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SHRI KADAMBUR M.R. JANAR-
THANAM: 1 request the hon. Member,
Mr. Fernandes, to support the Bill. We
have not come here to scrap the Exim
Bank but we have come for amendments
to raise the level of exports and imports
of the country. Thercfore, I request the
hon. Member to support the Bill. He is
the only man who wanted to scrap it. I
request him to support the Bill. Thank
you.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T.N.
CHATURVEDI): The question is:

“That the Bill further to amend the
Export-Import Bank of India Act,
1981, as passed by Lok Sabha, be
taken' into consideration.”

The motion was adopted.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T.N.
CHATURVEDI): We shall now take up
clause-by-clause consideration of the Bill.

Clause 2 was added to the Bill.

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the
Title were added to the Bill.

SHRI KADAMBUR *M. R. JANAR-
THANAM: I move that the Bill be
passed.

The question was put and the motion
was adopted.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T.N.
CHATURVEDI): Thank you. Now, the
House is adjourned for lunch till two
o'clock.

The House then adjourned for
lunch at twenty-seven minutes past
ene of the clock.

The House reassembled after lunch at
two minutes past two of the clock,
Mr. Chairman in the Chair.

SUPPLEMENTARY DEMANDS FOR
GRANTS (RAILWAYS), 1998-99
THE MINISTER OF RAILWAYS
(SHRI NITISH KUMAR): Sir, I beg to
lay on the Table a statement (in English
and Hindi) showing the Supplementary
Demands for Grants (Railways) for the

year 1998-99.
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STATEMENT BY PRIME MINISTER
AND DISCUSSION

Bilatcral Talks with United States

THE PRIME MINISTER (SHRI
ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE): Mr.
Chairman, Sir, since the May 11 and 13
tests, the Government has, from time to
time, taken the House into confidence
and sought views of the Hon'ble Mem-
bers. This was done through statements
and discussions in the House on 27—29
May, 8 June and on 3-4 August.
Nevertheless, I wish to reemphasise some
salients of our policy.

I take this opportunity to reiterate that
India’s commitment to global nuclear dis-
armament remains undiluted. As Hon'’ble
Members are no doubt aware, India has
consistently maintained that a nuclear-
weapon-frcedworld would enhance not
only our security but the security of all
nations. That is why numerous initiatives
in this direction were taken during the
last fifty years; such steps as would cn-
courage  decisive and  irreversible
measures for the attainment of this objcc-
tive. Regrettably, the international com-
munity, particularly countries that have
based their security on nuclear weapons
or a nuclear umbrella, have been reluc-
tant to embrace this objective. Keeping
open our nuclear option, therefore, be-
came a national security imperative three
decades ago, an imperative equally valid
for India in the post-Cold War period.
The option that was exercised in May 98
was thus a continuation of a decision
taken nearly 25 years earlier; during which
period India had demonstrated an exemplary
nuclear restraint, given the exceptional
security related complekities of our reg-
jon, 1 wish to place on record that
successive governments continued to safe-
guared this option, demonstrate our capa-
bility and take such steps as were neces-
sary to ensure the viability of the option
through weaponisation.

Just as our conventional defense capa-
bility has been deployed in order to
safeguard the territorial integrity and
sovereignty of India against any use or
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threat of use of force, the adoption of
our nuclcar dcterrent posture has also
followed the same logic. We have an-
nounced our intention to maintain a
minimum nuclecar deterrent, but onc that
is credible. Mindful of our global and
enhanced responsibility to address con-
cerns of the international community, and
in order to re-assurc all countries about
the defensive naturc of our nuclear capa-
bility, we have engaged in bilateral dis-
cussions with key intcrlocutors. In inter-
national forums, like the United Nations,
India is the only country possessing nuc-
lear weapons to raise a call for negotiat-
ing a gradual and progressive elimination
of all nuclcar wcapons, within a time-
bound framework.

We also have an cstablished tradition
of consultation with frendly countries on
all important international issues. Succes-
sive governments have pursued an open,
positive and constructive approach in our
forcign rclations. This is in keeping with
our national ethos. It is within this
framework that India had been engaged,
even before May 1998, in a wide-ranging
and broad-based dialogue with the Un-
ited Statcs. This included discussions on
disarmament and non-proliferation and
on larger strategic issues.

Following the May 11 and 13 nuclear
tests, apprehensions were expressed in
some quarters. It was therefore, decided
to have more focussed and intensive dis-
cussions. Accordingly, Shri Jaswant
Singh, the then Deputy Chairman, Plan-
ning Commission was designated as our
Representative, to carry forward this
dialoguc. Similarly, President Clinton de-
signated Deputy Secretary of State,
Strobe Talbott, as the US interlocutor.

This dialogue has been conducted on
the basis of a set of comprehensive prop-
osals, put forward by India, to the inter-
national community, soon after the May
tests. As the House would recollect,
these proposals comprise: a voluntary
moratorium on underground nuclear test
explosions; our willingness to move to-
wards a de-jure formalisation of this com-
mitment, a decision to join negotiations
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on a treaty for a ban on future produc-
tion of fissile material for weapons pur-
poses; and, our determination to makc
more stringent the existing system of
export controls over sensitive- materials
and technoloy.

Since the 11 June 1998 Washington
meet, six rounds of discussions between
Shri Jaswant Singh and Mr. Talbott, have
been held. Both teams have worked pur-
poscfully to narrow gaps of preception
and to cstablish common ground. These
exchanges have becen marked by a sense
of responsibility, candour and a sincere
attempt to understand each other's con-
cerns and points of view. The Govern-
ment is cntirely mindful that the issues

involved touch upon matters of vital interest to
both countries. In these talks, we have firmly
put across our security concerns and the
imperative of maintaining a minimum, credi-
ble, nuclear deterrent. 1 wish to
inform the House that the talks are
premised on this basis. Also there now
exists some understanding of our security
concerns and requirements.

The talks have focussed on issues
related to disarmament and non-
proliferation. It is agreed that regional
issues shall be kept distinctly apart. As
Hon’ble Members are well aware, India's
concerns in these matters go beyond the
South Asian region, and involve a wider
perspective.

After six rounds, talks have narrowed
and are now focussed on the following
four issues:—

CTBT

Indian  remains  committed to
converting our voluntary moratorium into
a de-jure obligation. In response to the
desire of the international community, as
expressed to us in our bilateral and
multilateral interactions, that the Treaty
should come into effect in September
1999, in my address to the United
Nations General Assembly on 24
September, | reiterated broadly what I
had said in Parliament, I quote India is
now engaged in discussions with our key
interlocutors on a range of issues,
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including the CTBT. We are prepared to
bring these discussions to a successful
conclusion, so that the entry into force of
CTBT is not delayed beyond September
1999. We expect that other countries, as
indicated in Article XIV of the CTBT,
will adhere to this Treaty without
conditions”,

That remains our position. For the
successful conclusion of talks, creation of
positive environment by our interlocutors
is a necessary ingredient.

The House will be reassured that in the
assessment of our scientists, this stand
does not come the way of our taking such
steps as may be found necessary in future
to safeguard oyr national security. It also
docs not constrain us from continuing
with our R & D programmes, nor does it
jeopardise in any manner the safety and
effectiveness of our nuclear deterrent in
the years to come.

FMCT:

We have expressed our willingness to
join the FMCT negotiations in the
Conference on Disarmament at Geneva.
It is our understanding, as that of many
other countries, who have confirmed this
to us, that the objective of these
negotiations is to arrive at a non-
discriminatory treaty, that will end the
future production of fissile material for
weapons purposes, in accordance with the
1993 consensus resolution of the UN
General Assembly. We are willing to
work for the early conclusion of such a
treaty.

It was supgested to us that we might
examine announcing a moratorium on
fissile material production. We have
conveyed that it is not possible to take
such steps at this stage. We will, of
course, pay serious attention any
negotiated multilateral initiatives in the
course of the FMCT negotiations.

Export Controls:

Discussions in this area have registered
progress. An expert level meeting of
officials from both sides was held in New
Delhi on 9-10 November. In light of our
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additional capabilities, as a responsible
state possessing nuclear weapons, and as
earlier announced, we are taking steps to
make more stringent our laws in this
regard. We have also conveyed that India
should be provided better access to dual-
use and high technologies in view of
India’s impeccable record of effective
control over sensitive technologies. The
expert-level meeting was categoriesed as
helpful by both, India and the US, to the
prospects of continuing cooperation in
this area.

Defence Posture:

As Hon’ble Members are, no doubt,
aware, matters relating to defence
postures are sovereign functions, not
subject for negotiations. In fact, our talks
are based on the fundamental premise
that India will define its own
requirements, for its nuclear deterrent,
on it own assessment of the security
environment. The US and other
interlocutors, are interested in
understanding our positions and our
policies better.

We have formally announced a policy
of No-First-Use and non-use against non-
nuclear weapons states. As Hon’ble
Members are aware, a policy of no-first-
use with a minimum nuclear deterrent,
implies deployment of aessets in a manner
that ensures survivability and capacity of
an adequate response. We are also not
going to enter into an arms race with any
country. Ours’ will be a minimum
credible deterrent, which will safeguard
India’s security, —the security of one-
sixth of humanity, now and into the
future. The National Security Council,
with the assistance of its subsidiary
bodies, the establishment of which has
been announced, will make important
contributions to  elaborating  these
concepts.

We have expressed our reservations
about provisions of certain export control
regimes that ostensibly seek to promote
non-proliferation objectives, but are
discriminatory in application., India’s
missile development programme is an
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indigenous  programme,  that  was
launched almost 15 years ago. This
programine is regularly reviewed, taking

into account our security environment,
particularly missile  acquisitions and
deployments in our region. We have
announced that a new version of the
Agni, with an extended range is under
development. Flight-testing of such an
enhanced range Agni will be conducted
fully in accordance with established
international practice. While our decision
is to maintain the deployment of a
deterrent which is both minimum but
credible, I would like to re-affirm to this
House that the Government will not
accept any restraints on the development
of India's R & D capabilities. Such
activity is an integral of any country’s
defense preparedness and essemtial for
coping with new threat perceptions that
may emerge in the years ahead. This
Government  remains  unequivocally
opposed- to any suggestions that seek to
place India at a technological
disadvantage  through * intrusive  or
sovereignty violative measures.

At the same time, we will continue to
take initiatives in the international forums
towards fulfilling the objective of
complete elimination of all nuclear
weapons. At this year's UN General
Assembly, we had taken the 'initiative
for, what could be an important first
step, through a resolution of ‘Reducing
Nuclear Danger'. This initiative was
intended to urge countries to move back
from the nuclear hair-trigger response
postures of the Cold War. If such
initiatives are multilaterally accepted by
other nuclear weapon states, they will, of
course, be accordingly reflected in our
own positions, too.

In the course of these discussions with
the United States and other countries, I
have kept in touch with leaders of various
political parties. We have issued
statements from time to time on
pronouncements and declartions by
various countries. This corpus of
statements in Parliament and through
Official Spokesman conveys our position
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and is well known to Hon'ble members.
These issues have also been discussed, at
considerable length, in meetings of the
Standing Committee and the Consultative
Committee of Parliament. The viewpoints
expressed by Hon’blc members in these
discussions, have provided us valuable
guidance in conducting discussions with
the Unitcd States and other countries.

The dialogue with the United States
will be continued at the next meeting
scheduled to be held in the second half of
January, in New Delhi.

While there is no time-frame for the
conclusion of these talks, it is the
intention of both countries, that a stable
understanding should be reached on the
remaining issues at an early date. This
would provide a further momentum to
bilateral relations, which is desired by
both countries.

In addition to the talks between Shri
Jaswant Singh and Mr. Strobe Talbott,
we have had detailed exchanges with
France and Russia. Discussions have also
taken place with UK and China at the
level of Shri Jaswant Singh and at official
level with Germany and Japan as well as
with other non-nuclear weapon states. I
have been in regular correspondence with
President Clinton. Our correspondence
has touched not only upon issues under
discussion between our Representatives
but also on larger aspects of Indo-US
relations. It is my view that the future of
Indo-US relations is much larger than the
four issues under consideration. President
Clinton has also expressed to me, his
desire for a broad-based relationship with
India that befits the two largest
democracies of the world. I have fully
reciprocated these sentiments, Indeed,
our ongoing dialogue with the United
States is geared towards that end. 1 am
confident this House will want to wish it
all success.

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIEE (West
Bengal): Mr. Chairman, Sir, I thank the
Prime Minister for making the Statement.
We are grateful to you for allowing this
House 10 have a full-fledged discussion
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on the Statement of the Prime Minister
on bilatcral talks with the U.S.A. Sir, as
the Prime Minister has pointed out, on
several  occasions, after Pokhran-II
explosions on 11th and 13th of May, the
Housc had the opportunity of discussing
these issucs.

We also had the opportunity of having
interaction with the Prime Minister and
our Chief Negotiator, now the Foreign
Minister, Mr. Jaswant Singh. In the
context of that, I would like to place
certain issucs before the House and for
the considcration of the Prime Minister.
He has very correctly pointed out—and |
have no doubt the whole House will
agree with him—that our basic objective
for the last 50 ycars has been to achieve
nuclear disarmament, as we had
considercd nuclear disarmament is the
only guarantee to cnsure peace and
security to the world. From day one we
have postulated that nuclear weapons are
not wcapons to win battles, but are
weapons of mass destruction.
Unfortunately, we have not been able to
convince, particularly the nuclear weapon
States, who consider that to have nuclear
arscnals is their monopoly and they
wanted to have an cxclusive club of five
and nobody else should be allowed to
enter it. The Non-Proliferation Treaty,
which has now become the Treaty, and
signed by a large number of countries, is
highly discriminatory. naturally India
could not sign it and we opted out of it.
When the CTBT negotiations began, we,
with all carnestness, participated in the
negotiations with the hope and objective:
that ultimately through the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty some time—frame would
be available by which the international
community, particularly the nuclear-
weapon States, would resume nuclear
disarmament process seriously. But,
CTBT failed to come up to our expecta-
tions. The House was informed of this
and the then Government decided not to
sign the CTBT.

But, the situation has changed after
May 11 and 13, when we had five tests at
Pokhran and on May 25, when Pakistan
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conducted six tests. Now, the situation is
that in this sub-continent we are having
two nuclcar-weapon States. Whether it is
recognised or not recognised, but this is
the ground reality. Therefore, the situa-
tion, which prevailed even after 1974,
that situation has changed after may 11
and 13 and May 25, when in the sub-
continent we are having two nuclear-
weapon States. In that context, the sanc-
tions werc imposed. There is no denial of
the fact that the international community
starting from G-8 countries to a large
number of non-aligned countries reacted
very sharply and several resolutions, in-
cluding the one at the UN Security Coun-
cil, were passed. Thereafter the Govern-
ment decided, and rightly so, to have
negotiations with the interlocutory coun-
trics. We have been informed of this in
this Statcment after six rounds of talks
that the representatives of the Govern-
ment of India and the United States had.
What we find from the Statement of the
Prime Minister is that presently the dis-
cussions involved are in four critical areas
— Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, Fis-
sile Missile Control Treaty, Deployment
and also to have some determination of
export control. These are the four major
issues on which we are sharing our views.
Of course, there has not been any defi-
nite conclusion and negotiations are going
on. Neither would I — nor I would like
anyone in this House to — queer the
pitch of negotiations by making certain
observations which may affect this very
delicate international dialogue. At the
same time, I would like to refer to the
observations made by the Prime Minister
in his address to the United Nations
General Assembly. He has very clearly
articulated his views. He has quoted what
he has said in Parliament. I would also
like to quote it because it has some
relevance fo the time frame of negotia-
tions : “India is now engaged in discus-
sions with our key interlocutors on a
range of issues, including the CTBT. We
are prepared to bring these discussions to
a successful conclusion so that the entry
into force of the CTBT is not delayed
beyond September, 1999. We expect that
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other countries, etc.,..” Now the time
frame is September, 1999. If three or
four countries, India, Pakistan and Israél
which are important, do not sign by
September, 1999, then; all the original
signatory-countries conventions will have
to be conveyed and what the internation-
al community would like to decide on it,
they will decide. Therefore, if not direct-
ly, but indirectly these negotiations have
to be completed before a time frame
because we have said, “We are prepared
to bring these discussions to a successful
conclusion, so that the entry into force of
the CTBT is not delayed beyond Sep-
tember, 1999.” 1 do not know whether
we will bring these negotiations to a
successful conclusion or not. But there
are two obligations. One basic obligation
is that if we do not want to stand in the
way of the implementation of the CTBT
beyond 1999, then, we must have a
successful conclusions of these negotia-
tions. The successful negotiations bet-
ween India and USA depend on four
crucial issues. For the time being, I am
keeping the CTBT issue aside.

Now I will come to the Fissile Material
Cut-off Treaty on which serious negotia-
tions are expected to begin at the Confer-
ence on Disarmament at Geneva. As I
understand from the statement and the
interaction which we had, the Govern-
ment of India has taken a position and
that position has to be reiterated that the
effect of the FMCT cannot be retrospec-
tive, but it must be prospective. We
would like to engage ourselves in the
negotiations meaningfully with a con-
structive approach, not to stand in the
way so that the FMCT does materialise.
But any conditionality which is insisted
upon should not be accepted. That is the
crux of the present negotiations. What 1
understand is the United States-of Ameri-
ca is interested in having some sort of an
obligation imposed on India, not to pro-
duce fissile materials even before the
negotiations begin at Geneva. So far as
the statement of the Prime Minister is
concerned; and so far as the stated posi-
tion of the Government of India is con-
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cerned and so far as the negotiations by
the Government of India are concerned,
they have stated that this is not accept-
able. What I would like to say is that this
should not be accepted because this is the
crux of the issue. We would like to
engage ourselves in the negotiations. We
will be prepared to accept all the obliga-
tions after the successful conclusion of
the negotiations and thereafter to carry
on the obligation in actual implementa-
tion. But any moratorium either voluntar-
ily or to have the successful conclusion of
the negotiations we should not accept any
obligations which will put us in a very
awkward situation.

The second question, of course, would
come—and the Prime Minister has elabo-
rated it in his statement—about the scc-
urity perceptions. We understand, and as
it has becen openly pointed out by the
representative of the United States Gov-
ernment, not once but on a number of
occasions, they would not like to have
deployment of the nuclear weapons and
they would like to have a cap on our
nuclear weapons. So far as we are con-
cerned, definitely, we have declared,
these are the two very important basic
points which have been announced—no
first use; and no use of nuclear weapons
against non-nuclear states. But at the
same time, as the Prime Minister has
repeated and representatives of the Gov-
ernment have pointed out umpteen
number of times, our objective of the
tests is not merely to have some academic
satisfaction, to prove our technological
strength, but to have a credible minimum
deterrent. If we want to have a credible
minimum deterrent—I am not a scientist;
we have the privilege of Mr. Raja
Ramanna’s presence in this House though
I do not find him right now—it has to be
decisively determined by the scientific
establishments of the Government, the
scientific community of the country, that
whatever we have achieved through the
tests would enable us to have a minimum
credible deterrent which the Government
considers as absolutely necessary for our
security concern. Therefore, this is one
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crucial arca over which we shall have to
have a hard bargain. Up to now, what is
achieved? Of course, in a complicated
negotiation like this, time is needed and
there can be no two opinions that we
should not lose patience and we should
carry on our talk. But what we gather
from the statement of the Prime Minister
is that up to now, we have shared our
perceptions with each other on these four
crucial issues.

On other peripheral issues, yes, we
have been able to achieve some success,
Bilateral issues have been brought, not
directly but indirectly, because the basic
question which they are trying to point
out is that you have some sort of non-
proliferation in the framework of the
region. The position which we assumed
before May 11 and 13 was that the
nuclear problem was not confined to any
region and merely having regional non-
proliferation was not going to help to
ensure international peace and security.
It is not a conventional war using conven-
tional weapons. It is a war for much
destruction, if it happens at all through
these nuclear weapons. Therefore, this
regional concept is very meagre. But still,
it has emerged because in this Sub-Conti-
nent, two countries are nuclear powers.
Therefore, in this connection, though the
statement is confined to the development
of talks between India and the USA, the
talk between Pakistan and India has a
relevance. It has a relevance because
both of them.......

I think the Leader of the House wants
to say something. Mr. Leader of the
House, would you like to say something?

THE LEADER OF THE HOUSE
(SHRI SIKANDER BAKHT): I am sor-
ry. [ was communicating to somebody
sitting behind you.

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIEE: I am
sorry, because you raised your hand, 1
thought you wanted to say something.

What 1 am saying is, before the 11th
and 13th May or the 25th May, the Indo-
Pakistan talk had a dimension which
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had changed substantially after the
11th, 13th and 25th May because both of
them are  nuclear-weapon  states.
Therefore, at least, while replying to the
queries and suggestions which we will be
making in the course of discussion, we
would like to know from the Prime
Minister as to what our position is. What
talks are going on? Recently, I found that
some observations have been made by
the Pakistan Foreign Secretary in regard
to the limited agreement in relation to
the nuclear non-proliferation. What has
been the response of the Government in
that direction?

The third relevant issue in this connec-
tion is, how are we going to formulate
our views in regard to the Export Control
Regimes? 1 entirely agree with the Prime
Minister and the Government that this is
a continuing policy, though we are not a
signatory to the international agreement
and treaty. But we are imposing ourse-
Ives very strict controls. But in the state-
ment the Prime Minister has mentioned
that they will have a fresh look at this
matter. I would like to quote one sent-
ence from the statement. It says:

“We are taking steps to make our
law more stringent in this regard.”

The whole sentence is:

“In the light of our additional
capabilities as a responsible State, pos-
sessing nuclear weapons, and as earlier
announced, we are taking steps to
make our law more stringent in this
regard.”

What type of export control regimes
we are going to have and what improve-
ment we would like to make in our law,
could be explained. Of course, if it is an
item of negotiation between the two
countries, I would not like the Govern-
ment to disclose their cards. But if it is
not so, if we want to impose some
obligations voluntarily on ourselves, I
would like to know as to what the think-
ing of the Government in this regard is.
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Now, coming to the question of thc
Comprchensive Test Ban Treaty, Yes,
today is 15th of December. Therefore,
we have time up to September itself. But
evEn by that time, we shall have to
formulate our views. In this conncction,
Mr. Chairman, Sir, I would like to draw
the attention of the Prime Minister to a
letter which we have sent. He was good
enough to invite the representatives of
our party. The Leader of the Opposition,
Shri Manmohan Singh, and myself had
the privilege of having interaction with
him, and thereafter, we had formulated
our views and conveyed the same to the
Prime Minister before he left for U.S.A.
to participate in the United Nations,Gen-
eral Assembly discusion. What had we
suggested? I would like to read out some
of those observations.

“The country will not be bencfited
by premature declaration by the Prime
Minister at the United Nations Gener-
al Assembly of its intention to comply
with the CTBT obligations and not
standing in the way of the implemen-
tation of the CTBT after September
1999. The declaration of the intention
of the Government on CTBT should
be first announced in the Indian Parli-
ament before it is articulated in the
international fora, as both the Houses
of Indian Parliament expressed its
opinion in 1996 before the CTBT was
opened for signatures. The Congress
party feels that the Government
should try to evolve a national consen-
sus on this issue even after Pokhran-1I
test, and as there is time till Sep-
tember 1999, the Government should
not annouance its ‘decision or intention
before the process of evolving the
consensus is complete. The Govern-
ment should clearly spell out the ad-
vantages and disadvantages to the na-
tion before announcing its decision or
intention.”

Naturally, we have suggested, as inter-
national developments are taking place
very fast, the Government should take
full advantage of the time available to it
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before coming to any definitive conclu-
sion. “Wc should watch how and in what
manner USA’s Senate ratifics the Treaty.
The, process of dialogue with important
countries, including P-5 countries, should
continue.” And most of these have al-
ready responded to the Prime Minister. It
is also given in his statcment. But what is
needed now? Seven, eight, nine months
are still left, before we take a final
decision. This is an area where it may not
be possible to indicate our position on
15th of Deccember, but, surely, in the
next six, seven months, we shall have to
say what our position would be in regard
to the CTBT, if the present negotiations
arc not successfully concluded. And these
negotiations cannot be successfully con-
cluded unless there is a convergence of
views, Their concept of deployment and
our conccpt of deployment differ. It is
not a question of the dictionary meaning
or the grammatical derivative meaning of
the word “deployment’. It is a question of
perceptions. Our perceptions and their
perceptions differ. Surely, if we want to
achieve the primary objective, for which
all these steps and other things took
place, of creating a credible nuclear de-
terrent, certain follow-up actions are ab-
solutely called for not only in the area of
rescarch and development, but also in
certain other areas which are 100 known
to the Government, and it need not be
spelt out in details. Therefore, that
is to be decided upon. It is also to be
decided upon whether there will any obli-
gation on the production of fissile
material, even before the nego-
tiations start. We assume that the next
round of negotiations are going to take
place sometime in mid January. In Janu-
ary, in Geneva itself, in all probability,
the CoD is going to meet, and the FMCT
is going to be negotiated there, we will
definitely like to engage ourselves seri-
ously because it is one of our basic
objectives.

The Third area on which I would like
to have the reaction and response of the
Government is the time-frame. The
Prime Minister has mentioned this in



287  Statment by Prime Minister [RAJYA SABHA]

several parts of his statement. He has
also mentioned it on earlier occasions
whether we can bring in some sort of a
time-frame. Here also, he has used the
particular phrasc ‘a certain time-framc’,
‘nuclear disarmament with certain time-
frame’. In 1988, India offered a time-
frame, a ten-ycar time-frame, with a
definite ten-point action plan. And that
has not been taken up. He has now
suggested, in his statement that they
would like to have a time-frame for
nuclear disarmament. 1 would like to
know from the hon. Prime Minister, and
also from the Government, as to what
has been the responsc and in what form
it may come. We have placed our view-
points, There is no doubt that we have
placed our viewpoint. The statement con-
tains what our stated position is, but the
statement does not contain what the re-
ponse of USA has becn, uptill now. As it
is articulated, from time to time, in the
press, what we used to hear from the
authoritative representatives of the Un-
ited States of America is that they are
just sticking to their position. If we stick
to our position, and if there is no con-
vergence of views, how could we have a
successful conclusion of the negotiations
with our key interlocutors? It is also
stated in the Statement: “We have sug-
gested that we will not accept any re-
straints on the development of India’s
R&D capabilities. Such activity is an
integral of any country’s defence pre-
paredness and is essential for coping with
new threat perceptions that may emerge
in the years ahead.” Very well. Go and
take it. That is the country’s stated posi-
tion; everybody will agree with you. But
are they going to share this perception?
This is" not the moot question. The moot
question is to what extent we have been
able to carry conviction with them. We
have been able to veer them around us
because here we are talking with them,
though they do not represent all the 45
countries. But being the single superpow-
er today, they have assumed to themsel-
ves some sort of an international peace
keeping role. Therefore, when they talk
of their concern, their concern is not
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identical with our concern. Our concern
is our own sccurity. Our concern is nuc-
lear disarmament. Our concern is keeping
the world free from nuclear weapons.
Their concern is not only to retain but
also to hold their own monopoly over the
nuclear arsenal. Mr. Chairman, it is
known to the Government, to every ane
of us, that the conditionality, which has
been suggested in the paper forwarded to
the Senate for ratification of the treaty,
is—they have that manifest clause—their
supreme national intcrest. If the supreme
national interest of the United States
demands, even after signing the CTBT
and ratificd by the Scnate of the United
States, putting the ball rolling into opera-
tion, if the supreme national interest of
the United States demands that there
should be a test, they will be entitled to
have that test. That is the conditionality
which they are attaching to the signing of
the CTBT. Therefore, their concern and
our concern cannot coverge. They want
to retain their superpower capacity.
Therefore, in whichever area it is, it is
their responsibility. That is the whole
rationale of the concept of deterrent. We
did not agree to have that deterrent
concept. But we find that when four or
five countries, the five nuclear weapon
States, considered themselves that they
should possess nuclear weapons, which
would act as a deterrent and prevent
proliferation of neclear technology and
manufacturing of nuclear weapens, it ulti-
mately failed. In this context, the Gov-
crnment will have to think and consider
seriously what would be the scenario
before September 1999. As I have men-
tioned, as per article 14, it requires the
signature of 40 countries. All the coun-
tries’ signature will be available. When
the Treaty was completed in 1996 there
were three nuclear threshold States,
India, Pakistan and Israel. From the indi-
cations, which are available from the
newspapers, we find that Pakistan is go-
ing to sign it. It is that either they have
signed it or they are going to sign it.
Therefore, we will remain alone. The boy
stands on the burning deck—Casablanca.
Therefore, this time—it may not be
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necessarily on 15th December, but surely
in the next four or five months—we must
evolve a consensus on what should be our
approach and what view we should take,
if these negotiations do not conclude with
success. A successful conclusion of the
negotiations does not depend merely
on us. I feel, Mr. Chairman, Sir,
the Government of India, by declaring
a voluntary moratorium, by opening

negotiations, by clearly spelling out the
viewpoints of the Government, has taken
certain steps. But, unfortunately, it is not
being properly responded to, how we can
have a proper understanding. This is the
crux of the whole issue. I would not like
to sound pessimistic. But, at the same
time, in these international negotiations
we must keep this in view. We may like
it or we may not like it. We may admit it
or we may not admit it. A large number
of countries might not have criticised us
openly.

They might not have spoken to us
vociferously as some of the G-15 and P-5
countries have done. When we refused to
sign CTBT and NPT, even then we did
not have many friends among Non-
aligned countries, and in the sub-conti-
nent. Let us be frank and can did
enough. Can this problem between India
and Pakistan be seriously construed today
as merely a matter of concern between
India and Pakistan? Of course, all the
problems should be resolved bilaterally.
But the country belongs to SAARC.
They are also concenred. They felt it.
They expressed their concern by saying
that you resolve your issues bilaterally
and beign a dialogue and come to a
successful conclusion. To my mind, suc-
cessful conclusion of talks between India
and Pakistan is equally important, if it is
not more important than the successful
conclusion of talks between India and
USA because both of them are nuclear
States today. It is an area of concern not
only for these two countries but also for
other countries belonging to this region.

Mr. Chairman, Sir, before I conclude,
1 would like to request the Government
to carry on the dialogue process. We
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must engage ourselves in serious negotia-
tions. There are certain basic issues on
which compromise is not possible. 1 am
sure, the Prime Minister and the Govern-
ment would not compromise on those
issues.

Lastly, I would like to know from the
hon. Prime Minister—] had raised this
question earlier also—his own hard as-
sessment, not only as the Prime Minister
of the country but also as the former
Foreign Minister of the country, of the
trend of negotiations which are going on.
If he can share his own assessment with
the House, we will be too glad. With
these words, I conclude.

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE (Uttar Prad-
esh): Mr. Chairman, Sir, I am of course
delighted to read the Prime Minister's
statement. If you permit me to say, I am
even more delighted to hear Shri Pranab
Mukherjee’s speech just now. It shows
the great advance that the country has
made, that this House has made and, if 1
may say so, the Government has made
since May. Immediately after the nuclear
tests, you will recall, Sir, there was a lot
of acrimony. When I and my colleagues,
the new Members, came here in July,
there was a debate on nuclear explosions.
There was a lot of acrimony—then also I
had an opportunity to speak immediately
after Shri Pranab Mukherjee—that ac-
rimony has now gone completely. It is a
great tribute to Shri Pranab Mukherjee,
to Dr. Manmohan Singh, to all my col-
leagues and to the Government that ev-
erything that the Prime Minister has said,
has been endorsed by Shri Pranab
Mukherjee and, I am sure, everything
that he—Shri Mukherjee—has said with
an exemplary sense of responsibility,
would be endorsed by Members from this
side.

Therefore I will merely elaborate some
of the things that he has said.

There are two or three grounds on
which he has expressed his apprehension,
Fortunately, they -are not warranted. But
before 1 come to them, the main point
that T want to emphasise is that it was
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very heartening to note that, while many’
of us have been anxious that the leaders

of two principal parties and other parties

should be meeting on such issues, Shri

Pranab Mukherjee has informed us that

on this vital question, consultations have

been going on.

So much so that, in fact, he was able to
read in the Prime Minster’s statement in
the United Nations, their own suggestion
about how it should be worded. It is very
heartening that briefings by scientists and
others have been going on, and consulta-
tion have been going on across the politi-
cal spectrum on a natinal issue. If only
that culture could be extended to other
issues, many of the things that we see in
the House would not take place.

Sir, I would -mention two points, and
thén 1 will just elaborate some of the
suggestions which Shri Pranab Mukherjee
has made for consideration of Govern-
ment. Sir, one point is, yes, there is, in
the Treaty, a ratification procedure. As
you know, 44 countries are supposed to
sign, to ratify, and to deposit those
ratified documents with the Secretary-
General of the U.N.O. As yet, only 10
have déne so. In the case of United
States also, only the President has signed,
but the Senate, the Republican leadership
in the Senate is not letting it go ahead.
That is why in accordance with Shri
Pranab Mukherjee’s suggestions and also
in the Prime. Minister's wisdom, this
statement in the United Nations was very
carefully worded. It does not say, “we
will sign by...”, or “We will ratify
by....", or “Having ratified, we will de-
posit the document by September, 1999.”
It only says, “Because of us, the coming
Jnto force shall not be delayed.” There-
fore, if it so happens that, for instance,
China which has signed, but which has
not yet ratified; or Pakistan which may
sign, but which may hold up retification
for domestic political reasons till the last
minute; or in the case of the U.S. itself,
the President signs, but the Senate does
not allow it go through, then the CTBT
will not come into force. So, we will be
as much at liberty as anybody else, but
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the onus for blocking the treaty will not
come on us. That is why the statement
has worded as it has. Second, Shri

. Mukherjee said that actually the United

States is reserving the right to itself, that,
in their supreme national interst, if they
need to conduct tests again, they will do
so. I am sure that Shri Mukherjee, knows
this, but 1 would just mention for the rest
of us that facility is available to every
country which signs the Treaty; of course,
that country takes the consequences for
withdrawing from the Treaty. Article 9 of
that Treaty says: “The Treaty shall be of
unlimited duration. Each State Party
shall, in exercising its national sovereign-
ty, have the right to withdraw from this
Treaty if it decides that extraordinary
events, related to the subject-matter of
this Treaty, have jeopardised its supreme
interests.” So, what they are claiming will
be available to us as much as to anybody
clse. For that, we do not require negotia-
tions with the United States, we certainly
do not require their endorsement or ap-
proval.

The second point that he has raised of
some enxiety is whether they agree with
us on R&D or not. Shri Mukherjee is
completely right, and the Prime Minister
himself has said exactly the same thing,
that these are the things that we will
determine in accordance with our percep-
tion of our own defence interests. Sir, on
the question of deployment or R&D,
whether they agree with our assessment
or not, that not come in the way of our
signing or not signing the CTBT. Suppos-
ing they say, “No, you cannot do this
type of research”, we can say, “We will
continue to do it,” and still sign the
CTBT. How does it come in the way? In
considering these things.

Sir, there is a very important point to
remember. As the hon. Member has
rightly said, things have suddenly
changed. Till the tests were carried out,
in fact, the test themselves showed that
the scientists had devised theoretical
capabilities of carrying out tests. But no
country can be fully confident that its
R&D, the academic R&D, is actually
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going to work in the battlefield. There-
fore, to have signed this Treaty before
May would have been suicidal and, that
is why, for good reason, Shri Deve Gow-
da, who was the Prime Minister at that
time, did not sign it. Vital developments
had actually taken place in 1995, which
reinforced this point.

3.00 P.M.

There were three vital developments
and then in June, 1996 it was decided
that we will actually withdraw from the
CTBT discussions.

The first one was that the discriminat-
ory regime of non-proliferation treaty was
indefinitely extended in 1995. Within
weeks of its extension, two countries,
China and France immediately conducted
the tests as if to rub in the point that,
yes, it is an iniquitous treaty and we will
do what we like. For that reason, when
you were in Government, you know and
I brought this to the attention of the
House in the earlier debate also, in
October, November, 1995 India decided
to go in for tests. It is a matter of record,
the Americans have stated that they got
to know of this decision and brought
pressure to bear. For good or bad
reasons, the Indian Government buckled
under. That was the position. So we had
decided that tests are necessary before
signing the treaty. We could not do so for
reasons of pressure. In mid 1996, when
the negotiations were concluded we had
to say cither ‘ves’ or ‘no’. At that time,
we had not conducted the tests, so we
had to say ‘no’.

There would have been a clean getting
away for us. There was Article 14 about
how the treaty shall come into force.
About 320 monitoring stations were going
to be set up in countries to ensure
compliance. We were also to house some
of those monitoring stations. The posision was
that when those countries which are housing
these international monitoring stations
have signed, the treaty shall come into
force. We said, ‘we will not sign’. Two
days later, we said, ‘we will not house
these monitoring stations.” The treaty
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would have still gone ahead without us.
The same monitoring stations which were
to be located in India could have been
located in, say, Nepal. But two countries,
specially China and Britain, said, ‘no, no,
India must be roped in'. Within 2-3
weeks, Article 14 was changed and a new
version of Article was brought in which
said, “Unless these 44 countries which
have been designated by the International
Atomic Agency as having reactors for
R&D or for power, sign, this treaty will
not come into force.” This meant that if
India does not sign, all the onus will be
on India.

And that will not be the end of the
matter. because in this case Sir, before
we are swept off by brave words, we
should remember one thing. In the case
of the atomic tests, we violated no
convenant that we had signed. We went
back on no assurance. But in this Treaty,
Article 14 provides, if you don’t sign, if
one of the 44 does not sign, the treaty
does not come into force. But the
position is, there shall then be a Review
Conference. Only the countries which
have signed, will be called to Conference
let us say the other 43; they shall
determine, the Article provides, what
steps to take to ensure speedy
implementation of CTBT. That means
you will then be facing not just one
United States acting on its own, you will
not just be facing one Japan saying that
we will not give aid just now, you will be
facing a concerted view taken by those 43
countries and the others. That is the
position. So, on the point of its coming
into force, the Statement is very carefully
worded. If it does not come into force,
well and good, we are as free as
everybody. The onus does not come on
us. If it comes into force, then we have
the same facilities under this treaty as
others have. I will elaborate that point
because of the apprchension Mr.
Mukherjee expressed regarding R&D.
Sir, the position is that this treaty bans all
explosions. The position before May was
that we had not conducted the tests, and
we needed those tests for the weapons in
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our assessment. If we had signed the
treaty then we would have forever
foregone the option we had kept open for
25 years-an option have strongly argued
in favour since the explosion was
conducted by Mrs. Gandhi. But things
are now opposite. All the P-5 countries,
specially the United States, Russia and
China, have, said that explosions are
banned, but sub-critical tests are not
banned under this treaty. They have said,
“No, we can conduct such test, we can
continue to do computer simulations to
improve the lethality of our weapons.”
This is why we were arguing in Geneva
that this is a treaty that is allowing
vertical proliferation. They can go on

improving theweapons we can neither .

have nor improve. There are five or six
categories of tests of some particular
types of containers and so on, -- I am not
a scientist, I can only read out the words
to you -- which they are saying are
allowed. All the three countries, namely,
the United States, China and Russia have
carried out such tests. Having singed the
CTBT, just three days ago, Russia
carried out a sub-critical test in the
Arctic. They announced that they have
done it. “That was our objection then but
that is our advantage today. Shri Jaswant
Singh once explained it to me with a
graphic analogy. “Look at it as a crowded
railway compartment”, the said. “When
you are trying to come into it, your
_ perspective is. one, When you are in it,
you want the rules that will keep you in
and keep the others out.” That is exactly
what is happening. We can continue to
improve weapons - exactly as the others
can. Shri Mukherjee is completely right
when he said that we should never accept
any restraint on the research and
development. Instead we should keep
quoting back to these big countries their
own interpretations of the CTBT. Those
interpretations now work to our
advantage to the extent that the treaty is
discriminatory, it discriminates in our
favour.

Sir, the third point that he raised is
about export control. I think, Sir, on that
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there is absolutely no diagreement.
Nobody has argued that we should be in
the business of atomic weapons
technology. Shri Krishan Kant was one of
the great advocates of weaponisation and
tests in 1970s. Sincc that time, every
Indian who has thought on that mattcr
has spoken with great responsibility that
we are not for exporting this type of
technology. So, if the Americans want to
give suggestions on how to better
safeguard our stockpiles etc. So that
there is no pilferage for instance of fissile
material, what is thc problem? If they
have some better cxpcrience in that
regard, their sharing it with us cannot
constitute any problem for us at all.

Sir, therefore, 1 think on all these
matters we have really come a far long
distance. On coming into force -- just last
year in 1997, China did exactly what Shri
Mukherjee says. He rightly read out -- he

" had urged the Prime Minister to do and

the Prime Minister has done. China
signed the  Chemical = Weapons
Convention in January, 1997. They did
not deposit till the United States
deposited it, and then they deposited it.
So, we should remember that kind of a
thing and use it to our own advantage.

Sir, 1 would like to urge a few
suggestions in addition to the points
made by Shri Mukherjee. I would like
the Government to consider, one, persist
with this vague formulation about
signing, ratifying etc. Second, press ahead
on the research and development on the
permissible category of tests, and even
more important, on the newer type of
weapons which are coming into being.
Nuclear weapons are essential, but, in a
sense they are gross weapons. Today with
electronic warfare, with weapons with
electronic devices which will disrupt the
guidance systems of the missiles of
adversaries, with integrated information
and power networks of the developed
economies which make them even more
vulnerable - even to small computer
hackers - there is an entirely new
category of weapons. These are in a
sense non-lethal weapons, but which are
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even more effective and can be better
directed and focused than nuclear
weapons. We should direct R and D to
develop them. In this, I entirely endorse
what Dr. Mukherjec was saying that
actually the test is what our scientists tell
us and the problem in these matters is
the Government and the Government
scientists have naturally to speak in
elliptical terms and most of us are not
conversant in reading between the lines
of what they are saying. Kindly see the
statement which was made. When the
Prime Minister says or Dr. Abul Kalam
says that we are a Nuclear Weapon State,
it is dismissed at that time as a jingoist
bombast. But it was actually a very
important announcement. The
announcement was that we have those
weapons, not just that we have made
some explosions but we are a Nuclear
Weapon State. When he says, “We will
go in only for first strike capability,” it is
interpreted by everybody who knaws the
subject. Itl means, not only have they
weapons, they have them dispresed well
enough they have them secured will
enough that even if the likely adversary
were to launch a first strike, they would
have enough to inflict an unacceptable
degree of terror. Just see what Dr. Abul
Kalam and Dr. Chidambaram said
immediately after the test: “One of the
laboratories of the DRDO,” I am just
reading the press statement they issued at
that time, “had the task of weaponising
the proven design. This activity involved
design, testing and production of
advanced detonators, ruggedised high
volt trigger systems, interface
enginnering, systems engineering,” that
means development of new metals, “and
systems  integration to  military
specifications. Three other laboratories
have made contributions in
aerodynamics, arming, fusing, safety
linterlocks, flight control, etc. We have
also conducted a series of trials and
achieved the nccessary operational
clearance.” Then they said, “Tests
conducted during May 11-13, 1998 have
provided critical data for the validation of
our capability in the design of nuclear
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weapons of different yields for different
applications and different delivery
systems.” With each pair of words they
are making very important
announcements. “These tests have
significantly enhanced our capability in
computer simulation of new designs.”
They are pointing to precisely what
Americans say is allowed under CTBT,
“and have taken us to the stage of sub-
critical experiments in the future”. That
means, they are telling us as clearly as
they can, “We have the capability to do
what CTBT allows us to do.” so, we
should realy on them and leave the last
word to them. And we should ensure that
what they are saying, as it cannot be said
in detail, should be made available to the
principal leaders of the House.

Sir, the other point really is about the
cotiditions which the US Senate has been
given. It is not only about withdrawal. As
I just mentioned, that facility is available
to everybody. Sir, as a part of a
compromise -- it is a very important lead
for us and for the Government to
consider -- President Clinton has written
to Congress saying, “In the ratification of
this treaty, you please include conditions
you think are necessary.” One of the
conditions that he has given his assurance
on is that every year on the anniversary
of the treaty, the US President shall
certify to the US Congress that no new
development has taken place in the
preceding year which necessitates that the
U.S. withdraw and resort to tests. You
can get a copy of the letter on Internet
now. That letter lists, “I have consulted
‘X, ‘y", ‘2’ heads of such and such
agencies, the Secretary of Defence --
several persons who are in a position to
know and who monitor defence
developments and developments in the
technology of others. After consulting
them, 1 am certifying to you that there is
no need to withdraw just now.” It is valid
and every year you hdve to do it. So, I
would urge the Prime Minister to
consider whether in our ratification - in
our case it is not the Senate or any othecr
legislative body; it is the Cabinet which
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ratifies the Cabinet should not
incorporate conditions which are similar,
let us say, to those which are adopted by
P-5 countries in their own legislatures or
in their own procedure. 1 will stress two
points more. This goal of elimination of
nuclear weapons, we should really pursue
through to her means. One of our
objections at that time to the CTBT,
even when Mr. Vajpayee was the leader
of the delegation to Geneva, at the time
of withdrawal was that there is no link of
the CTBT with the elimination of nuclear
weapons. They are not bound by any
time - frame. Sir, we have to pursue it by
other ‘means. You cannot make the
CTBT now the sole vehicle for this. We
must have the confidence in a process
which is afoot after the end of ‘the cold
war. With the end of the cold war, and
not because of the CTBT etc. Russia and
the United States have actually
eliminated 14,000 nuclear warheades.
Elimination on such a scale was
inconceivable even a few years ago. So,

we should see similarly that the CTBT is

not discriminatory in the sense in which

the NPT was discriminatory. We should
assist such trends and pursue that aim by
other means and not make any contin-
gent of signing or not signing in this eight
months’ period to which Dr. Mukherjee
has made a reference because, re-
member, Sir, when we withdrew, the
document of the CTBT could not then be
sent to the UN General Assembly, as
what is called consensus document. What
happended was that Belgium immediately
adopted it, presented it to the Confer-
ence. From there, Australia took it to the
United Nations. We voted against it. To
what effect? We were among the co-
sponsors of the resolution under which
the CTBT negotiations had started in
1993. In 1996 we voted against the CTBT
as it had been finalised. Against our
protests, 158 countries votted for the
resolution. Three countries voted against
it—India, Bhutan and Libya, Nothing has
happened till now to change that situa-
tion. So, instead of taking brave position,
merely of brave words, I would hope that
all sides of the House will sec the reality
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of this matter and see to it that now we
are in that railway compartment from
which we were outside and, therefore,
move ahead with greater confidence. Our
scientists have repeatedly said it. Even in
September, Dr. Abdu] Kalam said, “Do
not worry about the CTBT. It allows us
that we need to do.” So, think of the
conditions by which you can put it to
advantage.

One final words, Sir, and 1 say this
with great anguish, as a new Member of
this House. The condition of Pakistan
holds a warning to our security. Every
third week second week their tail is
twisted and they have to give in. As you
know, Nawas Sharif went and met Mr.
Clinton just now. He came out very
bravely and said, “There shall be a link
between Kashmir and the CTBT.” A
junior officer, Mr. Inderfurth, the Under
Secretary of State, comes out and formal-
ly says, “He is saying this for domestic
consumption. There is no use...”

Mr. Nawaz Sharif has made such a
strong statement saying, “No, no. Clinton
must mediate.” Clinton said, “No. Only
if both the countries request me.” Why is
it that they are reduced to this condi-
tions? - Because, they cannot pay even
their debt, Their economy has gone com-
pletely into a tail-spin. That is the im-
mediate danger. If you want to ward off
the pressure that Mr. Mukherjee was
apprehending, then really, we must pay a
greater attention to the way we are push-
ing the economy to the brink. Sir, just
last Friday, if 1 may quote with his
permission, this House was shocked and
the person for whom I have had the
greatest respect for twenty years for his
integrity as a symbol of confidence, Dr.
Manmohan Singh was the only person
who mentioned the news item of that
day. he asked me. “Do you know that
today the richest State in India has been
declared bankrupt?” I do not think even
today—five or six days have passed—we
would be able to name that State. Most
of us would not be able to name it. Sir,
the Government of Punjab’s cheques
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haye been dishonoured. If we go into a
. tail-spin, nobody will .come to our assist-
“ance’ this time. Sir, Dr. Alagh has been
warning, Dr. Manmohan Singh has been
warning and Mr. Yashwant Sinha has
been warning. As a new Member to this
House, I request and implore all sides of
the House, to ward off pressure and
danger. Don’t let the economy slip out of
hand. If it happens, it will be the real
threat to the country and not your signing
or not signing the CTBT. Thank you.

SHRI NILOPTAL BASU (West Ben-
gal): Mr. Chairman, Sir, at the very
outset, I have to concede that 1 do not
want to sound acrimonious but the kind
of creativity that has been exercised by
Shri Shourie, perhaps, will not be at my
command to interpret the kind of things
that are happening in the country. Now,
to start with, India has played a signific-
ant role, over the years, in terms of
articulation of our concern in the global
fora and in the regional fora, based on
the kind of consensus that existed in the
country across the political spectrum.
Notwithstanding the brief reference that
Shri Pranab Mukherjee was making, I do
not think, the kind of initiatives that
should have been forthcoming from the
Government in terms of building a con-
sensus in taking all these positions in the
international fora as well as in the pro-
cess of bilateral negotiations, were really
on display, We would, very frankly, like
to share with the House that mere report-
ing of what is happening elsewhere, can-
not constitute the basis of - consensus.
During the earlier discussions also we had
tried to be constructive and pointed out,
at least, two or three areas of very critical
importance to the country’s strategic
needs which need further elaboration and
on the basis of that, a consensus could
have evolved. Everybody agrees that a
piece of legislation, the Atomic Energy
Act of 1961, that we have in this country,
controls the entire premise of nuclear
science, Nuclear research and develop-
ment, does not take into account what
our legal provisions will be in a situation
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where our nuclear establishements are
not only for peaceful means. So, we have
exhausted the possibility of that legislation.
Now, we do not know the mind of the
Government whether the executive deci-
sions, whether the pronouncements of the
Prime Minister, or, whether the ad hoc
decisions will guide the activities in the
sphere of atomic energy and research.
Or, whether there. will be an enactment
by Parliament, which is the sovereign
body in this country to guide all our
activities, Now, that was one area where
there could be some exchange, some
intereface, across the political spectrum.

Secondly, it may be in the National
Agenda for Governance—forget about
us; we are the barriers in this political
mainstream—but the National Agenda
for Governance itself says that a precon-
dition for approaching these problems has
to be a strategic review to take into
consideration the security considerations
of the country. Just a couple of weeks
back, in response to my-unstarred ques-
tion in this House, the Defence Minister
told me that there had been no strategic
review. In fact, ‘we. raise this at the time
of Pokhran itself that all these things
cannot be done on an ad hoc basis. It has
to be build into a long-term perspective
and then only we can really take a strong
position, then only we can také a mean-
ingful ' position because, in the kind of
democratic polity that we have in India,
we have to build on our strength. In spite
of the multiplicity of vigws, unless the
nation comes together on certain set of
ideas, it is very difficult to break the ice
in this negotiation. Therefore, we have
not seen the strategic review., Now, 1
come to the formation of the National
Security Council. Mr, Chairman, Sir,
would like to ask the Prime Minister
whether he thinks it fit that on such an
important issue, we will come to know
about what kind of .a National Security
Council will preside over the security
considerations, the security decision mak-
ing process, through.an executive order.
There will be no legislation, there will be
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no elaboration of how to go about it, and
a discussion will not take place across the
floor in Parliament. We are sorry if we
are acrimonious. But-we thintk this is too
serious an issue to be left alone to the
Prime Minister, or to the Cabinet, to
take executive decisions.

Mr. Chairman, Sir, I am not going into
the technical details of the moot issue
which has been raised today because Shri
Pranab Mukherjee has sufficiently dealth
with it in his intervention. Factual things
and many other things are there. Now, I
put the question before the country. This
is a Statement on the progress in negotia-
tions, We are getting very mixed signals
from the Government. That is also
another problem that we are having. The
other day our Defence Minister informed
that there has not been an inch of prog-
ress, Maybe, because I am younger than
my more accomplished colleague, I am a
little bit crude in saying so. But actually,
from the statement, which reveals very
little, we do not know what is the re-
sponse from the American side because
there was a categorical assurance in the
House carlier also. In terms of the reply
given to a question on 4th June, the
Government stated, “After the nuclear
test on 11th and 13th May, 1998 at
Pokhran, the Government has signalled a
willingness to consider adhering to some
of the undertakings of the CTBT, but not
in a political vacum and depending on
reciprocal basis.” I underline the two
words—reciprocal basis So, in the entire
negotiation process, what has been the
reciprocal basis, is. of vital importance.

Mr. Shourie has been waming us,
sufficiently and adequately, about the
pitfalls of not signing the Treaty.
Sometimes I feel as if we have already
decided to put our signature of approval
on the Treaty, But my point is that we
have to know as to what are the
reciprocal points. The perceptible thing
that we are actually getting from the
American Government is the inclusion of
a number of organisations in-the so-called
entities’ list. Now, apart from a mild
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rejoinder from the Government, is it to
be construed as a response to whatever is
happening in the negotiating process?
How do you assess that? How do you
look 4t these things? There are two or
three key questions. What are the
advantages? Mr. Shourie was very
eloquent. But all that comes into force
only if India is accorded a nucl=ar status.
But if India is not accorded a nuclear
status, how much do we gain out of it?
We have seen in countries what kind of
inspection regime comes into force as
part of this Treaty, and what éan the
programmes for peaceful resecarch and
development in the area of nuclear
science do to the programmes of certain
Governments; we have seen that.
Therefore, it is very vital for us to know
what will happen. We will definitely, in
an articulation of our intent which is
throughly different from that of America
or for that matter other P-S countries,
have stricter legislations on export
controls. But what will happen to certain
programmes and certain technologies
which we need for the development of
our peaceful programme? But, these may
come under that dubious clause of dual-
use technology. What happens to that? 1
would like to know whether we can
assess that? What are the safeguards
which we can build into these
negotiations? As a result of this, while we
adhere to certain noble intentions in our
laws, will there be any reciprocity on the
part of the developed countries. That is
also very important for us. This is a very
problematic area for us, because,
basically, we do not believe that no
nuclear deterrence can actually be a
foolproof deterrence. It has been decided
by the nuclear community, and even
those countries which have nuclear power
know, that a nuclear bomb can never be
used. Forget about the first use, no
country thinks in terms of actually using a
nuclear bomb. In the world today,
nobody thinks that a nuclear bomb can
be used. Therefore, the very concept of
deterrence is very difficult for us to
fathom. But, at the same time, there is
this whole notion of nuclear deterrence.
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I am not a student of nuclear science.
In the context of the kind of changes that
are taking place in the field of science
and technology, how do you dcfine a
credible nuclear deterrence? Is it an
inelastic concept? How does it change
over time? How does it change in the
light of the kind of technological
developments that take place? 1 would
like to know whether it is a static
concept. Then, how much of resources
will have to go. into expanding that idea
of credible deterrence in the light of
nuclear technological developments that
are taking place all over? For us, it has to
be as much an economic decision. How
much can we mobilise on this? Our point
is that nobody talks about those issues.
One of the moral grounds on which India
stood during the entire process of
negotiations of CTBT was that CTBT is a
discriminatory treaty. What do you say?
Is it that by joining the CTBT, the Treaty
becomes non-discriminative overnight.
Mr. Pranab Mukherjee made a very
important distinction  that the
fundamental difference between the
American approach on all these
negotiations and our approach is that
they want to perpetuate the kind of
nuclear monopoly that they have today.
Our approach is to bring an end to this
nuclear monopoly and go towards the
process of nuclear disarmament. In that,
what do we say to all these developing
nations, which had been rallying behind
the Indian position all these years? How
do we address ourselves to that question?
How do we re-state our position? Mr.
Shourie was suggesting some other
means. We would like to know from the
Government as to what are those some
other means. How do we become part of
the discriminatory regime, and yet go on
talking about nuclear discrimination and
nuclear monopoly status of certain other
-countries? How do we do that? Let us
know, It is on examination and
information on the basis of such issues
that a real, meaningful concensus can
evolve in the country today. Howsoever
difficult these questions may be, we
cannot just push them below the carpet.
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These arc very, very important, We,
particularly from the left, know how hard
the American ncgotiators  are. [
remember, When Shri Pranab Mukherjee
was thc Commercc Minister, we had
some discussions on the entire GATT
treaty ncgotiations. The Americans at
that point of time, only for cvolving their
approach on the agricuiture trade had
preparcd 7,000 documents with the hclp,
mostly, of non-officials. That was the
lcvel of their preparation. At every point
of time, with every little change in the
nuances, they knew how to respond and
what would be their alternative position.
They wused all the instrumentalities
available to them. Shri Shourie has
rightly indicated about the economic
situation prevailing in the country. We
would like to know the kind of pressures-
as we hear, or, are being reported
everyday in the press-on the question of
de-nationalisation, on the question of
opening up certain economic sectors of
the country, which will indirectly
strengthen the American position. |
would like to know whether there is any
bearing on them, whether these issues are
coming up, or whether they can continue
to lecture us on how we will run our
economy. These are the key issues on
which the people of this country are
exercised, these are some of the issues on
which this House is exercised.

Mr. Prime Minister, we have a great
regard for you, but without being
transparent how can you deal with all
these issues? I think the initiative that the
Government intends to take, about some
kind of an across the board exchange and
interface, will not serve the kind of
purpose that it has to serve, at this
critical juncture of the nation.

Finally, let us be very clear. The
question of signing or not signing will
come up only when there is 2
convergence of ideas certain vital areas
that have been pointed out, and which
will have a bearing on our decision-
making, in terms of our security and
other requirements. Unless there is
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convergence of ideas, I think, we cannot
have a situation where you can expect a
consensus. I am very sorry that a
convoluted logic is being given. Because
majority of the nations did not support us
earlier on the question of CTBT, that
should be a logic to give our acceptance
to the treaty. The same kind of logic
came in different manner. When we
conducted nuclear tests, most of the
countries did not support us. We differ
with the perception of the Government,
because this is our sovereign right, but,
we question the political wisdom of the
Government in exercising that sovereign
right. So, I think, that is a very, very
wrong way of looking at things. How
much support we will get? On the basis
of that, we will determine our position.
This is a sovereign country. This is a
soverign Parliament. It is only the
dictation and information of our security
needs, of our national interest, that
should inform our decisions and nothing
else.

Finally, what we would like to state on
behalf of our party, as a whole, is that
the kind of effort that has been taken by
the Government so far in evolving a
consensus has been inadequate both in
terms of quantity as well as quality. If the
Government really wants to evolve a
meaningful consensus so that our position
in the negotiating process bilaterally and
multilaterally is  strengthened, our
cooperation will be there.

SHRIMATI KAMLA SINHA (Bihar):
Mr. Chairman, Sir, today the Prime
Minister in his statement kas elaborated
India’s position 'vis-a-vis the CTBT, the
FMCT and what has been going on in
our defence postures, R&D efforts, etc.,
etc. Thereafter, the hon. Member, Mr.
Pranab Mukherjee, who was also the
then Foreign Minister and Commerce
Minister, has made a very elaborate
speech. Our eminent journalist colleague,
Shri Arun Shourie, also dealt with the
case very efficiently. Thereafter, my
younger brother, Mr. Nilotpal Basu,
presented his views. I would just like to
mention a few points, without going into
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the details of the issues that were
mentioned earlier. India, since her
Independence had enunciated the policy
of Vasudheiva kutumbakara under our
first Prime Minister, Pandit Jawaharlal
Nehru. This policy of Vasudheiva
kutumbakam friendship with each nation
in the family of nations has been the
basic idea of our foreign policy, We tried
to be friendly with the global. famlly Our
faith in non-violenceshas been the moot
point of our domestic policy as well as
our foreign policy. India started its
nuclear policy some 25 years ago. We
were one of the threshold countries.
Along with Pakistan and Israel, India had
the nuclear capability. The whole world
knew it. Suddenly, this year, soon after
coming to power, the present
Government, in its wisdom, decided to
explode nuclear bombs. For about a
week or ten days, we were at the top of
the world. We lived under an euphoria.
Thereafter, a situation dawned when
economic santions were imposed against
us. What has happened to us?
Immediately, the Prime Minister started
Negotiations with the United States of Ameri-
ca. At that time, unfortunately, we did not
have a full-fledged External Affairs Minister,
But Now, our Foreign Affairs Mmlster,
Mr. Jaswant Sinha ....(Interruptions)...

am sorry. He is Mr. Jaswant Singh. But,
‘Singhs’ are ‘Sinhas’ also in my part of
the country. He has been negotiating. His
interlocutor has been the American
Deputy Secretary of State, Mr. Strobe
Talbott. He had guite a few founds of
talks. Now, the Prime Minister’s
statement today is rather confusing. He'is
neither coming out in a straightforward
way as to what we are going to do, what
our position is, In terms of the CTBT and
FMCT; nor is he very straightforward in
saying whether we will be following our
policy of non-nuclearisation. Now, let us
see the way he has framed his words. I
quote:

“India is now engaged in discussion
with our key interlocutors on a range
of issues, including the CTBT. We are
prepared to bring thesg discussions to
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a successful conclusion, so that the
entry into force of the CTBT is ng.t".
delayed beyond Scptemeber 1999. We

expect that othcr countries, as
indicated in Article XIV of the CTBT,
will adhere to this Treaty without
conditions.”
Last 'year, when Mr. Gujral was he
Foreign Affairs Minister and thereafter,
when he was the Prime Minister, he
followed the policy, and the whole House
endorsed the nuclear policy, the policy on
CTBT, that we followed. Our policy has
been that so long as any courftry, in the
world has the nuclear arsenal the nuclear
“power, we do not endorse this CTBT
because there will be the possibility of a
nuclear warfare in the world by the
powers who are nuclear powers. They
also must destroy the nuclear capability.
Then only India will sign this Treaty.
That stand, I think, should continue
because we have become a nuclear power
now. But the nuclear family is not
accepting us as a nuclear power. We no
accept their position and we also concede
to their demand that September, 1999 is
the cut-off period. By this time the CTBT
should be signed. What happens
thereafter? They are not going to destroy
their  nuclearweapons, the nuclear
weapons that they have. But we will be
forced to dismantle everything. So, it will
be a difficult position for us.

[THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
SANATAN BISI) IN THE CHAIR]

Sir, I would like to guote Mr. Talbott.
In his press statement, he appreciated
India’s  security  perceptions  very
graciously. Soon after the Pokhran blast,
the Prime Minister and the Defence
Minister, very vociferously, said that we
did it because of our security perceptions
from the north and also from onr next-
door neighbour Pakistan. Now, every
country is free to prepare the defence of
its own. The security perception of any
country should be respected by other
countries. The border is very sacred to all
the countries of the world. They should
be prepared to protect their own borders.
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We also have a right to protect our own
borders. But have we been protecting our
own borders?

I don’t want to go into the details. But
what has happened? Soon after the
nuclear blast at Pokhran, economic
sanctions were imposed on us. After the
economic sanctions were imposed on us,
we have been saying that we did it
because of our security perceptions. Now,
I would like to quote a few lines from
Mr. Talbott’s statement. 1 quote:

“There is also an economic
dimension of security. Before India
and Pakistan committed themselves
irrevocably to replicating the U.S. and
Soviet nuclear competition, they
should consider the price tag.”

This is, 1 feel, a kind of warning. What
is the price tag?

“A recent study estimates that
maintaining the American nuclear
capability cost the United States just
under 5.5 trillion dollars. On the other
side of the Iron Curtain, comparable
expenses contributed to the disintegration
of the Soviet system and state. The
massive spending required to develop
nuclear weapons is only a fraction of
what is required for safety managing even
a modest capability. The tense military
situation generated by a nuclearised sub-
continent would drive up overall military
budgets.” Sir, it is true that the economic
sanctions have hit us very hard. Our
economy is not in a very good shape. I
am glad to say that Mr. Arun Shourie has
endorsed it. Now, is there any kind of
underhand economic pressure or anything
else? Mr. Prime Minister, 1 would like
you to clarify that point. I would like to
know whether we are bound to sign the
CTBT before the cut-off date. You have
yourself stated that the signing of the
CTBT could not be delayed beyond
September 1999, Is this the time-frame
within which we will have to function? 1
would like the Prime Minister to explain
that fact. Now, the FMCT is another
item. India did not have a very rigid
stand on the FMCT. We have been



311 Staiment by Prime Minister |RAJYA SABHA]

participating in  the Disarmamecnt
Conference at Geneva and we  had
expresscd our vicws that we could
examinc and announce a moratorium in
respect of production of fissile matcrial.
In respect of the NPT, of course, we had
our clear position. We won’t use it for
aggression. But we have a right to protect
our borders. So, we will be protccting
our borders. These arc the few things
which I wanted to submit.

Then, I come to the Defence Posture,
Mr. Prime Minister, you have said
something about it. I would like to quote
a few lines from your statement. "In fact,
our talks are based on the fundamental
premisc that India will define its own
requirements, for its nuclear deterrent,
on its own assessment of the security
environment.” What does it mean? What
do you mean by “for its own nuclear
deterrent”? Are we going to use nuclear
power to defend our borders? You
should take the House into confidence
and the country into confidence before
taking a decision in this respect. If that is
so, if it is very necessary, well, 1 am sure,
the country will support you. But, as of
today, 1 don’t think it is necessary. The
nuclear wepaons are not the weapons for
safety or security of any nation. They are
the weapons of destruction for the fuman

society, the human civilisation. I am glad
that on many occasions, you have
announced a policy’ of No-First-Use and
non-use against non-nuclear weapon
states. That is a very good thing. But
what will be our status when the CTBT is
signed? Are we to preserve our nuclear
knowledge only through R&D? What do
‘you mean by ‘India’s R&D capabilities’
and ‘there should not be any restraints on
the development of India’s capabilities’?
Please explain these things and take the
House into confidence. Do you mean to
say that R&D on further nuclear
warheads will be going on, and, at the
same time, we will be saying, “No, no;
we don’t want this and we will be toeing
the line that is bestowed by the United
States of America, by the five big
powers?” 1 think India is not a third
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grade power. India has the capacity of
being a global power. India being the
largest democracy in the world, should be
a member of the Security Council. When
the United Front Government was in
power, from that timc, we had been
following it, and I am sure, it could have
been achicved, but for the changes in the
political sccnario. Of course, now I don't
know where we are. ....(Interruptions)...
You should also take the House into
confidence in telling us where we stand in
this matter now and whether we are
nearer to becoming a member of the
Security Council or whether that prospect
has gone for ever.

st fU W T (IW W) W
AT A, A TR TR oA A g o
swiw % Wy fug o=l & @y ¥ W '
¥ wam frm ¥ wWF W o wR-E W
TuA R St DR e & T W ot
AR I NATAR A FAQAL,
e & sy S & W o SR S
A § | WY I o, deRT Tdew &
T W W H fRm M S o § R o,
ard A €, e o JEwew ww ¥
T R @ R G WY F W o A
frew dfa A wm o el A Svefert g
it ol g % Suefar gf R amde ol
W T e g IR RN a e
#H W ¥ R N AR T age @
vt § @ g s ikl & g @
™ & agq ufrmmeh T8 %o e e
sy w2 % ApPE B ¥ we B Fe
PpmmRR IR WS ML R
% § T § T TR R @M R F
ferg

4.00 p.M,

% T efe ¥ g A e ) ARe
oG Teey @, TaW R o = #
s w1 ¥ wg WEE § o e @
w0 9 R W W g ok dee wen
& §) AP B T ¥ @ et g wem
CEEERE R A kR
& o T fRw 9 ) sk Yo @ Rl
Q@ S XM A g1 W qe e



313  Statment by Prime Minister

& TR R N A 78 e o, W e
3 I¢ T T R dEw gy w@
e €1 S TA G o X g ww
o f5 A S o Tt o ¥ wEm Em
W e dvFE W oww W) A e
v wEe fem A8 s S T 9 R
# R I |/ @ Y QU T oS wy
go T & o s gudR T e w
dvfr A qwdR frel | 30 A o A el
viwraTelt T8 % w9 & gueA faem | o oA
m TR @ o T W wne R o
wend ¥ R s gow ol @ ® § S
T & A S| S A e ST W A
7ot w30 T & WAy SwEnag & T @
fr wum R R 3 ok wER X W e §
foran =l | it R T R Fe sw agE i
A ARE S A Tw g AW 3
I S Al F, ST Eedm Wit
i, s wiema @M A T8 A, feddd
% e @ ff TER W R age R
g i i | S e o fw
i ¥ — & 3 ot §em A AR WA g
¥ fgR st ¥ ok W ¥ oD werifem
A AE — T, o T RE SR
afiw A af FQ F o qum o St 3
sfuga = | Brm ma ¥ sfaga e
s syA of ¥ o few o o Im W
§ s o AT o) R, dfnise ) R 9w
A Jusa g A 3 v e fr amfe
} e w ok sRfe 3w IR Mma F
e, T # S R ) A s
¢ o R S W) oew T w ¥ e
orae AL o e w el A T 2 e
30 T faew S TR %9 231 o e
¥ frll Tege iR B YR wERe e
i g & oy SwEwEg S w @ @
mEeR, 9% F @ AR A W@ ¥ 3 I N
RiggrdR A awm Azwe D
wees fie A RN ol aoeile A B TH awl
) e <hom F Freeem? @R v, Pl
| 3¢ TR S A W oawe d—
“affmE | 11, 1998 B doF & aw©
it st e stk ot srele S e sE A
T B T Y R R @ s
W W § v e ok T ¥

[15 DEC. 1598)

and Discussion 314

dv o X # v @ ¥ A
g Y el # fea B o w3 AW
A R YN w3 $ e 3w
Eiceic i i

It wae g v W A W R @
R 7 oAl @ 399 9oa = & g
7 a9 9y § SaEe ¥R FA F o e
a5 T8 B 9% T e W S e & aws
Ao @Y frug N A aoda & A 3@
ol Frafefigs =n oot 0% & difim © 8
¢ oo wiam sy wfY, e @ e
and) frm &f, 1 G, 3 MR-IR g w=
gt R R IR ®
@ ST Ol @ dfim wen § o feeR,
1999 9% ard & W § 7 Wedediede W
R FR & fou offerdl & wgw F@
oA W R W F e @ awe ¥

ya svwas o, § R0 w ¥ Fe
FER A W F w3
offiefrgi &, s it @ LR o 4, i
3¢ S ofifiefml ¥ w ey 2w F T ok
WI TR AL WA g ] A
srgea 3R thaa § R ok o P H
el T9 &% ¥9 ¥ W@ & TH @ | YR
w3 I ww R B ow o qom v A
o e @ o9 T w9, § F oo
A ) TN o ¢ e YE ¥
¢t fr 3 o S v T ¥ R ¥
foe wam 7 frn Wi, § @ wen @ §)
TR, @ R @ e a %
FER A andt wga dewa FE W) gk fag
TER ® wE K w5 @ e
A T, o fmm v 78 § ok e fem
B Ra ¥ v =S T ¥, I Rl @
3 FE U0 | IR FY A gurd w30 | W
XA T w0 ¢ B el 3 9 B R
am o fAeEd WA R w9
g ¥ o vife @ ol M W A
frm wrg, e Fm A sFEd 3, AR
! TER ® W W Y g W 5 e
TR, W FH W R ¢ ... (wEur)

«

seaarad (st garm fafl): o o
8 T



315  Statment by Prime Minister [RAJYA SABHA]

st W @ A AW T AW

Rt

gy (sh wAaa fafl): swm @
TwH A T, A FHGE A

st W W WEA: HOw W
¥ (oraum) @% ¥, omw Iw ¥ A Y
T AW WG 3 ATE T | vEH
oS ¥ A Fen A sy e &
oW F Y v % v S el
i & faam #¢ ol A o W @, B
ard &, o A = fed 2w A}, T
A B ey IR 3 F e &
et 78 & =fen 3k N T P s
adl =, MER A T w1, I A F @A
A agA aey, e W WY W #
a3 srdEw W A wau ad am Ak
IR AW R 2, W g q, ot oY
§ ol e vl # g}, uE Tew T
¥ w9 ¥ g B 9mA R, R N9A T A
® TME FE AR SN TEE BT F
Tfgn]

W ¥ Wy, wAe, § N 3TN
R R W ) AW W R, age-ag
AT |

DR. M. N. DAS (Orissa): Sir, I am
thankful to you for the privilege given to
me to speak a few words on the state-
ment of the hon. Prime Minister, in his
presence, for whom I have the deepest
regards. Hon. Shri Pranab Mukherjee,
while raising certain grave doubts on the
statement of the Prime Minister, referred
to such issues like the U.S.’s bitter at-
titude towards India after the Pokharan
blasts, and also doubts about what will be
India’s attitude when the terminal date of
September, 1999, approaches for signing
the CTBT. Shri Mukherjee also expre-
ssed concern regarding our security per-
ception. On the one hand, we say, “no
first-use of nuclear power”, but, at the
same time, we say, “we have to go in for
enhancing nuclear deterrent power.” Shri
Mukherjee also raised the issue of Indo-
Pak relations and the American policy
towards Pakistan. Sir, my humble submis-
sion is limited only to one thing. What
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we call bilateral negotiations or talks or
discussions are merc momentary off-
shoots of ‘bilateral rclations’, and what
we call ‘bilateral relations’ take a long
time to cvolve. Such relations are not
suddenly developed, under any particular
dispensation, during the time of any par-
ticular Prime Ministcr or a particular
President, but it takes a long time to take
shape. In that connection, I would like to
draw thc attention of the hon. Prime
Minister and the hon. new Foreign Minis-
ter to onc gross reality in respect of Indo-
U.S. relations over the years. It is very
surprising that both the countries are
democratic countrics—India claiming to
be the largest democracy on earth and
America claiming to be the most success-
ful democracy on earth. But, somchow,
over the last 50 years, we have scen
straincd relation between these two coun-
tries. Thcre might have been times of
good relation but on the whole, I should
say, the relations have never been very
cordial. Even when we look back to the
days of our national freedom struggle, we
find to our great surprise that when India
was fighting against the British, there was
no word of official sympathy from succes-
sive Amcrican Governments. In the first
decade of this century, when the
Swadeshi movement was going on in
India, the then American President,
Theodorc  Roosevelt, requested the
Indian Viceroy to send a copy of the
Vande Mataram literature, but the Vic-
eroy did not comply with that request.
Even as late as in the time of Franklin
Delano roosevelt, when the Second
World War was going on, in the thick of
the war, when roosevelt wanted to pre-
vail upon churchill to negotiate with Gan-

dhi, to negotiate with the Congress, to

come 1o a compromise, since Japan had
already invaded South-East Asia, churchil
did not pay any heed to that request. Sir,
I may quote the exact words of Winston
churchill, now preserved in the Jefferson
Section of the Congress library. What did
Churchill say? He said, “Mr. Roosevelt,
in the thick of the war, if you raise the
word ‘India’, I shall not be on talking
terms with you.” At that time, as we
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know, Britain was under terrible attacks
from the Nazi airforce. It had alrcady
become economicaly bankrupt, and it was
struggling, bleeding and depending on
America for food, for everything; even it
was suffering the stigma of being de-
scribed as the 49th State of the United
States of America. That was Great Bri-
tain at that time. Still, Churchill could
warn Roosevelt to kecp quiet. This small
information might not suffice to depict
U.S. attitude towards India. Soon after
independence, which country appeared in
the role of a villain to cause harm to
India? Immediately after India’s inde-
pendence and formation of Pakistan, Sir,
it was one British ex-Governor of United
Punjab who spoke to Jinnah, “did you
hear what Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel said
yesterday?” He had said “A, friendly
Pakistan would be amalgamated and an
inimical Pakistan will be eliminated.” It
was, of course, a casual statement of
Sardar Patel but that Governor pointed
out to Mr. Jinnah, “You have created
Pakistan, but do you know your country
cannot produce even a safety pin. You
have nothing. You have no industry.” A
puzzled and shocked Jinnah looked at the
Governor and asked “What do you sug-
gest?”” And what was the suggestion?
“Look at Uncle Sam. All military assist-
ance, artillery, cannons, aeroplanes,
tanks, everything would be supplied by
USA to you. Don’t worry, don't fear
about India.” Since then, somehow
America adopted a pro-Pakistan policy.
This is a matter of history. One informa-
tion, Mr. Prime Minister, Sir. You might
be visiting USA to meet the President.
Jaswantji had gone there several times.
When Jawaharlal Nehru went to America
after - independence, what was the com-
ment? “Jawaharlal Nehru received the
warmest welcome, but the coldest
farewell.” Why warmest welcome? When
Harry S. Truman reccived him, he hoped
that India would follow the dictates of
USA. But when Nehru remained adam-
ant and there was no question of giving
up our independent line of approach
towards international politics, America
did not give him a farewell worthy of
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India’s Prime Minister. From that time
onwards, you find how Pakistan was
militarily strengthened only to fight
against India. Sir, it is a known fact that
one American, Adlai—Stevenson visiting
Kashmir and staying in Srinagar for one
day could infuse the idea into the ears of
the great nationalist leader, Shcikh
Mohammed Abdullah, “why not convert
Kashmir into the Switzerland of Asia?”
America was ready to give all help if
Kashmir become independent. Let us
think of what role did Richard Nixon
play during the Indo-Pak war of 1971.
Had not Shrimati Indira Gandhi been
intclligent enough to sign a Defence Tre-
aty with the Sovict Union, America could
have invaded India to help Pakistan to
fight over Kashmir or over Bangladesh.
All this background we should not-forget.
Sir, now I come to the talk of ‘bilateral
discussions’. During the coming talks,
kindly remind the Americans, the Ameri-
can leaders, the U.S. President or Mr.
Talbott about the new policy of CIA to
re-orient their entire system in India, to
enter into every branch of Indian ad-
ministration, to gather secret information
of India’s armaments, India’s prepara-
tions, India’s military equipment etc. etc.

lI think the Intelligence Department of
India must have informed the hon. Prime
Minister and the hon. Foreign Minister
about the latest CIA tactics to penetrate
into every institution of India, to harm
India only. When we talk of CIA ac-
tivities and when we talk of the so-called
proxy war, we should know as to who is
behind  this proxy war. What is the mean-
ing of proxy war? A proxy war is many
times more dangerous than an open war.
Open wars are fought in open battlefields
between opposite forces, armed soldiers
and they kill each other, but when we
talk of a proxy war, the armed forces of
the opposite country come in disguise,
massacre innocent men, women and chil-
dren and disappear. They are doing it
only to demoralise the country and to
penetrate into different regions from
Kashmir to the North-East to cause des-
tabilisation.



319 Statment by Prime Minister |RAJYA SABHA]

Sir, when we talk of negotiations, the
Americans should be told frankly and
freely that they should adopt a freindly
policy, change their ncgative approach
and attitude towards India and stop en-
couraging what the Pakistanis are doing
in India. Let us tell the Americans the
kind of a proxy war that is being fought
for clandestine destruction of our lives?
Let us talk boldly and frankly to the
other party. Whenever there is a question
of bilateral talks, I wish, Vajpayeeji, you
will hold your hcad high like Jawaharlal
Nchru, not bow down before the only
super power which is trying to dominatc
the entirc world simply because it pros-
sesses the heaviest atomic arsenal.

Sir, we are talking of nuclear power.
My estcemed friend, Arun Shourieji, jus-
tified our explosions and other things.
Arc we awarc of onc thing that by this
year, 1998, the five known nuclear pow-
ers have already accumulated 20000
atomic or hydrogen bombs in their arsen-
als? What is the destructive capability of
those 20000 bombs? Those 20000 bombs
can destroy the earth 49 times over. But
the scientists have raised a question.
Once you destroy the ecarth, what is the
necessity of destruction for the remaining
48 times? So, we have come to a stage
where we are living in this 20th century,
with the gravest danger, in the shape of
this nuclear arsenal. It may destroy hu-
manity at any time. Mr. Prime Minister,
when you think of bilateral talks, think of
certain ultimate positive results, Our dis-
cussions are going on diplomatically with
sweet—quoted words; they don’t serve-in
avoiding the real danger or threat to our
country. Any negotiation must come out
with substantive results. Otherwise, talks
will be going on idenfinitely at the Secret-
ary-level. How many times have they
come out with smiling face? What are the
words? Vague, ambiguous, unintelligible
and meaningless. That should not be the
approach. In our Foreign Policy, we have
to be bold enough to uphold our honour
and our national interest in mind. We
should not bow down before anybody.
We must remain straight as a nation.
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And, thc Government of the largest
democracy, let it be of any party, it must
hold its head high. Thank you, Sir.

SHRI J. CHITHARANIJAN (Kerala):
Sir, at the outset, I would like to express
my thanks to the hon. Prime Minister for
having made a statcment about the talks,
or, negotiations, that were going on for
the last five months. Even though the
talks were going on for the last five
months, we were completely ignorant of
what was going on in the discussions,
what were the issues that were discussed
and what was the Government of India’s
stand with regard to various aspects. It
would have been better if the Prime
Minister had taken the Parliament, at
least, into confidence in this matter. The
American representative, Mr. Talbott,
gave an interview to the Press about a
month ago wherein he had made certain
statements about the negotiations. Re-
garding the issues that were being raised,
he made a certain categarical statement
that there was no question of allowing or
approving of India and Pakistan as nuc-
lear States and that they would not be
approved as nuclear States. In the same
way, he said that thcse countries would
not be allowed to wcaponise. 1 do not
want to give the details of those things.
Even then, our Government kept silent.
Now the Prime Minister has come for-
ward with the statement. The Prime
Minister says that the discussion is now
centering around four issues. On all other
issues, diffcrences have been routed out
and the other issucs are either not
pressed, or, given up. We do not know
what arc the issues that werc given up,
or, are not being pressed. Anyhow, re-
garding the four issues, it seems that the
Prime Minister takes a very optimistic
view, that a settlement can be reached.
Even with regard to the CTBT, he thinks
of finding a settlement before September,
1999. In fact, the present Foreign Minis-
ter also made a statement that India will
sign the CTBT. That also has given rise
to apprehensions. Regarding the CTBT,
the Government of India had objected to
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it earlier because of the fact that it was a
flawed treaty, because it was a dis-
criminatory treaty, not that we-are not
being allowed to make a reference and all
that, but because it is a flawed treaty and
it is a discriminitary treaty. That is why
we had opposed it. This treaty could not
be seen in isolation. Sir, after the Second
World War, certain  nuclear powers
emerged and a global system emerged
wherein these nuclear powers were at a
high pedestal. They were enjoing a cer-
tain monopoly in that. Now the situation
has changed. In the changed situation,
the US is trying to enforce upon the
unipolar world wherein their domination
prevails. This non-proliferation treaty and
the philosopy itself is based on the at-
tempt of the US to enforce upon the
world, a unipolar world, an unequal
world, wherein the Americans and cer-
tain other countries may have the mono-
poly of atomic weapons. In the economic
field also, they can dictate terms. They
want to impose on us such a unipolar
world. We have to see that in this con-
text. I do not think by these negotiations,
the US will change its basic approach
with regard to these matters in the near
future. We are secing what the US is
doing in various parts of the world. They
are behaving just like a policeman and
they are sidelining even the UN. They
are preparing themselves to attack certain
countries. They are attacking certain
countries in the world. These things have
been taking place. Therefore, it is very
difficult for us to think or it will not be a
real thing to think that the USA will take
a reasonable attitude with regard to this.
One cannot think that the USA will
normally agree to giving up its monopoly
in the nuclear field. Of course, negotia-
tions are required and they have to try
whether a settlement can be reached with
regard to the issues where we have got
differences. We can have negotiations.
But, at the same time, what I would
suggest is that we should not surrender
our position. We should not surrender
our basic position and we should be very
conscious about it. I do not think that the
Government will immediately surrender
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the issue. I am just cautioning that you
should be careful in dealing with
America. Sir, after the Pokhran tests,
several Ministers had been making very
abnormal statements. Now it is a wel-
come thing that the Government of India
has come to a position that we will not be
the first country to attack any other
country. We will not attach those coun-
tries which are not having nuclear power.
At least, that is a very good thing. It is
also good that we stand for entering into
a treaty for real nuclear disarmament.
They are all welcome features. But, at
the same time, the Government of India
is still lingering on, those who are in
power are still holding the view, that the
Pokhran test has enabled us to strengthen
the security of our country. I do not
agree with that. In fact, the Pokhran test
has isolated us from the international
community. It is giving a feeling to so
many countries which are friendly to us
that we are resorting to a reckless policy.
But, that is not, in any way, good. In the
same way, the weaponisation is being
proceeded with. That will not be in the
interest of the nation. All of us know that
our country is in a very bad economic
situation. Everyday it is becoming worse.
There is no light seen. There is no
'expectation that we can come out of it in
the near future. If you resort to this
weaponisation, then where is the end?
There are countries which are sitting on
the stockpilings of atomic weapons—hyd-
rogen bomb and 7,000 to 10,000 atomic
bombs. They have developed new tech-
nologies and new weapons which are
more destructive. Are you entering into a
competition with those countries? If you
begin to compete in this field, then our
country will be in peril. It will be very
devastating to our country. Therefore,
that idea has to be given up. Sir, with
regard to other issues, I do not want to
go in much details. Of course, the Prime
Minister has said that with regard to our
national security and on other issues, a
national consensus will be evolved. But,
unfortunately, I have to say, of course,
the Prime Minister might have held dis-
cussion with some parties at sometime,

4
-
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but 1 am of the opinion that the present
Government is mnot -taking effective
measures to bring about a consensus on
various issues. Therefore, that aspect has
also to be rectified. Finally, I would like
to know from the Prime Minister whether
he is confident that a settlement can be
reached and the differences can be nar-
rowed down. I would also like to know
whether there is any settlement in the
offing and what exactly the views of the
Prime Minister are on this issue. 1 would
request the Prime Minister to respond to
the points which I have raised.

SHRI S. VIDUTHALAI VIRUMBI
(Tamil Nadu): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir,
today we are discussing about an impor-
tant issue that rocked not only the whole
nation but the whole international com-
munity. The statement was submitted in
the name of bilateral talks with the U.S.
Most of the policies, as far as external
affairs is concerned, never used to cross
with each other. Generally, the Govern-
ment, cutting across party lines, used to
have consensus in this area. Sure, you
may be on the other side. But when you
go aborad, you are representing the
whole nation, Therefore, this particular
statement gets a greater importance than
a suo motu statement. The purpose of
the statement has been enumerated in the
statement itself, It has said about the
bilateral talks with the U.S. It has clearly
mentioned the reasons behind the bilater-
al talks, It is to narrow the gaps of
perception and to establish a common
ground. For this purpose, the talks had
been going on. Sir, we are very eager to
find out the truth behind these talks. But,
in the statement, we are unable to find
out except what we came to know
through press media that nearly six times
the bilateral talks have taken place. In
the statement, it has mentioned about the
CTBT, voluntary and de jure announce-
ment. In the statement, the Government
of India has been mentioned about our
scientists and assessment about the R &
D programmes. In the statement that has
been made by the hon. Prime Minister, it
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has been mentioned about the production
control of the FMCT, the Fissile Material
Cut-off Treaty and the 1993 consensus
resolution passed in the United Nations
General ‘Assembly. Sir, the only
information that we got from the
statement is, on the other side, they have
requested to announce India’s unilateral
moratorium on the FMCT. In the
statement, it has been mentioned about
the No-First-Use and non-use agaisnt
non-nuclear weapons States. In the
statement, it has been mentioned about
the job of our National Security Council.
Sir, in the statement, information has
been given regarding the flight-testing of
our Angi Missile. The statement has
mentioned about the CTBT, R&D
programme, FMCT, No-First-Use and
non-use agaisnt non-nuclear weapon
States, National Security Council and
flight-testing of missile. What we
expected from the statement is not there
in the statement at all. Therefore, how
can we agree, first of all, that it is a
statement? We cannot says that it is a
statement. This statement says that Shri
Jaswant Singh and Mr, Strobe Talbott,
the Deputy Secretary of State of the
U.S., discussed with a sense of
responsibility, candour and a sincere
attempt to understand each other’s
concerns. They had discussed with
sincerity, they discussed with candour,
they discussed with responsibility but
what was the talk, what was the
information provided and what was the
interaction that took place between them,
has not been revealed to this august
House. Why has it not been revealed?
They tried best to hide the information
than to reveal it. Then, they have
mentioned in the statemnet that
apprenssions were expressed in some
quarters. What are. those apprehensions?
They have to” find out that. The
Government merely says “apprehen-
sions”. But the Governemnt has failed to
inform us what those apprchensions are.
Sir, we know that as far as China is
concerned, it has said that it has some
deep sense of hurt. China has aid this
because of our assertion of China’s

546/RS/F—11-
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threat. Regarding that statment issued by
Beijing, we should have got a reply in the
statement. Have you got it? No, no reply
has been received through the statement.
Why do they feel hurt? What was the
statement that made them feel that they
have been hurt? It has been neither
mentioncd nor replied to. Sir, in the
same¢ way, sanctions by the US were
released totally in a biased manner in
favour of Pakistan. Why has the
suspension of sanctions been revoked in
favour of Pakistan? This is discri-
minatory. This statement has not
mentioned any reason for that. In the
same  way—as  is  desired—this
Government has not taken this House
into confidence. You could have
mentioned in your statement at least the
perception, the thrust of the argument
and the reply given to them. And what
are the points on which we have agreed?
What are the issues on which we could
not reach any understanding? This
information has not been privided in the
Statement. (Interruptions)

THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
SANATAN BISI): Please conclude.

SHRI S. VIDHUTHALAI VIRUMBL:
I will take only two minutes more. You
have had detailed exchanges. In the
statement you have mentioned that Shri
Jaswant Singh had detailed exchanges
with France, detailed exchanges with
Russia, detailed exchanges with United
Kingdom and detailed exchanges with
China. What exchanges have taken
places? You have hidden it. You have
not released anything to this august
House about that. Then, what is the
purpose of submitting this statement to
the House? Why have you hidden the
facts? You talks about transparency in
every field. Why have you failed to take
this House into confidence? At the
official level they had a talk with Japan,
they had a talk with Germany. When it is
mentioned in this statement
(Interruptions).
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SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: Sir, there
should be a Minister or a Cabinet
Minister in the Housc while a debate is
going on. I think, this is a very important
debate and (Interruptions).

SHRI M. VENKAIAH NAIDU: Sit
he was very much here. He has just gone
for a ....(Interruptions).

SHRI S. VIDUTHALAI VIRUMBIL:
It is not a problem. (Interruptions).

SHRI NOLOTPAL BASU: It may not
be your problem but I was referring to
the tradition and the covention that we
have created. (Interruptions).

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
SANATAN BISI): Mr. Virumbi, please
conclude now.

SHRI S. VADUTHALAI VIRUMBI:
Yes, Sir, I am going to conclude now. I
am rounding up. At the official level, the
Government of India had talks with
Gemrany as well as Japan. It clearly
shows that this Government has taken
the bureaucrats into confidence, it has
not taken this august House into
confidence. What a pitiable situation!
They have actually taken the officials into
confidence . they do not want to take the
hon. Members into confidence. You have
tried your best to hide the maximum possible.
1t is not good for the nation. what happened
between Mr. Talbott and Mr. Jaswant Singh,
has not been revealed to this House.
At the same time...(interruptions)

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
SANATAN BISI): You have already said
this. (interruptions)

SHRI S. VIDUTHALAI VIRUMBI:
Sir, I have never asked for more time. I
will conclude in one minute. At the same
time, they wanted to bring the Patents
Bill. When you do not want to reveal
what was the interaction between you
and the USA official and when you want
to introduce the Patents Bill, what we
feel is that it is one of the pressures
exerted by the United States. You have
succumbed to the pressure exerted by the
USA. We have this genuine fear. We
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have already experienced that the Securi-
ty Council has got an overwhelming pow-
er over the General Assembly. Once any
matter ceases in the Security Council, it
cannot be dealt with even by the General
Assembly. As far as the nuclear status is
concerned, the same thing is going to
happen. We should not wait for this.
What I have to say on this is that, please
try to reveal what was the interaction
with the United States. And what ase the
conclusions arrived at? What are the
areas in which you still have differences?
You please take this House into confi-
dence. Unless and until this kind of
transparency takes place, you cannot
have good relations either with the Op-
position, or, internationally. With these
words, I conclude.

SHRI R. MARGABANDU (Tamil
Nadu): Sir, I really thank the Prime
Minsiter for having come forward with
this Statement giving the real facts. I do
not understand how the Statement is
suspected and how the Statement is not
trasnsparent. It has been made very
clear, more so, in these words, “In inter-
national for a like the United Nations,
India is the only country, possessing nuc-
lear weapons, to raise a call for negotiat-
ing a cordial and progressive elimination
of all nuclear weapons within a time-
bound framework.” So, our goal is to see
that there is elimination of nuclear
weapons in the entire globe. As a matter
of fact, recently, when I had been to the
United Nations and I happened to visit
the Security Council, I was able to see
that some countries which were not
known to the entire world were also
members of the Security Council. But, I
do not know why India has not been
made a Member of the Security Council.
Sir, all the other countries in the world

refused our admission as a Member of

the Security Council. But it did' not
happen after this Pokhran Test. Even
before that, our country was not made a
Member of the Security Council. We
have to analyse the reasons for this and
see that India is placed in the Security
Council so that we also have the power
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to control other countries. I don’t know if
1 am correct or not, but, recently, there
was a statement from a Pakistani official
that half-an-hour is sufficient to destroy
entire India. This is the position. This
also has to be taken care of in order to
defend -our country. So, I feel that this
Statement is in all trasnsparency. It has
given the real position before this House.
So, I welcome it.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI
SANATAN BISI): Shri Satish Pradhan.

sit el wY e T W AN

SHRI SATISHCHANDRA SITARAM
PRADHAN (Maharashtra): You try
yourself with the fire, 1 will....(interrup-
tions)

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI
SANATAN BISI): Shri Satish Pradhan.

i gfiwr yamA: IR g d d@ d=
Al...(s89m)....

SHRI T.N. CHATURVEDI: He has
already burnt his fingers.

st vty wam: sTewie IwEway o, ¥
SR wgA ITY § S S o e W o
o § 3k § 9N fmEr @ T A e
o S § ewia yumE W sk s
feg ot B G wE wER AN e § AN W
@ o= w0 ¥ fon A Rl R
A B W R g ¥ we agEl 7 e o
fram @1 ¥ 7 @ FEn 9w § R oEw
w& it o Rt 2 & are = A
¥ oh v W W oeE T@ @ R R R
g § Wedeaftede gy fam=w w1 & 1992
§ W v @ wW ¢ ol dwar § FR e R,
W Y R I % Qedlodllede 1 wwen ¥OR
do @ O W 1 & 7 o W
@odealtedle W TW TR s &1 By
A BERR T A aF A @
T B T # Y F o @ e w
T T [E T AW AW A A T @M
TRIN WA ETE ST ® § & ™
o ) R T A B @ ™ ¥ 9
T @R S T e W A F o T
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¥ ¥, W T e Y ww T ) R
fomr W o g s frer R AfeT T8 W
¥ 7g Fa aEw ¥ R WE v @@ AW @
Ao 2 Fr ol T 3 o9 A F0 F o
W W @ A wEn T § F W et T
&1 B o R T@ AR ) Ad w8
A IGH ST T A= & fAu FEW )

T FET # W e § I s
wER N fAu T @ g Wa o ¥
e ¥ g W R D ¥W R W R T
R 3 fou sga @ ahe #1 R fRd R
from F & 9wt SuR o R sk aw
AT &1 T AW W A R W W W
R | R e W e 4 W TR Uw
& % fae 7 smon, I * fag 7@ e,
W@ EAIM W TR W RATAMR
IEH AN N o R W) WE iy A W
S T T W | SR o Wi ® AW
& faw o R 1 W €1 9E T g
t afemi @ ww @ b ) ARt
Al wr e € a9 W wadt § O 9 AW
# o[ ¥ AR F JEvEEd §) T 9 F T\
O TR WA # ) TR W & e
T, T WE H 9 FE T ) AR 9 AH F
ag W TRA A w0 fF 98, T FeER =g
R .39 dege F Al O A,
dgge Fqaf @ foe 3wl B
T8 &ht | e fstye 60 R, T8 R w0
F A @ foorm won| = Rl % o o
W o T b wm R e ®
TEwE 2

o T 9% ¥ fF fawer 99 § dedeated
R ® iR wom, o 7 78 ¢, W@ T X
an ol R A T TR IR @E I
A PR w@ @ F e o wdw
w5 o fek of 2w # T o S
& A Tomy e 4, o o 3T W gdew
it mapm o m AP t sh =
= 9§ AR A S ge@eate & W AW
A shr oS e 41 o9 vl 4 Q amh
e, ¥ e Wy ¥ SN e fag W e
W wEm W, mE vy AN e

SHRI YOGINDER K. ALAGH (Gu-
jarat): Sir, T will make very brief points.
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We are very grateful.to the Prime
Minister for the Statgement. Compared
to the kind of clarifications on the securi-
ty doctrine of the Government, which we
had in the debate in June, there is one
advance in the present statement. As the
hon. Member, Shri Shourie and others
have pointed out, the whole question
related to access to technology. In the
section, Export Control, there are state-
ments on technology controls and that
discussions have been helpful and the
Govenrnment is expecting an improved
situation in the future. I thought that I
would also comment on the whole ques-
tion of the CTBT, particularly, in view of
the hon. Member, Shri Shourie’s clarifi-
cations and also in view of the printed
article by Mr. Talbott in The Times of
India. As 1 re-read the statement of the
Government, I do not think it is neces-

. sary to refer to it. Unless our Govern-

ment given greater clues, I do not think it
is proper to discuss details based on the
statements made by other countries. As
Mr. Mukherjee pointed out, in terms of
details, the Government has been fairly
cautious.

So far as the question of access to
technology is concerned, I agree with Mr.
Shourie that this is a very important
question for India. There have been some
very serious developments since last May.
I only wanted to submit, througlr you, for
the consideration of the House that link-
ing up the whole question of technology
controls only to the nuclear test issue is,
in my mind, a somewhat parrow way of
looking at the question. I think the hon.
Member, Mr. Shourie, is quite right in .
saying that as fareas the security issues
are concerned, the wider issue of access
to technologies, particularly, computer
and other control technologies is an ex-
tremely important issue. He is also quite
right in saying that these issues should be
left to the Scientists. We are really look-
ing forward to Dr. Ramanna’s statement
in this regard.

I think Dr. Abdul Kalam has been
making fairly detailed kinds of statments
on this issue. I would refer, paricularly,
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to his 1991 lecture where he has pointed
out that hte question of access to technol-
ogy should not be though of purely in
terms of nuclear technology. Even in
May, I think, it has been pointed out
very correctly that the technology of the
large nuclear bomb is, in fact a, very
simple technology. I think the hon.
Member, Mr. Shourie is quite right in
saying that it was in the low intensity
thermonuclear test where there was
interesting technological issues. But if we
are thinking purely on defence aspects,
then, the whole issue of rocketry cannot
be ignored. That comes completely under
a different clause of negotiations, namely
the MTCR. So these one-to-one link that
we are making of the Pokhran test with
access to the technology question, in my
submission, is a somewhat limited
perspective.

One needs to look at these issues in a
slightly wider perspective: The kind of
point which some of our defence and
other 3cientists have been making
bothwithin the establishment and outside
that take something lik¢ the whole
experience that India has with the super-
computer. It clearly shows that the
question of access to technology is a
wider issue. It may be recalled that the
then Prime Minister, Mr. Rajiv Gandhi
was able to get from the then President,
Mr. Reagan, the Cray computer. The
United States had imposed restrictions
including stationing in Delhi a team of
experts from the U.S. to monijtor the use
of the computer. India decided to go in
for its own technology. Some defence
scientists and othier have pointed out that
by 1993 we were able to show that
we could ° produce computer
parallel processing equipment which was
exported to countries like Singapore
and Germany. Then, the United States
withdrew its restrictioins. In fact, it may
be recalled that in 1994 the Cray
Computer Company became bankrupt.
The special funds that the U. S. had for
trying to shore up such companies were
not used because of the argument that
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countries like India were able to have
access to this technology.

S, pM.

So, it is extremely important that — as
the hon. Member Mr. Shourie says — we
discuss this issue, this whole question of
technology restrictions, within the context
in which different experts, including
defence experts, have been raising it. I
think it is fair to say that. For example,
the United States has again imposed
restrictions  on  the  export of
supercomputers to India. It is like closing
the gatc when the horse has bolted. We
are now in the ‘terra flop’ range. We
have said that we are going to have port-
based developments which compete with
the best in the world. Having relaxed the
restrictions, if they impose them again, it
is purely a formal kind of thing. It has no
substantial issue. But India does have to
take a stand, and that is where I see a lot
of significance in the paragraph of the
Prime Minister’s statement which says
that we will be accessing these
technologies at the frontier which are not
only important for our defence, but are
very important for civilian developments,
particularly, in the energy and food
security sectors, because nuclear and
biotechnology applications have other
implications also.

1t is in this context that 1 thought some
discussion on the sanctions issue might
also have been wuseful. When the
sanctions issue was raised in June, we
were told that it was not important. This
is on the record of the House.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN: (SHRI
SANATAN BISI): Mr., Alagh, just a
minute. It is 5, o'clock now. I have to
take the sense of the House. Hon.
Members, only a few Members are left
and the Prime Minister is there to reply.
Shall we continue? Okey. We will
continue. Yes, Mr. Alagh.

SHRI YOGINDER K. ALAGH: At

that time, we were told that sanctions
were not important. Some of us argued
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that was not quite fair. Since then, for
example, on the floor of the House, we
have been given lists of projects in core
sectors that have been delayed. If one
takes the power sector and some other
sectors, it is quite obvious that
investments in the range of 8—10 billion
dollars which are at the core of the
Annual Plan have been-defayed because
of the sanctions. Of course, it is
absolutely right to say that direct aid by
the United States is not important at all.
In fact, I have said in May that the aid
that the U.S. gives us is less than the
budget of the Ahmedabad Municipal
Corporation. But the plan of the country,
the Annual Plan and the Mid-term Plan
and Ninth Plan, which we hope will
come, depend basically on projects which
involve  restructuring and  bank
guarantees. And as for the depth of the
financial system, a large number of them
are involved either with the U.S. or with
the Japanese banks because the other
countries do not have the kind of depth
with which these investments have to be
taken on. And, there, the delay that the
international financial institutions have
done has definitely delayed large
transmission  projects which  were
scheduled to start this year and where
approval has been delayed. That is where
1 thought the statement by the United
States, which, I hope, emerged from the
discussions-which the hon. Shri Jaswantji
had with them, where they have said that
the restrictions by the banking system,
sanctions on India, have been withdrawn,
is a significant statement. I am not sure
whether I would request the Prime
Minister to get into this. the Prime
Minister of India is a very important
person. But, at some appropriate level, it
would be prudent, if there is recognition
of the fact that this is something which is
a step in the right direction. We expect
concrete steps of this kind also in the
whole question of technology access. The
language used in the draft decument is in
the correct direction. There is no doubt
in my mind that the Plan has been
delayed. I am not blaming anybody. With
changes in the coalition regime, this has
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become,in a sense, inevitable. But it does
create an clement of uncertainty. To the
extent the uncertainty gets removed, I
think, at the level of the management of
the economy, at a fairly serious and
responsible plane, these points should be
made. This is important because one has
no data on what the requirements of
Defence and -development are going to
be. There are some speculative reports in
various newspapers and none of us want
any strategic details. For example,we
were spending about 14 per cent of the
Central Budget on Defence in 1989-90.
That meant a share of GDP which was a
little more than three per cent. Even if
we have to get back to that and even if
we have to take into account whatever
one can see in terms of the projects that
have been listed on the floor on the
House in terms of the kind of delays that
have taken place, we are speaking about
mobilising- 2%4 per cent to 3 per cent of
GDP. Now, these are the kinds of figures
which somebody, with some planning
experience, will generate. Mr. Jaswant
Singh would know better about the exact
figures. May be, it is 3.8 per cent; may
be,it is 2.5 per cent. Now, when one
starts discussing these types of issues, I
think, the point that the hon. Member,
Shri Arun Shourie, has made, is
extremely important. If one goes through
the statement of the Prime Minister as a
statement in terms of moving towards a
security and development doctrine, then .
think, we have to recognise that the
country is in a fairly serious situation and
it needs a very major mobilisation effort.
If 2% per cent to 3 per cent of GDP is
required, it is all right. If it is not
required, we should be informed about
that. I am not talking of numbers. I am
talking about the d.rection of an effort.
My numbers may be off by 0.3 per cent
or 1 per.cent, and if there is somebody in
the Planning Commission who can give
more precise numbers, I would be happy
at that. I am a believer in the planning
process. But if this is the nature of the
magnitude of the sacrifice that we have to
make—again, I don't want to make this a
political issue—after all, I was a Minister
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in a Coalition government, and now, we
have another Coalition government, 1
realise the pature of these difficultics.
But the country has to be- taken into
confidence, and I would fully endorse
what the hon. Member, Shri Arun
Shourie, has said that the sacrifices that
have to be made in terms of the
ecohomic and defence channels, have to
be spelt out, and this House has to face
them in a serious manner. Thank you.

[Mr. Chairman in the Chair]

KUMARI NIRMALA DESHPANDE
{(Nominated): Mr. Chairman, Sir, through
you, I would just like to express my
gratitude to the Prime Minister for
sharing information with the House. But
I would like to be enlightened on the
following points. Firstly, India is not just
a nation. India has a message and a
mission also. so, the line that is being
pursued, how will that affect India’s

ission to establish a nuclear-free and

on-violent world? The line that is being
ursued, how will that affect India’s role
as a voice of those who are not in a
sition to express themselves as a voice

of the third-world? I would like to know - |

whether along with this line, efforts are
on to arrive at a consensus on this issue

amongst the SAARC countries, and
especially, our neighbour, Pakistan.
Thank you. '

SHRI BHUVNESH CHATURVEDI
(Rajasthan): Mr. Chairman, Sir, we are
happy about the statement of the Prime
Minister. But we could have been
happier if the statement had been
comprehensive, including all aspects of
foreign policy, because Indo US relations
cannot be treated, justifiably, in isolation.
Indo-US relations affect all aspects of our
foreign policy. Sir, this is almost the end
of the debate and enough wisdom has
been inflicted on us. therefore, I would
try to be as short as possible. Sir, Indo-
US relations have a long history. All the
Prime Ministers of India, after having
been elected as Prime Minister, had first
visited the USA before going to any
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other country. That is our priority. From
the time of Pandit Nehru to this date, our
Prime Ministers have visited first the
USA before going to any other country.
But, unfortunately, the response is not
that good. We do remember USA’s
contribution towards the achievement of
India’s independence, and that Mrs.

" Vijayalaxmi Pandit was sent by Gandhiji

to the USA almost on tie even of
independence to thank the American
people and the American Government.
But, somehow, it has now been realised
that we are not very convenient to the
USA in their strategy towards this region
and, therefore, they are not responding
to all our genuine desires, to all our
genuine cfforts and te all our genuine
policies. So far, the talks between Mr.
Strobe Talbott and Mr. Jaswant Singh
were shrouded in mistery. We are happy
that, at least, some words have now come
about jt from the Prime Minister. There
had been so many talks, so many articles
in newspapers, and many sponsored
news-items also appeared in the press.
They were all creating misunderstandings.
But, somehow, at least, some part of it is

- now shared with us. My submission is

that it is all good to talk about the Indo-
US relations, but they should not be
allowed to set up an agenda for Indo-Pak
talks. They are trying to become a third
party into it. We have resisted it. We
have never allowed it to be
internationalised. But, at the same time,
they quietly tried to be a passive third
party. So, it should not be allowed, and
their suggestions on these issues should
be cold-shouldered. The Pakistani people
are now craving for friendship with India
and the Indian people are also craving for
friendship with Pakistan. Let the political
leadership of both the countries try
earnestly for it. I had a chance of
meeting the Foreign Minister of Pakistan
in New York. As I reported to the Prime
Minister, my meeting with the Foreign
Minister of Pakistan was extremely good.
Though it was a chance meeting, it was a
very informal meeting; it was quite a long
meeting, and he expressed his views very
unreservedly on these issues, which I
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reported to the Primc Minister. I expect
that some positive steps will be taken,
and on the Indo-Pak relationship, without
allowing anyboy else to set an agenda for
Indo-Pak talks.

Sir, in the same way, I feel that your
own over-enthustastic Ministers,
sometimes, spoiled our relations with
other countries, whether it was Pakistan
or China. China felt very bad when it was
leaked out that a letter was written by
the Prime Minister to President Clinton
saying that in our threat perception,
China is the reason for our nuclear
explosion. We do not know whether it is
correct or not. We wish it is not correct.
But if it is correct, it is a very tragic
thing. The people tried their best to
forget the past and they also tried their
best to have good relations with China.
We should not allow ourselves to be used
by China and the USA to settle scores
between them. We should not allow
ourselves to be used by them to satisfy or
isolate Pakistan. We should never allow
ourselves to be used by any world power,
whoever it may be.

A message was sent by the Chinese
Foreign Minister to Mr. Jaswant Singh on
assuming the charge. It is very good. The
message is all right. But it doesn’t pro-
duce enough results. We will have to
respond to it. 1 will suggest that Mr.
Jaswant Singh should be sent there, if
they extend an invitation to us. A real
breakthrough is needed because enough
confusion is created in Indo-China rela-
tionship. It is a vital subject for us. We
must do something very positive about it.
We must not ignore it. We must do our
best. We have been able to build the
Indo-China relationship on a very sound
footing in the last -three decades. As I
understand it, they are confused. There-
fore, some positive response is needed
from the Prime Minister or the Foreign
Minister towards that end. In the same
way, we have had many digcussions with
Mr. Nawaz Sharif, his colleagues and
many other people like the Senate Chair-
man, Mr. Zaki and others. They are very
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positive. I will suggest that a Parliamen-
tary delegation should be sent to Pakistan
or a Parliamentary dclcgation should be
invited from Pakistan to create a real
climate of friendship. That is our test.
The test of our foregin policy is also
related to our relations with our neigh-
bours. The test of our foreign policy is
not only related to Indo-US relations ship
or Indo-Janpan relationship but also re-
lated to our relations with our neigh-
bours. Though Chanakya said that we
should not be very fair in our relations
with our neighbours, we cannot afford to
ignore our relationship with our neigh-
bours. Therefore, my sub-mission is that
we should in all seriousness make friendly
gestures and attempts towards that end. I
am told that six or seven rounds of
official level talks have already been
there. Now, another round of talks is
likely to be held in January. But I have
learnt that they are not conveying the
date because they want to be convinced
themselves whether India will be re-
presented in the talks at the political
level. They want to be sure about this.
This is why they have not given a date.
Please see to it that it is done. I was told
that Mr. Jaswant Singh had done a com-

.mendable job in his meetings with Mr.

Talbott in the US. Many people had told
me there. But what is puzzling me is that
now Mr. Jaswant Singh is a Minister with
a Cabinet rank. Will it be proper in
protocol to ask our Foreign Minister to
talk to a for junior level Minister in the
US? That is my objection. There is a
protocol reason. 1 dom’t know if the
Prime Minister can send his MoS who is
not less charming, not less persuasive, no
less an expert in talking. So, it should be
tried. It is not a flattery. I am really
serious about it. We should not do that
where our Cabinet Minister is talking to a
junior level Minister. Otherwise, you
should not have made him a Minister. He
could be a very good special envoy. Since
you have made him a Minister we are
very happy about it but sense of respect,
that sense of protocol must be needed.
An MoS can be tried. (Interruptions)...
You can give the Cabinet rank to any-
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body. there are so many MPs who are
having a Cabinet rank. 1 don’t want 1o
name them. Baut it doesn’t mean that.

He is the Foreign Minister. That is my
objection. Therefore, it should be consi-
dered.

I read in some newspapers; I don’t
know whether it is correct or incorrect —
when the Prime Minister wanted to talk
to the Russian President, he did not
come on the line. I hope it is incorrect. If
it is correct, there must be some serious
misunderstanding. Our Ambassador is a
very ablc man there. Something serious
should be done in this regard. When 1
read it yesterday, I felt very bad about it.

Then, they are also unhappy about one
more thing. We were to purchsase polio
vaccine from Russia. But we did not
purchase polio vaccinc as we put order to
them. That is why they are unhappy. If it
is so, something should be done about it
because these things do matter a lot for
Russia and other neighbours.

I would like to mention one or two
more points. Qur relations with Sri Lan-
ka and Burma are on a very strong
footing. They should not feel ignored..
Some people, especially one or two
Cabinet Ministers, sometimes, have said
many things overenthusiastically. Kindly
ask them to restrain themselves. mr.
prime Minister, you are the master. 1 will
not say, “Throw them out”. If it is done,
they will throw the Government out.
Therefore, I don’t want to take that risk.
Please don’t do it. Kindly advise them to
restrain themselves. They are talking too
much. These things, sometimes, harm

our relationship with other countries.

We make these relations bit-by-bit. By
one statement, they can demolish the
whole edifice which we have been able to
create after the efforts of many years.

Mr. Chairman, Sir, we feel very happy
and proud about the nuclear explosions,
although these explosions were done
without any proper planning. Since it is a
national honour, we all accept it.

At the same time, 1 would like to say
that CTBT is a very dangerous trap. We
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cannot avoid it, and, at the same time,
we cannot accept it. There is a need for
statesmanship. They are trying to put us
in-a corner and we are trying to escape
from them. The whole nation will be with
you, provided you understand the
nation's psyche. You should go to the
people directly and share these things
with them. They will accept your version.
At the same time, don’t adopt a very
secretive approach. At least, something
from what Shri Jaswant Singh has done in
seven rounds of talks, should be disclosed
to the poeple. We trust you. We are with
you. But you should also share these
things with us, That is why we are
apprehensive about it. We are very much
worried about it. We are very much
afraid of it. Why are these things being
done so secretively? Mr. Prime Minister,
you are a transparent person. You be-
lieve in transparency. We don’t say ‘give
us all the details; but tell us something
which is worth sharing with us'. That is
all I have to say. Thank you.

SHRI T. N. CHATURVEDI (Uttar
Pradesh): Mr. Chairman, Sir, the state-
ment that has been made by the hon.
Prime Minister is characterised by candid-
ness; it is full of significance for the
future and for the ongoing negotiations
‘and, 1 think, at the same time, it is
characterised by a remarkable restraint. I
do not propose to go towards the horizon
of the foreign policy as such. I want to
confine myself to the statement. But
before 1 do so, 1 would like to mention
that the extremely, exceedingly, construc-
tive, thoughtful response that was made
by the senior colleague, Shri Pranab
Mukherjee, was also equally remarkable.
I have no doubt that when these two
statement are read by the people and are
read by Statesmen and Governments
abroad, they will know that there might
be exigencies at the moment, there might
seemingly be some fragmented politics,
but so far as the national interest is
concerned, India speaks with one voice.
That is the signa, 1 have no doubt, that
will go from this House today. 1 have a
genuine feeling that had this statement
and Shri Mukherjee’s response been
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made much before, there would have
been time for the hoh. Members to
ponder over it. From the statement of the
hon. Prime Minister and the way Shri
Pranab, Mukherjee responded, 1 think,
many of the misgivings and many of the
doubts that were raiscd have automatical-
ly vanished by themselves. Sometimes,
one felt, while listening to some of the
colleagues, that, probably, we were still
in the midst of May and June and not
taking into account the changes that have
taken place after that. Sir, I would just
draw your attention to three important
paramcters, the three fundamentals, that
the Prime Minister’s statement contains
and I think, these three fundamentals are
the basis of our forcign policy, and that
they also constitute the mandate which
Shri Jaswant Singh had while negotiating
with his counterpart. 1 do not want to go
into the question as.to who should be
sent. It is for thc Prime Minister to
decide. But the continuity of the talk, the
kind of mutuality in the understanding
that had been establihsed, cannot be
snapped only on the basis of protocol. 1
am aware, as also mentioned by Dr.
Alagh, that many a time, it is the Minis-
ter of State for Forcign Affairs who has
interacted with the Ministers outside and
sometimes vice versa. Shri Ish Dutt
Yadav is not here. But I would just like
to mention to you that in India, so far as
our tradition is concerned, it is always
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Mr. Jaswant Singh is not going as an
individual. He is going as a representative
and he has been interacting as a re-
presentative. But, Sir, I draw your atten-
tion to the three fundamentals, as I said.
The first one is that when he said in para
2, “India has consistently maintained that
the nuclcar weapon-frece world would en-
hance not only our sccurity but also
security of all nations.” Anad 1
would like to assure Kumari Nirmala
Deshpande that this is the mission,
this is the message, thc message of
India, which echoes in this statement.

Here also the Prime Minister added, it is
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unfortunate that those who only wanted
to legitimize their monopoly of power or
those who were just fond of nuclear
umbrella, did not appreciate our security
concerns. Now, this is one of the
concerns which still bothers us but this
has been well taken note of in the
Statement itself. The Prime Minister has
also given the credit to all he has not
tried to monopolise the credit that this
Government has done it. He has said that
things have been built on what was done
carlier and that is why this is a matter of
pride for the nation. All that he said was,
there is always a detrmination period
when the option cannot be left
indefinitely and that option has to be
exercised and the judgment in exercising
that option naturally will have to be with
that of the Government of the day. It
was also mentioned that the NAG,
National Agenda for Governance talked
of the strategic review. But then the
strategic review was not made, There are
moments, ther¢ are times and if the
Government comes into power and if the
Government has at its disposal the
information, then I think certainly only
some kind of a procedural formality or
some kind of protocol need not
necessarily be observed. The second
fundamental point which he mentioned
is, we have announced our intention to
maintain a minimum nuclear deterrent,
but one that is credible. Not credible
minimum but more emphasis in the
sentence, ‘with a minimum nuclear
deterrent but one that is credible’. That
means it will not be determined by others
as to what is or what should be our
standards of judgment for assessing
whether the nuclear deterrent is credible,
whether it is convincing or not. It is not
their yardstick that will operate. But it is
the yardstick which the people of this
country have come to possess or believe
in. A reference was also made by Miss
Deshpande that in international fora, in
the UN, India has always echoed a kind
of message for progressive elimination of
nuclear weapons. The third thing which I
would draw your attention to in this
connection is India has all along been
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interacting with othcr powers, with other
countrics. So, it is not a question of
isolation at a particular point of time. But
the isolation is not a physical process.
Isolation is something intellectual and it
is from that intellcctual isolation that
India through its interaction all along, in
all adverse circumstances even
misunderstandings at times deliberatcly
created after Pokhran, awoke through
that intellectual isolation and that is why
we find today, that cven the question of
sanctions or even the penumbra or even
the spectrum of sanctions itself has been
gradually shrinking. Sir, the other thing
which I think is also equally important is
the dialogue that has been conducted on
the basis of a set of comprehensive
proposals, what has been mentioned
earlier in his Statement or even in some
of his replies or even the Statement in
June. Thereafter we have to see what our
proposals were or what the framework
was within which Shri Jaswant Singh was
to conduct negotiations and discussions,
A voluntary mortorium of underground
nuclear test explosions is suo motu,
unilateral. Our assurance of peace, in
keeping with our traditions and in
keeping with the past history, our
willingness to move towards de-jure
formalisation, to this commitment, we say
that it is not just by verbalisation or by
word of mouth but, if necessary, a legal
form, or a legal garb can also be given.
And then, the statement further says, “A
decision to join negotiations on a treaty
for a ban on future productions.” Shri
Shourie used the words, ‘future
productions’.  This is not  with
retrospective effect. The statement goes
on saying, “Future production of fissile
material for weapons purposes; and, our
determination to make more stringent the
existing system of export controls over
sensitive materials and technology.” India
has never been found wanting in this
regard. There has not been any
proliferation or a leakage of any of this
sensitive material, so far as India is
concerned. But still, in order to assure
the world, even the doubting Thomases,
the Prime Minister's statement again
emphasised this particular point.
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Sir, six round of talks have been held,
Some Members said that not much has
been revealed as to what transpired

‘between Shri Jaswant Singh and Mr.

Talbott. A reference is also made, not
only to his article in the Times of India,
but even to some of his interviews, even
to his speech in the Asia Society—it was
for the other side, for the interlocutors,
to say as to what they want. So far as
Mr.  Jaswant Singh's mandate s
concerned, his mandate is reinforced by
what the Prime Minister said, and it is
based, as far as the discussion in this
House is _qohcerned, on an almost
unanimous view, with some jarring
exceptions here and there, as to what the
House and the country feels. That is why,
there was nothing for Mr. Jaswant Singh
to conccal and not to reveal, or that
every time, one should go to the people,
because our stand was clear-cut, Our
stand was unequivocal, and that was
understood by our interlocutors.

Mr. Chairman, Sir, I would also like to
mention that after six rounds, talks have
narrowed down. Some of the hon. Mem-
bers have missed the implications and the
nuances of those words have been com-
pletely ignored. The statement says that
after six rounds, talks have narrowed
down. That means, there is an area of
convergence; there is an area of agree-
ment. It may be interlinked with some
other more important points. I won't call
them peripheral. They may be equally
important from different angles. The
statemert further says that the talks are
now focussed on the following four is-

" sues. One of them is the CTBT. It was

good to find Shri Pranab Mukherjee re-
ferring to the letter written by his party
to the Prime Minister. I think, very
constructive suggestions were contained
in that letter.

Sir, 1 can't help repeating what the
Prime Minister said before- the United
Nations General Assembly. “India is now
engaged in discussions with our key inter-
locutors on a range of issues, including
the CTBT.” The CTBT is in the bonnet
of the United States or the other powers
who are represented in the United
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- Nations—the world forum. They are wor-
ried and they are under the impression
that it is only India which is proving to be
the road-block, it is only India which is
the bad guy. It is not just a question of
surrender because something has been
made out as if it is just a way of
surrender, or, under pressure, and 5o on
and so forth. The Prime Minister’s state-
ment to-the United Nations further says,
“We arc prepared to bring these discus-
sions to a successful conclusion.”—that is
our willingness; that is our good faith,
and that is our good intention—"so that
the entry into force of the CTBT is not
delayed beyond September, 1999.” This
was somcthing which was bothering
them. This was something with which
they were concerned. So, India cannot be
blamed for this. Thc other meaningful
sentence, pregnant with meaning, in that
statement is, “We expect that other coun-
tries, as indicated in Article XIV of the
CTBT, will adhere to this Treaty without
conditions.” When the Prime Minister
used in his statement a word ‘prepared,’
that means there is some reciprocity ex-
pected. India is also expecting something.
Unless these things are done, it will be
difficult for us. Then, he goes on to say
further, “*For the successful conclusion of
the talks, creation of a positive environ-
ment by our interlocutors is a necessary
ingredient. This is a caution for us and
this is a warning to others. This is a
message that we wanted to give.” I am
mentioning this. Mr. Alagh has spoken
on it at great length and Mr. Arun
Shourie, about the assessment of our
scientists. This stand does not come in
the way of our taking such a step as may
be found necessary in future to safeguard
our pational interest. I need not go into
the question of explosions and about
simulated tests because they were very
well pointed out by Shri Arun Shourie
and by my friend Dr. Alagh. But, what is
important? To this, emphasis was given
by Dr. Alagh that it does not constrain us
from continuing with our R&D program-
mes nor does it jeopardise in any manner
the safety and effectiveness of our nuc-
lear deterrence in the years to come so
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that our minimum credible deterrence
will not be dentcd by any kind of
pressurc from outsidc. This is what is
contained in this. Dr. Kalam’s name was
mentioncd that he, along with Dr. Rajan,
wrote a book, India: 2020. There he
mentioned about dual-use technology. It
is said that every country will invariably
give non-stratcgic technologies or which
are obsolete. Then, he lists about ten
technologics for which we have to pre-
pare ourselves. A very striking and shin-
ing example is given as to how India
could make up in that case. A casc was
given by Dr. Alagh himself with regard
to computers. Even for space program-
mes, India was denied the dual-use tech-
nology for certain reasons, it was possible
for the ingenuity of our scicntists to make
it up.

Sir, the second issuc is the fissile matc-
rial cut-off treaty. 1 do not want to go
into the details of this. 1f'one percolates
down to cvery word, then one can scc
what the negotiations are. The objective
of the negotiations is to arrive at a non-
discriminatory treaty that will end future
production of fissile material for weapons
purpose, in accordance with 1993 resolu-
tion of the UN General Assembly. We
are willing. Again, the Prime Minister
signifies this country’s intention, this
country’s stand and the willingness to
enter into negotiations for concluding
such a treaty. The onus is not only on
India, the onus is on other countries also.
The onus is on a particular country which
came to-be a super power. All of us are
aware in this House of the ups and downs
in the relationship with the U.S. but, 1
can assure my friend, Dr. M.N. Das that,
when India speaks in a united voice when
the honour and dignity of the country is
concerned, 1 have no doubt that they will
also realise that India is not a banana
country and that India will stand as one
person to face whatever may be the
adverse circumstances that confront us.

Mr. Chairman, Sir, one point I want to
stress and that is about a statement given
by Mr. Arun Shourie and which has been
misconstrued. When he talked of
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economic situation, there was a kind of
caution which he gave about the

economic strength of a nation State be-
cause we arc a federal State, a state
of co-operative federalism. This should
receive our attention. I think, this point
was again dilated upon by Dr. Alagh.
This is not to give an impression that Mr.
Shourie conceded that India was caught
up in such a state of dismal economic
plight that nothing will help. This was the
kind of impression which the former
Minister of State for Foreign Affairs,
Smt. Kamla Sinha gave.
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Sir, T do not want to take much time of
the Housc because this only needlessly
upsets them. But, I will make one or two
references to some of the comments
made carlier by Mr. Nilotpal Basu. He
said that there has not been enough
effort for ¢onsensus building. If consensus
building only means concurring to his
viewpoint and if concurrence to his point
of view is not cvolved in the process,
then the consensus building has no mean-
ing for him. If this is the case, then I
think even God cannot help him. Of
course, he does not believe in God. He
stated that the entire thrust of this state-
ment is that there should be disarmament
of all kinds, time-bound, and so on. My
friend Mr. Ansari will again say that I am
using the same phrases. But, somehow,
Mr. Nilotpal Basu felt that there should
be a new legislation because the Atomic
Energy Commission Act does not permit
that. He infers as Mr. Ansari’s leader,
Mr. Chitharanjan does, as if we are
entering into an arms race. This is what
the Prime Minister himself has warned
of. That is why I said that if he had
pondered over the implications of this
statement, then, 1 think, his reaction
would have been much more constructive
and much more rational. Sir, I do not
want to take much time of the House.
Sir, T would only like to say that the
comments made by Shri Pranab Mukher-
jee certainly deserve the consideration of
the Government. The second point he
made was, yes, we are doing our best; we
are striving and we are hopeful. He
himself said that he is not a pessimist.
But, at the same time, we have to pre-
pare ourselves for all exigencies. God
forbid such a situation does not arise. I
do not see any such situation once we are
able to come to a meeting of minds on
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many other issues and attention is focus-
sed on the real issues. There can bt a
give-and-take. This give-and-take should
not be in the sense of national pride or
national interests. In diplomacy or poli-
tics, whether within the country or out-
side the country, 1 think, there is always
an interchange and there is a meeting of
minds, giving some essentials and at the
same time gaining some more esscntials.
I think that process will continue. I do
not envisage that a situation will arise
when we will not be able to come to an
agreement. All I would like to mention is
that a consensus should emerge which
takes into account our national interest as
well as the Indian tradition of peace as
well as long-term interests of both de-
fence and development.

SHRI JOHN F. FERNANDES (Goa):
Sir, the hon. Prime Minister has made a
lengthy statement. It is a nine-page state-
ment. He has said so many things but
revealed nothing. I think, he is keeping
up with the agreement that Mr. Jaswant
Singh had with Mr. Talbott, that they will
keep on talking and reveal nothing to
anybody. So, I do not blame the hon.
Prime Minister for not revealing anything
to this Parliament. But, the hon. Prime
Minister did say that he had consultations
with the Opposition Parties. He had con-
sultations with a segment of the parlia-
ment i.e., the Consultative Committee
and the Standing Committee. 1 would
also like to know from the hon. Prime
Minister — we have five ex-Prime Minis-
ters in this country: they are also in the
know-how of the decision, particularly,
the nuclear option that the country was
about to have — whether they have also
been taken into confidence when he had
discussions with the Opposition. Sir,
Members after Members have said that
the relations between India and the U.S.
are bitter after Pokhran-ll. 1 do not
think, at any point of time, the relations
between India and the U.S. were swee-
ter; even during those days when we had
imported sugar under PL-480, because
discriminatory regime is still on with full
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force on the globe. We have seen the
middle-age doctrine of unequal laws
which were followed by the mighty pow-
ers. | think that is still in vogue on this
globe. In view of that, I do not know
why they have to give so much import-
ance to the so-called super power. The
statement also said, “Prime Minister’s
statement in Parliament on ‘bilateral talks
with United States.” We also had talks
with other nuclear countries. We had a
talk with the P-5 nations. 1 think, that
should have been the wording of the
statement. I do not know why we should
give that much importance to that coun-
try, a country which had been inimical to
this country throughout, Mr. Arun
Shourie has mentioffed, at the outset,
when we went in for Pokhran-II, there
was a hue and cry. 1 do not think that
any party opposed to it. Even my party
has not opposed it. The hon. Prime
Minister has rightly said that this nuclear
option was initiated 25 years ago. We had’
demonstrated it on 18th May, 1974. No-
body objected to it. It is the pride of the
nation. Our question was, why, when the
time-bomb was ticking in Chennai, that
time was selected. That was the question
we were asking because we still have time
till September, 1999 and by that time, the
doors of the CTBT would close on us.
That was the question. Nobody objected
to that. Even our colleagues in the Left
did not say anything. Our question was,
why then? Why, when this Government
was ridden with contradictions, did that
go off? I was mentioning about the doc-
trine of unequal laws. We have seen it in
our neighbourhood when Talibans were
born in Afganistan, Sudan was born. And
India was told that you cannot do it,
though there is a proxy-war against India
by our neighbour, we were told that the
U.S. can do but you cannot do it and you
should not do it. This is the regime with
whom we are having bilateral talks and I
compliment the hon. Prime Minister
that the bilateral talks which he had were
with an interlocutor, a low officer. He
did not use the Foreign Affairs Minister
of this country. I think, that is the
message we have sent. The first talk took
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place on 11th June, 1998 and afterwards,
there were six more rounds of talks with
Mr. Talbott and this Parliament was not
taken into confidence. The hon. Prime
Minister said in the first para of the
statement that he had taken Parliament
into confidence on 27-29 May, 8 June,
and on 3-4 August, 1998. But, we never
gave any importance to that talk. I do
not think that it was proper for the
Parliament to give importance to one
country, one country which had been
inimical and which and been opposing
this country. They had signed the NPT in
1940. That country was the first country
to use nuclear power. Sir, clause 5 of the
NPT says that thcy will go in for
disarmamcnt. You have piled up 2000
nuclear warheads. Now you are talking
about the CTBT. Now you say that there
should not be CTBT but you can
manufacture warheads and store them in
your armaments. You ask others not to
do it. I do not think we should waste our
time. We can have a talk just for the sake
of talking only. It was said that we also
follow pre-emptive diplomacy. But it
would have been appropriate for this
Government to have talks with our
neighbour also. The Defence Minister
gave an impression prior to the Pokhran
test too that our number one enemy is
China. Of course, subsequently, he
denied it. We also know that there is one
more nuclear power, the seventh nuclear
power, that is, Pakistan. Why has there
been no talks with Pakistan? I know that
the Government is decaling with it at the
SAARC level. But we also have to take
that country into confidence because we
are not inimical to each other. In 1974,
~%when we had a nuclear explosion,. the
then Prime Minister, Shrimati Indira
Gandhi, said on the floor of the Lok
Sabha the we were prepared to share our
nuclear technology with Pakistan. I think,
an impression has been create in the
West that we are inimical and we will
finish each other. I do not think anybody
who fought a nuclear war has been a
winner, cither you say first use, or,
second use. 1 do not think anybody
makes nuclear weapons to use against
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cach othcr. On the contrary, we were in
a hurry to reduce ourselves par with our
neighbouring country. In conventional
arms we had an upper hand on our
neighbour. But now, after going in for a
nuclear explosion, we have brought
ourselves on par with our neighbour.
That is the mistakc that we have made.
There are not only seven countries which
have the nuclear technology and
armament. I think there should be about
50 or 60 countrics, but they have not
demonstrated it. We should have waited
for an appropriate time to demonstrate it.
That was not an appropriate time. That
was our objection. We did not object to
the tests because that was the pride of
the nation and that pride does not belong
to any political party. It belongs — as
rightly mentioned by the hon. Prime
Minister — to the scientists and
technicians of this country.

Then, I come to the nuclear club.
Now, five countries have taken
themselves to be thc members of the
nuclear club. Despite our talks with Mr.
Talbott, we are told — Mr. Jaswant
Singh said — “No, you cannot be a
nuclear State.” Who are they to dictate
terms to us? Has the Government taken
any initiative to see to it? There was a
talk in New York. I think, a statement
was made by some Minister that a
nuclear club will be formed and India will
take the initiative. I do not know whether
the Government will stand by that
statement or not,

Sir, the Government has said that it
will go in for further talks. We have
condemned the Jaswant Singh Talbott
talks. Then, we will also have a
conference on disarmament, like we had
the CTBT talks in Geneva, which was
failure. again, they are going to have a
fissile Material Control Treaty. We know
that the American Senate Committee
knew that the fissile material from China
was pilfered to Pakistan. And 1 think he
Senate Committee has reprimanded that
Government. Now, we are going to get
involved in these talks again., Do you
think something will come out of these
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talks? Is it not discriminatory? Again you
speak of the non-proliferation of fissile
material, I think we are just wasting our
time in having these talks.

Further, Sir, the CTBT will come into
force in September, 1999, The CTBT will
come into force in September, 1999. The
' CTBT cannot be amended. They say that
it is discriminatory and we will not be a
party to it. But, at the same time, they
arec having talks. Why are they having
talks when that treaty canmot be
amended? And the moment you violate
the treaty, you are out of it. I do not
think that India, in its present position,
can be a part of the CTBT, which is

discriminatory and which cannot be:

amended. If at all, it comes into force, I
think, we have to be out of it..

1 disagree with certain Members who
made allegations that the economic
position of this country went had because
of the sanctions imposed by the USA. As
rightly mentioned by Shrimati Kamla
Sinha, India is not a banana repubilic.
Our economy did not go down because of
any economic sanctions. Our export has
came down, as I said in the moring, by
5.80 per cent. But this is because of our
wrong economic policies. I do not think
we should give all the credit to the
Western powers for the ailment that we
have.

6.00 P.M.

Again, Sir, the Prime Minister men-
tioned about the National Security Coun-
cil. It.is a good thing which the Govern-
ment has done because that is in the
National Agenda for Governance. 1 hope
it will not be an ad hoc committee again,
It is controlled by the P.M.O. At the
same time, the Foreign Affairs Ministry
was controlled by an officer from the
P.M.O. We were embarrassed when we
went 10 the NAM summit in South Afri-
ca. I would like to know whether this
body, will be a statutory body. The
National Security Council is a major
Body. You cannot change the officers,
like the Governors and Ambassadors,
when the Government changes, Why
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don’t you make it a statutory body? Why
don’t you make that a permanent office,
irrespective of any Government? Be-
cause, whichever Government may come
and go, our foreign policy does not
change. I would request the hon. Prime
Minister to see that this body, that is, the
National Security Council, does a good
thing. After all, India is going to be a
nuclear country. We do not know where
the red button will lie; whether it will be
with the political leadership, or with the
army lcadership. I think the most approp-
riate thing for the Government to do is to
have a statutory body. Come before the
Parliament, take the powers and have an
appropriate and full-fledged National Sec-
urity Council. It is there in other coun-
tries; whichever country is holding the
nuclear button. With these few -submis-
sions, Mr. Chairman, Sir, 1 request the
hon. Prime Minister to take the other
countrics also into confidence. Take
Pakistan into confidence. Let us give-
them that importance; they are our
neighbours. Let us not give an impression
10 America that they are our enemies and
that is why we will not talk to them. Let
us give them the importance which is due
to a nuclear power, With these few
words, I conclude. I feel that these talks
will contimue and, at the same time,
nothing concrete will come out.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Dr. Raja Ramanna.
it FHeATte WerHT: F9 TH WIW FOm?

& wvmfe: 9 9% 9w 3@ T Now,
four hours are over, would you like to
continue today? (interyuptions)

shudft oo firge: w0 Yo (inter-
ruptions)

" MR. CHAIRMAN: But you decide.
(interruptions) Yes, he will speak.

DR. RAJA RAMANNA (Nominated):
I will be very brief. I will take only five
minutes; you can have the stop-watch on.
All that I have to say is that the NPT has
gone into history. The CTBT is about to
go back into history because, 1 do not
think one can implement that Treaty at
all. From the techinical side. You kntow
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that our tests were not detected uatil we
mentioned about it. And its yields were
not properly mentioned by others uptil
we showed them that 137 countries have
given the correct yields only when all
were put together; and not singly.

Now, in the Prime Minister's State-
ment, a mention was made of FMCT.
Propaganda has gone round even on
scientific cricles that fast reactors which
require fissile material, are not required
because the fast reactors will not work
economically. It is nonsense, It is a pure
propaganda that they want to take the
plutonium and bury it, or, do something
in the name of protigeration. The scien-
tific inputs clearly say that fast reactors
will not work and that the fast-breed
reactor which uses uranium more effi-
ciently will not work. We must be careful
when we conduct these treaties in the
future.

Sir, many people have asked me, ‘why
you have done these tests; does it mean
that no more Tests are needed? People
foreget that these tests were done as a
deterrent. There is a limit to the amount
that you can destroy. Of course, one can
go on testing and making bigger and
bigger hydrogen bombs. But I disagree
with Mr. Alagh that a hydrogen bomb is
more easier to make than a sub-critical
one. 1 do not believe, that is a correct
statement. But it does not matter, nor is
it necessary that we have to prepare a
critical one ...(interruptions)

ONE HON. MEMBER: Mr Alagh dis-
agrees with you,

DR. RAJA RAMANNA: I also disag-
ree with him. (interruptions). It does not
matter. If 1 have said it, T will take it
back. Let us not waste time. I have
promised to finish within five minutes.
But be that as it may; there is a limit to
tie amount of destruction you can do to
the world. What we have is sufficient to
keep our security under control,

“with  what ‘we ‘have ‘done. I think the

Prime Minister is quite correct in calling
for a moratorium; and this should
be cnough to look after ourselves.

v
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In principlc one can go on. The
Americans conducted thousands of tests
because they started with a lower
technology. We started with a higher
technology. So, we were able to complete
it. T may tell you that our scientists are
respected outside. The Prime Minister
also knows about it. The American
Academy of Scientists requested our
Director of NIAS to go there and have a
discussion with them. Thev were willing
to pay for them, but we said we will pay
for ourselves. Now, they are coming in a
bigger group to India to discuss more at
the scientific level. They are little
confused and things have to be explained
to them. Earlier, their own scientists had
said that there was no hydrogen bomb.
The yield was low and all that. But, now
they know that their own scientists had
said the wrong thing. That is a separate
matter. We should not press too much on
these matters. We have done enough to
say that we have done a number of
testings already. Of course, I was amazed
at that time, when the scientific journals
were writing against us with results of
one or two bits of information that they
had received. Actually you get the
correct information only when
information is available from all the 137
stations together. So, it was a difficult
thing to determine yields. When people
sign treaties, especially from the technical
side, they do not realise the difficulties of
getting a full control on these matters. I
am just bringing this to the attention of
the Prime Minister, because he is to deal
with these matters in future also.

A mention was made about the
neighbouring countries. 1 happen to have
many friends amongst the scientists in the
neighbouring  countsies. They had
welcomed it with great happiness, not at
the External Affeairs level, but as ordinary
people, because they knecw that we were
capable of and we had exercised our
option at a time suitable to us. Even in
America, there are a lot of people, who
understand us correctly in many ways and
are not carried away by the State
Departmernt decisions.
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I will end up by saying that we should
not run down our country ourselves on
the FMCT and all that. Ten years ago
our data showed how badly our power
reactors were working. Bui, to use that
data is wrong. Many people seem to take
into account during those days when we
had difficulties, because we were not
industrially developed, we lacked high
efficiency and even support. But, now, in
the last two or threc years I am amazed

at the high capacity factors our reactors
are working with,

Sir, a note has come to me. 1 would
just read what this note is about. It
concerns the technologleal difficulty of
making large bombs. 1 will not discuss
these things here, but will discuss the
matter among ourselves. Thank you for
listening to me.

MR. CHAIRMAN: There are some
more Members for seeking clarifications.
Should we continue today or tomorrow?

SHRIMATI KAMLA SINHA: Sir, let
us take it up tomorrow.
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SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE: The
Prime Minister can always get preference.
The calling Attention can be deferred to
accommodate the time of the Prime
Minister. If he has got time at 12 noon,
the Prime Minister can reply. Calling
Attention can be taken up latter on.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Mr.
Chairman, Sir, my request is that I too
have to intervene. A number of hon.
Members have quite rightly referred to
me directly by my functional name.
Therefore, there is a need for me to
elaborate, not necessarily at great length,
but with a sufficient clarity on the issues
the hon. Members have raised
Thereafter the Prime Minister will
respond to the entire debate. Therefore,
if we could do that with my intervention
and the Prime Minister’s reply tomorrow
at 12 O'clock, we can finish in time to be
in the Lok Sabha for discussion there.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: That is all right.
Tomorrow, you will speak. Then, the
Prime Minister will speak. There are still
three or four Members to seek
clarifications. One is Mr. Jalaludin
Ansari. Pleéase seek only clarifications.
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SHRI SANATAN BISI (Orissa):
Thank you, Mr. Vice-Chairman. Soon
after the last nuclear test, the hon. Prime
Minister had written a letter to the
President of U.S.A., Shri Bill Clinton,
and it was published in almost all the
newspapers, There was some discussion
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in the other House also, and accordingly,
I had written a letter to the hon. Prime
Minister. But till now, I have not
reccived a reply from- him. 1 would like
to know as to what reply has been
received by the hon, Prime Minister from
Shri Bill Clinton. Thank you.

DR. MANMOHAN SINGH (Assam):
Sir, T would lke to seek some
clarifications from the hon. Prime
Minister. In this statement, the hon.
Prime Minister has stated a number of
times about the need for India to have a
credible minimum deterrent. Sir, I would
like to request him to throw some light
for operationalising this concept of a
credible minimum deterrent. 1 noticed
that the Prime Minister has talked about
elements which go to make this credible
minimum deterrent. No-First-Use and
the non-use against non-nuclear weapon
States is also stated. A minimum
deterrent implies the deployment of
assets in a manner that ensures
survivability and capacity for an adequate
response. He has aiso added that we are
not going to enter into an arms race with
any country. I belicve, these are the
elements which go into the making of the
Indian conception of a credible minimum
deterrent. But these are merely words. I
would request the hon. Prime Minister to
spell out in somewhat greater detail what
the concept of ‘a minimum, credible,
nuclear deterrent’ is. I think the country
ought to be taken into confidence and, at
some stage, a white paper ought to be
prepared spelling out these issues.

Sir, in paragraph 7 of the statement,
the Prime Minister has stated: “There
now existS some understanding of our
security concerns and requirements.” I
draw his attention to the use of the word
‘some’. That obviously creates an
impression that there is still some gap
between us and our interlocutors, in their
understanding and our understanding of
our security concerns and requirements.
If this is the case, I would like the Prime
Minister to throw a little more light on
this issue. '
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Sir, in paragraph 8, the Prime Minister
" has stated: “It is agreed that regional
issues shall be kept distinctly apart. As
Hon’ble Members are well aware, India’s
concerns in these matters go beyond the
South-Asian region, and involve a wider
perspective.” 1 do agree with him, but,
from time to time, the American
spokesman have been making statements
which create an impression that Indo-
- .Pakistan issues are also part of this
-dialogue. I draw the Prime Minister's
attention to the statement of Mr. Strobe
“Talbott, and 1 also saw a statement made
by Mr. Inderfurth, which had been
reported in newspapers yesterday, which
again stated that a credible Indo-Pakistan
dialogue is part of the whole gamut of
these issue. I would like the Prime
Minister to throw some light on these
issues.

Finally, Siz, in paragraph 11, the Prime
Minister has stated: “For the successful
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conclusion of the talks, creation’ of al
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[~ positive environment by our interlocutors

is a necessary ingredient.” We have said
that on a number of occasions. I would
like the Prime Minister to spell out, in
some detail, the critical elements that he
has in mind, about sanctions, the dual-
use technology, ‘etc., and the other
elements which will go to make the
positive environment to which the Prime
Minister has teferred in his statement.
Thank you.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T.N.
CHATURVEDI): Hon. Members, [
adjourn thc House. The House stands
adjourned till 11 A.M. tomorrow.

The House then adjourned at
twenty cight-minutes past six
of the clock till eleven of the
clock on Wednesday, the
16th December, 1998.
— l
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