandum to the
President. (Ibid.)
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Subcontinent

We then turned the conversation to India. Dobrynin said he
wanted us to be sure to understand that the Soviets were doing their
best to restrain India. They wanted peace in the subcontinent. It was
an ironic development where they were lined up with what looked like
we had always thought was the pillar of democracy while we were
lined up with the Chinese. I said as far as the subcontinent were con-
cerned, we were not lined up with anybody. We above all wanted to
prevent the outbreak of a war, and we hoped that they did not inad-
vertently give the Indians enough backing so that they felt it was safe
to engage in war. Dobrynin said that their interest was stability, and in
fact they had invited the Pakistani Foreign Secretary to come to
Moscow in order to show that they were pursuing a balanced policy.
I said that they should not encourage Indian pressures for an imme-
diate political solution since that would only make the problem im-
possible. I stated it would be best if we worked on the refugee and re-
lief problems first and on political accommodation later. Dobrynin said
that he was certain that the Soviet Union basically agreed.

Dobrynin then asked me whether it was correct what the Indians
had told them, namely that we would look at a Chinese attack on In-
dia as a matter of extreme gravity and might even give them some sup-
port. He said that the Indians had been puzzled by my comment but
had then put it all together after my trip to Peking. I said that I never
commented about meetings in other countries, but that we certainly
were not aligned with any country against India. Dobrynin commented
that he admired the general conduct of our foreign policy even when
it was objectively directed against the Soviet Union, but he felt that our
arms policy towards Pakistan escaped his understanding. We were pay-
ing a disproportionate amount for what we were shipping. I said that
we never yielded to public pressure and that he knew very well that
the arms we were shipping were minimal and inconsequential with re-
spect to the strategic balance.

Dobrynin volunteered that the Soviet treaty with India was not in
response to recent events but had been in preparation for a year.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to South Asia.]



334 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XI

125. Analytical Summary Prepared by the National Security
Council Staff

Washington, August 17, 1971.

CONTINGENCY PAPER—INDO-PAKISTAN HOSTILITIES

At the Senior Review Group meeting on July 30% concerned with
NSSM 133? (Contingency Planning on South Asia), it was decided that
those sections of the paper* dealing with U.S. actions in case of war
should be updated and expanded. The following summarizes and reviews
the current state of our contingency planning for the possible outbreak of hos-
tilities between India and Pakistan. Actually this current paper represents
only slight progress beyond the earlier effort.

I. The Prospects (pp. 1-3)

The danger of a new war in South Asia “remains real.” If no
progress is made toward (a) political accommodation between West
and East Pakistan and (b) repatriation of Bengali refugees from India
by September or October, the chances for hostilities “will increase.”

U.S. actions in the event of another Indo-Pak war would in part
be conditioned by the circumstances in which the hostilities broke out.
The most likely scenarios are:

—Indian military forces attack East Pakistan in an effort to, at a
minimum, seize and hold part of the area and at a maximum to drive
out the West Pakistani forces.

—Indjia steps up more direct support for a major insurgent effort
to seize and hold a portion of East Pakistan.

—A gradual process of escalation involving incidents along the
East Pakistan-India border with confusion as to who is most at fault.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-082, WSAG Meeting, South Asia, 8/17/71. Secret; Exdis. No
drafting information appears on the summary, but an August 17 transmittal memoran-
dum, attached but not printed, to Kissinger suggests it was drafted by Hoskinson and
Kennedy.

2 See Document 111.

3 Document 88.

4See footnote 3, Document 111.

® On August 17 NSC staff secretary Jeanne Davis circulated to the Under Secretary
of State, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Director of Central Intelligence, and the
Chairman of the JCS an undated paper prepared in the State Department that revised
sections V and VI of the contingency study referenced in footnote 4 above. The revisions,
which are summarized in the analytical summary, are a refinement of the initial response
to NSSM 133. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-082, WSAG Meeting, South Asia, 8/17/71)
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—West Pakistanis initiate hostilities by attacking guerrilla sanctu-
aries in eastern India and/or Indian military support bases.

—West Pakistanis, either to divert Indian attention or to demon-
strate Indian vulnerability, attempt to stir up trouble in India-held Kash-
mir and/or along the Kashmir cease-fire line. As in 1965, the situation
rapidly escalates to full scale hostilities. (The State paper does not in-
clude this possibility but it seems real enough to be considered since
from a Pak point of view Kashmir is India’s most vulnerable point.)

II. U.S. Interests (p. 3)

Should war break out between India and Pakistan it would be in
the U.S. interest that:

—the hostilities not expand to include third parties, particularly
China (and the Soviets).

—to see that hostilities are not protracted since a prolonged war
could do profound damage to the political, economic and social fabric
of India and Pakistan.

Thus, the paper concludes, U.S. interests would be best served by an
early end to the conflict and by negotiations among all parties leading to a
withdrawal of Indian troops and an overall political settlement.

IIl. Options in the Event of Hostilities (pp. 3-13)

The U.S., according to the paper, could pursue one of the follow-
ing three broad strategies in the event of hostilities between India and
Pakistan:

A. “Passive International Role.” (pp. 4-5) The U.S. would assume a
“relatively passive” (or inactive) posture indicating our basic neutral-
ity. Such a role might be particularly appropriate in circumstances
where (a) responsibility for the outbreak of hostilities was unclear, (b)
the likelihood of Chinese involvement was judged to be small and (c)
the conflict appeared likely to be of short duration. Such a posture
might involve:

—adopting a public position that we did not intend to become di-
rectly involved and would not provide assistance to either side;

—support of efforts in the Security Council to end hostilities and
achieve a negotiated settlement;

—suspension of all economic and military aid;
—Presidential offer of good offices to both Yahya and Mrs. Gandhi;
—close consultation with Soviets and British;

—cautioning Chinese (and Soviets) against involvement (presum-
ably only if they seemed to be heading in that direction).

The arqument for is that U.S. involvement would be at a minimum
and we would at the same time maintain maximum flexibility as events
unfolded. Also, our relationship with both India and Pakistan would
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be preserved. (As long as the Chinese stayed out and refrained from
adopting a menacing posture toward India, there would be a hope for
maintaining our own relationship with them.)

The argument against is that we would risk serious damage to our
interests if the conflict were protracted. Indian dependence on the So-
viets and Pakistani dependence on the Chinese could be increased
without any significant gain for the U.S.

B. “Military Support.” (pp. 6-9) At the other extreme would be a
decision to support with military assistance either India or Pakistan.
We have limited commitments to both sides (through SEATO and
CENTO with Pakistan, and through the 1964 Air Defense Agreement
with India),® although there are no provisions for automatic U.S. in-
volvement and these are practically speaking dead letters.

1. To Pakistan. (pp. 6-8) In the event of a clear-cut Indian attack on
Pakistan, the Paks might well turn to us as they did in 1965. Short of
providing U.S. combat personnel, we could:

—develop an emergency military supply program;

—terminate all U.S. programs in India;

—take the lead in mobilizing international pressure on India to
halt its intervention;

—support a Security Council resolution condemning India.

The argument for is we would be supporting Pakistan’s national
unity, diminishing Chinese influence and strengthening our position
elsewhere in the Muslim world.

The arqument against is that U.S. interests in and relations with In-
dia would be “seriously damaged” and the Soviets would gain ground
there. Moreover, our actions would probably have little effect on the
military outcome of the conflict and there would be no basis for a U.S.
conciliatory role.

2. To India. (pp. 8-9) The judgment of the paper is that military
support to India is a “less likely” strategy in the context of a limited
Indo-Pak conflict. However, if China were to intervene massively on
Pakistan’s side and seemed to threaten India in a major way “we would
want to consider providing military assistance to India.” Short of pro-
viding combat personnel the U.S. might:

—offer to consult with India under the 1964 Air Defense
Agreement;

© The reference is in error; the agreement was signed in New Delhi on July 9, 1963,
by Prime Minister Nehru and Ambassador Galbraith. The text of the agreement was
transmitted to the Department on July 10 in telegram 143 from New Delhi; for text, see
Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, vol. XIX, Document 307.
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—develop an emergency military assistance program focussed
primarily on meeting the Chinese threat;

—I[1 paragraph (1 line of source text) not declassified];

—coordinate with the British and the Soviets on additional assist-
ance measures.

The argument for is that it would be consistent with our overall
Asian policy of assisting states threatened by external aggression and
would, perhaps at the expense of the Soviets, create a firm basis for a
future close relationship with India.

The arqument against is that very severe strains would be created
in our relations with Pakistan and, more importantly, with China.
There would also be the risk of creeping involvement leading to a
more extensive commitment involving a direct U.S. confrontation with
China.

C. Political Intervention. (pp. 10-13) Rather than assume a relatively
passive political posture stressing our neutrality or intervening with
military assistance to one side, we could intervene politically. The main
purpose of an activist political role would be to first localize the hos-
tilities and then work for a settlement which would remove the basic
causes of the fighting.

Immediately upon the outbreak of war we could:

—call for a UN Security Council meeting and support a demand
for an immediate cease-fire and negotiations between the parties;

—send immediate Presidential messages to Yahya and Mrs.
Gandhi calling for an end to the fighting and a negotiated settlement;

—engage in immediate talks with the Soviets and British on ways
to end the hostilities;

—privately and publicly urge restraint on the Chinese (and if pos-
sible engage them also in the peacemaking effort).

If hostilities have broken out because of an Indian attack or because of
Indian support to the Bengali insurgents “we should” also:

—after carefully assessing the likelihood on a Chinese attack on
India, move to terminate our residual military sales program for India;

—hold up on all shipments and licenses of military supplies des-
tined for India;

—"“prepare” to hold economic assistance to India in abeyance at
least for the duration of the hostilities.

If the circumstances of the outbreak of hostilities were thoroughly am-
biguous then “we should” also:

—publicly suspend military supply to both countries;

—consider suspending economic assistance to both sides;

—urge other major arms supplying countries (Soviets, Chinese,
British and French) to suspend arms shipments to both sides.
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The arguments for include:

—would provide maximum U.S. flexibility in a complex situation;

—would maximize use of U.S. programs and influence to shorten
hostilities and inhibit external military intervention;

—would increase chances for U.S. to maintain relations with both
India and Pakistan (and perhaps even “Bangla Desh”) in the aftermath
of hostilities;

—might create conditions in which the U.S. and USSR (and pos-
sibly China) could cooperate fully in a common political and peace-
making role.

The arguments against include:

—a heavy, perhaps unbearable, strain would be placed on our re-
lations with India;

—at the same time the Paks could also feel sold out;

—might not succeed in shortening hostilities and encourage Chi-
nese military intervention.

IV. Pre-Hostilities Contingency Actions

Irrespective of the posture we assumed upon the outbreak of hos-
tilities, various U.S. programs and interests in both India and Pakistan
would be immediately affected by the war. The paper, therefore, sug-
gests the following operational contingency planning by appropriate
U.S. agencies be undertaken soon:

1. Guidance for shipping companies, insurance agents, freight for-
warders and customs agents should be prepared. Confiscated cargoes
and other related complications caused endless problems after the 1965
war. (Presumably the main agencies involved would be AID, Defense
and Agriculture.)

2. MAC should be instructed to review its contingency arrange-
ments for overflying South Asia without any stops. Hostilities could
involve extensive bombing of airfields on both sides.

3. Evacuation plans should be reviewed for all posts in India and
Pakistan for implementation on short notice.

4. Intelligence coverage of Chinese intentions and capability to in-
tervene in South Asia should be intensified to provide the maximum
possible advance warning of any significant Chinese military move.
[2 lines of source text not declassified]

5. Intelligence coverage of Indian and Pakistani military activities
should be increased as much as possible.
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126. Minutes of Washington Special Actions Group Meeting'

Washington, August 17, 1971, 4:35-5:05 p.m.

SUBJECT

India and Pakistan

PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State JCS
John N. Irwin Adm. Thomas H. Moorer
Joseph Sisco Lt. Gen. John Vogt
Anthony C.E. Quainton CIA
Defense Richard Helms
David Packard John Waller
Armistead Selden NSC Staff

Brig. Gen. Devol Brett Col. Richard Kennedy

Samuel Hoskinson
D. Keith Guthrie

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

1. The WSAG agreed that Option C of the contingency paper” on
a possible India-Pakistan conflict seemed likely to be the most suitable
strategy for the US.

2. The analysis of Option C will be expanded to include a scenario
for US approaches to the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic
of China both before and after the outbreak of hostilities. The WSAG
noted the importance of insuring that the Chinese are aware that it is
our policy to seek to preserve the integrity of Pakistan. No action will
be taken with either the Soviet or Chinese government, however, with-
out prior clearance by the White House.

3. The State Department will prepare a study of a possible cut-off
in economic assistance to India. This should set forth specific steps to
be taken in implementing a cut-off and should evaluate anticipated
consequences.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-115, WSAG Minutes, Originals, 1971. Secret; Exdis; Code-
word. Sent for information. No drafting information appears on the source text. The
meeting was held in the White House Situation Room.

2 The contingency paper on Indo-Pakistan hostilities is summarized in the August
17 analytical summary prepared for the WSAG meeting; see Document 125. Option C
called for political intervention to localize the hostilities and to work for a settlement
which would remove the basic causes of the fighting.
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4. The emergency and evacuation plans for India and for East and
West Pakistan will be reviewed and updated.

Mr. Kissinger: I just wanted to have a brief meeting on the con-
tingency paper. It states three options, of which only one—Option 3—
is likely to be operative. A passive international approach would not
be tolerated by either side. The logic of events, taking into account the
Soviet and Chinese involvement, would not permit such an approach.
Does anyone disagree with this?

No one disagreed.

Mr. Kissinger: As for military support to India or Pakistan, that
also does not seem to be a very probable course of action. So we are
left with political intervention, and I would like to talk about that for
a minute.

We have an overall interest in preventing hostilities. We do not
want to be forced to choose between 800 million Chinese and 600 mil-
lion Indians and Bengalis. We don’t want India in the Soviet camp,
even though the Indians may be driving themselves there deliberately
through the creation of a phony crisis.

Let’s discuss this issue in two categories: (1) what we can do to
minimize the danger of an outbreak of war and (2) what we can do in
case there is an attack.

We need to consider what we would say to the Soviets and to the
Chinese and how we could cooperate with the Soviets to prevent a war.
Both the President and the Secretary of State have warned the Indians
that we will cut off economic aid in case of war. But do we know what
that means? No one has looked at the consequences or examined the
means of implementing a cutoff. This is something that it is impera-
tive to examine. Could we have some discussion on some of these prob-
lems? What preventive actions can we take? What steps can we take
to limit the damage in case hostilities occur?

(to Helms) Dick, do we have enough intelligence on what the Chi-
nese, Indians, and Pakistanis are doing?

Mr. Helms: I would like to ask John Waller to discuss that.

Mr. Waller: [8 lines of source text not declassified] The overt report-
ing speaks for itself. [1 line of source text not declassified]

Mr. Kissinger: Do you lose them to the New York Times faster than
you can recruit them?

Mr. Waller: The intelligence community has been assessing the crit-
ical collection problems.

Mr. Helms: These are all being scrubbed down in our committee.
Mr. Kissinger: Do you think the Indians will attack?

Mr. Helms: My personal feeling is that they will not do so.

Mr. Kissinger: (to Sisco) What do you think?
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Mr. Sisco: I don’t think they will launch an attack across the bor-
der. However, I believe they will feel free to support the liberation
movement in East Pakistan now that they have the treaty with the So-
viets. This will be more likely to happen if the liberation movement
picks up steam, the relief problem continues, and there is no political
accommodation. My reaction is that in no circumstances will the Paki-
stanis initiate hostilities in the West. If the Indian objective is to achieve
a Bangla Desh that they can work with, they will continue to support
the liberation movement.

Adm. Moorer: [6 lines of source text not declassified]

Mr. Kissinger: Are the Chines