
SHRI BASU DEB A C H A R IA  (B a nku ra ) : Hon. 
Chairman, Sir, I do not want to oppose th is Bill But at 
the same time I want to assert that our experience with 
the implem entation of the present Industrial Disputes 
Act and its various agencies like  R egional Labour 
Commissoner, Tribunals, Labour Court has not been 
very favourable either. Time and again the demand has 
been raised in the House as well as by the Trade 
Unions that the present Industrial D isputes Act, 1947 
should be replaced. A number of sections in the existing 
Act are no relevant. These sections in the existing Act 
are not relevant. These sections should be so amended 
as to make them relevant in the present context in the 
in te re s t of the  w o rke rs . We a lso  w a n te d  th a t a
comprehensive Bill should be brought forward. The draft 
which was put up in this respect did not come up to our 
expectations, therefore we and other Trade Unions did 
not support the draft. When Govt wanted to convert 
Public Sector Undertakings like Air India, Indian Arilines, 
Industrial Finance Corporation and ONGC etc. into public 
sector lim ited Companies, we strongly opposed such a 
move on the part of the Govt. #

[English]
It should remain a Public Sector.

[Translation]

But inspite of our strong oppostion the bill was 
passed because Govt, had the majority. The condition 
p re va ilin g  today is the resu lt of our lib e ra lisa tio n  
po licy ...(Interruptions) We have never supported  the 
policy of liberalisation no matter we sat in the opposition 
or on the treasury benches...(Interruptions)

SHRI SRIBALLAV PANIGRAHI (Deogarh) : You have 
gained the maximum benefit in W est Bengal.

SHRI BASU DEB ACHARIA : We did not gained 
any benefit.

The Common Minimum Programme of the United 
Froot mentions that the interests of the workers will be 
protected. We want that a separate Bill for recognition 
of union through secret ballot should be brought forward 
in the House. Earlier when there was National Front 
G ovt, a b ill fo r the  w o rke rs ’s p a rt ic ip a tio n  in the 
m anagement was drafted. The defin ition of the workmen 
in the d ra ft of the B ill con ta ined  m any flaw s  and 
contradiction. While the Bill was under consideration 
the Govt, fell and the Bill could not be passed. Now we 
can in troduce  som e im provem ents in the  B ill. The 
dispute arises when a Union which has been recognised 
loses its majority gradually and the other union which 
has g a in e d  m a jo r ity  re m a in s  u n re c o g n is e d . The 
management continues to deal with the m inority union. 
There had been a strike in the textile  industry which 
continued for about a month. The recognised union in 
that industry is INTUC but it has no majority. The strike 
call was given by the other union but the management 
did not negotiate with that Union. The strike continued 
for about a year and it has created history of a sort in 
the trade Union movement. We want that a separate Bill 
be brought forward by the Govt, at the earliest. D isputes
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w ou ld  a lw ays  a rise  be tw een  the  w orkers  ^ jjd  the  
management. Therefore there is an imprative need o f ^
concillia tion machinary. We have a sad experience that 
in m ost cases the conc illia tion  m achinary proves $ 
fa ilu re , and a fa ilu re  re p o rt is su b m itte d  to  the  
Government. It often taken months to refer such cases 
to the Tribunal. Tribunal takes ten to fifteen years to 
decide a case. We must see to it that the time taken in 
the process is m inim ised.

[English]
How can we reduce the delay in the settlem ent of 

the cases. The cases of Central Govt, employees are 
now referred to the Central Administrative Tribunal.

MR. CHAIRMAN : W ould you continue tomorrow.

SHRI BASU D EB A C H A R IA  : I w ill co n tin u e  
tomorrow.

16.00 hrs.

D IS C U S S IO N  U N D E R  R U LE  193

~  C h inese  N uc lea r Test and CTBT

[English]
MR. CHAIRMAN : The House shall now take up 

discussion under rule 193 regarding Chinese nulcear 
test and C TBT the hon. M in ister of External Affairs is to 
make a statem ent on this subject.

16.01 h rs .

(Mr. Speaker in the Chair)

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS (SHRI I.K. 
GUJRAL) : Mr. Speaker, Sir, I had addressed this House 
on the Issue of Com prehensive Test Ban Treaty on the 
15th July, 1996 setting out Governm ent’s Policy on this 
issue. The d iscussion that followed reflected the national 
consenscus underlying the Government's policy. I am 
speaking today because of new developm ents of which 
hon. Members are aware: the 46th test conducted by 
China on the 29th July, 1996.

Several countries have issued statements expressing 
their varied points of view. Some of the leading ones 
while regretting or even condem ning the Chinese 45th 
nuclear test have, at the same time, noted that after this 
test, China may jo in the other nuclear weapon States 
in observing a m oratorium  on nuclear explosive testing. 
On our part, we are dism ayed by the nuclear tests 
carried out by nuclear weapon States, particu larly as 
the CTBT negotiations are in progress. We have always 
believed that these tests take the world further way from 
the goal of un ive rsa l nuc lear d isarm am ent. As th is  
House knows, since 1945, the five  nuclear weapon 
States have carried out 2047 tests. The USA and Russia 
have conducted 210 tests while China and UK have 
conducted 45 tests each. These tests have contributed 
to the nuclear arms race and shown that partia l steps 
do not lead to nuclear disarmament.
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India has taken a consistent and principled position 
on nuclear disarmament. This is why, since 1954 Prime 
M in ister Jawaharlal Nehru called for a ban on nuclear 
weapon tests we have urged that the CTBT must be 
seen as a first steps on the road to nuclear disarmament. 
The approach taken by India in the CTBT negotiations, 
therefore, calls for a genuinely comprehensive CTBT 
with a view to ending future development of nuclear 
weapons and placing the CTBT in the framework of a 
step-by-step process of nuclear disarmament leading to 
the elim ination of all nuclear weapons w ithin a time- 
b o und  fra m e w o rk . O n -g o in g  te s tin g  p ro g ra m m e s 
w he the r at tes t s ites  or in labo ra to ries , are c lear 
indications that the nuclear weapon States are not willing 
to give up their reliance on their nuclear arsenals and 
c o n s id e r the  CTBT m ere ly  as a n o n -p ro life ra tio n  
measure.

Such testing program m es inevitably give rise to 
questions relating to India's national security, while we 
have adopted a policy of restraint after demonstrating 
our capability, we remain fully conscious of the evolving 
security situation. We are committed to taking all steps 
necessary to enable us to cope with any threat that may 
be posed to the security of India.

As hon. Members are aware, I was in Jakarta last 
week to attend the meetings of the ASEAN Regional 
Forum and the post-M inisterial Conference. There, I also 
had a num ber of b ila te ra l m eetings w ith  Fore ign  
M inisters from other countries present. Some of them, 
notably, the US secretary of State Warren Christopher, 
the Russian Foreign M inister Primakov, Foreign Minister 
Ideka of Japan, Foreign M inister Downer of Australia 
and the Canadian Foreign M inister Axworthy discussed 
with me the CTBT negotiations at Geneva. I elucidated 
in clear term s the Indian point of view. I also highlighted 
the consistency in our policy as well as the strength of 
conviction arising out of the national consensus. During 
multilateral meetings, this subject also came up. Many 
of our concerns were shared by other participants. These 
concerns were most clearly voiced by the Chairman, 
Indonesia ’s Foreign M inister Alatas who appreciated 
India's principled stand about the goal of achieving a 
nuc lear-w eapon-free  w orld  as well as the need to 
e n su re  th a t the  CTBT b rin g s  an end to v e rtic a l 
p ro life ra tion.

The CTBT negotiations have resumed in Geneva in 
the Conference on Disarmament day before yesterday, 
that is on the 29th July, 1996.

O ur stand in the negotiations is apprecia ted by 
many countries. Several non-aligned countries are in 
favour of strengthening the provisions relating to “scope” 
as also the references to nuclear disarmament in the 
d ra ft T reaty text. They show  unde rs tand ing  of our 
position, and, in particular, they acknowlege that the 
p resen t fo rm u la tion  on Entry into Force is w ithou t 
p receden t in trea ty  nego tia ting  practice . Yet, these 
countries find it difficult to accept our proposals to modify 
the draft treaty text because of the rigid position adopted 
by a small number of countries. In our statem ents and 
in b ila te ra l d iscussions, we have made it c lear that

India cannot sign the Treaty in its present form. We 
have also made it eqully c lear that India cannot perm it 
any language in the draft treaty text which will impose 
an obligation on India, d irectly or indirectly. If there are 
attempts to push forward such a text,we will have to 
oppose such efforts. We continue to remain engaged in 
the negotiations in Geneva in order that our national 
interests are fully safeguarded.

SHRI SAT MAHAJAN (Kangra) : Sir, I have a point 
of clarification here. The photographs of Shri Gujral and 
of the Chinese Foreign M inister have appeared. They 
have been in deep consultation. He has not mentioned 
about tha t...(interruptions) I would like to know wfhat has 
happened. '

MR. SPEAKER : No, Shri Mahajan, this is not the
way.

(Interruptions)
LT. GENERAL SHRI PRAKASH MANI TRIPATHI 

(Deoria) : Mr. Speaker, Sir, the hon. M inister of External 
Affairs had first given a suo motu statement on 15th of 
July about the CTBT. And that was the time when we 
had asked fo r a d iscu ss io n  on the  su b je c t. The 
Conference on Disarmament had just ended on 28th of 
June. It was going to resum e on 29th of July . In 
between, there was of Conference of ASEAN countries 
which the hon. M inister of External Affairs was attending 
and in which this subject was also to be discussed. All 
that is past now. For some reasons, we could not discuss 
this earlier. Now the Conference has started on 29th 
July. There are many things that have been stated by 
the M inister of External A ffa irs. But there are many 
things that have not been said by him and also many 
things that need clarification.

Firstly, the Indian Plan on the Nuclear Disarmament 
was put through in the United Nations General Assembly 
on 9th of June, 1988 in which the Action Plan Stated, 
among other things that, firstly, there should be a binding 
commitment by all nations to elim inate nuclear weapons 
in stages by the year 2010 at the latest. It is now 1996. 
This was said in 1988.

S e co n d ly , a ll n u c le a r-w e a p o n  S ta te s  m ust 
participate in the process of nuclear disarmament. All 
other countries must also be a part of this process. 
Thirdly, “to dem onstrate good faith and to build the 
required confidence, there must be tangible progress at 
each stage towards the common goal.” we do not see 
any of these anywhere on the nuclear agenda. Instead 
we have firs t the NPT and now CTBT. There is no 
mention of d isarmament the way we wanted it.

The U n ited S ta tes D efence S ecre ta ry  and the 
Chairman of the National Security Council have quite 
clearly stated that “we need nuclear weapons for the 
ne x t 50 y e a rs  and  b e y o n d ". J u s t b e fo re  th e  
com m encem ent of the C onfe rence  of d isarm am ent, 
France carried out tests in quick succession, China 
carried out tests in quick succession and we know that 
recently  a lso C hina has ca rried  out a tes t in to ta l 
disregard to what is going on or the d irection in which 
the CTBT is supposed to take us all. So, there is no 
evidence to suggest that there is any com m itm ent on
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disarmament on the part of nuclear weapon countries 
and you have also come to this conclusion that indeed 
there is none.

We carried out a test in 1974. In 1968. China had 
carried out its first test. We should not only look at the 
total of 45 tests that they have carried out but we should 
look at the span in which they have been deliberately 
carrying out tests and they have been carrying out tests 
in violation and in confrontation with all the norms that 
the international community has laid down. This is the 
point that has to be borne in mind. Out neighbour. 
C hina is to ta lly  u n c o n tro lla b le  in th is  m a tte r and 
therefore, not only has our environment nuclearised but 
it has been nuclearised in the hands of a country that 
ta k e s  no n o tic e  of in te rn a t io n a l c o n v e n tio n s , 
international d irections or whatever talks are going on. 
They are active particpants of these talks and they have 
carried out the tests just three days back.

What have we done in these 22 years? We have
carried out debates. W hat were the debates about?
W ha t it on ou r c a p a b ility ?  W e have  a lre a d y  
demonstrated those capability. Was it on our financial 
resources, our viability or the desirability of carrying out 
these tests? A lot of morality is thrown into this and we 
are unable to look at this problem in the cold light of 
reasoning. We think that we are occupying the moral 
high ground. Is* having a bomb immoral? When your 
neighbours have it, when your ne ighbours who are 
uncontrollable have it, is it immoral? I using it as a 
deterrence immoral? Yes. its ’first use’, is immoral, using 
as a form of coercion is immoral but this is precisely
what the nuclear countries are doing at the moment.
CTBT is the form of nuclear coercion that they are 
do ing in the con fe rence , g iv ing  it good nam es, a 
respectable place to talk about but basically, it is a 
nuclear coercion.

Sir, the on ly im m ora l th ing  is to  abd ica te  our 
re sp o n s ib ility  and the a b ility  to dea l w ith  nuc lear 
coercion. The only immoral thing is not to look at our 
supreme national security interest.

We have lost a lot of ground since 1974. This country 
of ours ranks among the top five nations in technology 
attainm ent and with all that, we are being pushed into 
w ilderness of nuclear have-nots. And we have got to 
th is  s ta tus because of our escap is t an am biguous 
nuclear policy. This escapist policy, drift and dithering 
have encouraged the West to apply pressure on us in 
one form  or the other, whether it is NPT or CTBT.

Later on they may give it another name and call it 
as M issile Control Technology Treaty. But this pressure 
is mainly because they find us as escapists and dithering.

Sir, the Statement of the M inister of External Affairs 
rem inded  me of an ice b e rg . It d e fin ite ly  show ed 
something but hid a lot. There is another reason why it
re m in d e d  me of an ice b e rg . An ic e b e rg  has  no 
locomotion of its own. It has no direction of its own. It
is to ta lly subject to the currents and cross-currents of 
the sea and when it reaches warm water it dissolves. 
It loses its shape. This is exactly what it has reminded us.

In this Conference, which has just ended, we may 
say that a number of countries were with us. Just now 
the hon. M inister of External A ffa irs said that our stand 
was appreciated by a number of countries but no country 
worth the name has backed us. We have no friends in 
this. Nobody is prepared to vote with us. Nobody is 
prepared to walk two steps with us. The main reason is 
that some of them do not them selves want the CTBT. 
The others want us to sign on the dotted line.

Our great friend Russia had said, they would not let 
us get ways from this. Pakistan says. “We are in it if
India is in it” . And, the British Am bassador says, “ India 
is a recalcitrant country w riggling off the hook” . V irtually 
every State is away from us in this. This is a serious 
thing. We say that we occupy a moral high ground but 
nobody is with us on this treaty, e ither they want us to 
s ign or they w ill be using  us to get o ff the hook 
them selves by blam ing India for destablis ing this treaty, 
of taking it off the rail. This is an amazing situation. 
Appreciation is not good enough in the world of real 
politics. Where are the people who are with us on this 
issue?

Basically, the Nuclear Powers want to perpetuate a 
fam ily of haves and a fam ily of have nots. Basically the 
CTBT is an effort in nuclear apartheid. Are we going to 
accept that? The treaty is all very well in its own place 
but what about our national security? What about the 
nuclearisation of our environm ent? In that, we must 
look at the capability of a country not its stated intentions. 
Today, one of our Northern neighbours may say that we 
are very friendly. They had said it before also and we 
came to know otherwise. Therefore, we have to go by 
the capability and the stark truth is that our North has 
been nuclearised. Our W est is fast getting nuclearised 
and, therefore, we should look at it from the point of 
view whether we can w ithstand nuclear coercion, and 
w hether we can give a befitting reply to this nuclear 
coercion. Only a few days back, on a query in Rajya 
Sabha, the hon. M inister of External Affairs said, ‘It is 
not necessary to make the bomb now. Tomorrow. I do 
not know".

Why is it not necessary now? W hat param eters will 
lead us to a decision to make .the bomb? Which crises 
are we w a iting  for? Has not our environm ent been 
n u c le a r ise d ?  Is P a k is ta n  not m ak ing  a g a llo p in g  
progress? Is China not a nuclear power, and a th rea t9 
Every time the Bharatiya Janta Party has asked this 
question, we have been told that it is not the right time 
W hat is the defin ition of th is ‘right tim e ’? I specifically 
want to read here a part of the statem ent of the hon. 
M in ister of External Affairs of 15th July.

"We continue to maintain our options so that 
we are able to take all necessary measures 
to cope with any threat that may be posed to 
the security of the nation. ...On the basis of 
recent s ta tem ents  and deve lopm ents , we 
have been o b liged  to  con c lu de  tha t the 
nuclear weapon States have no intention of 
g iving up the ir nuclear weapons. This makes 
it in e sca pa b le  th a t ou r na tio n a l se cu rity
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considerations will be the governing factor 
in our decision-m aking.”

But no bomb!

This is one aspect that knocks the bottom out of our 
secu rity  concern  sta tem ents. W hat is our security  
concern. W hat o ther security environm ents ar£ we 
looking for? We take a totally mutually contradictory 
stand now that we want to keep our options, we want 
to look after our security, but no bomb'

This is anational issue, not a party issue. More so,
it i s  a national security issue. It is a national security 
issue of a very very long range implication. It is not 
today or tom orrow that we can decide and get on with 
it. I feel, and we have been taRing for a long time, that 
we should go in fo r a bomb. I feel that all these 
problems, all these negative requirements - to say “No 
NPT” , “ I would not sign CTBT" - would go if we had a 
plan, if we had an option, if we had something which 
we could say we will also do.

Prof. Cohen, a security specialist on South Asia, 
has' just one sentence to say, “No sovereign country is
going to compromise itlf^u rv iva l for the sake of a treaty".
I think, that is quite sufficient. Our own thinkers hav§ 
said that for quite some time, but somehow we refuse 
to gain initative. We refuse to take initiative and evolve 
a positive policy that will enable us to have a say in the 
nuclear matter.

It is re p o rte d  th a t our re p re s e n ta tiv e  in the 
Conference of Disarmament had said that there was no 
serious consultation with India. Yet, India is a nuclear 
threshold State. That is our only power that we have 
some capability, we have know capability to be able to 
make a nuclear device, a nuclear weapon, and she say 
there have been no serious consultations with India. 
This is her own statement. Can we evolve a policy that 
w ould cope w ith the nuclearisa tion  of our security  
environm ent?

Can we evolve a policy that will enable us to cross 
that Laxman rekha from a nuclear-capable State to 
nuclear weapon State?

There is anothr important matter about Entry in Force. 
There are a few specific questions on this Firstly,*do we 
intend to block this Treaty or do we merely irifencf to 
stand aside and let others sign it? If we intend to block 
it * because if we do not, then this has no meaning - 
how do we propose to do it? It says:

“ India should sign it. In three years’ time, if
it has not signed it, then there will be another
Conference how to accelerate the entry in

• force.”

It rea lly  m eans in a fine language how to put 
pressure to accelerate our interest? Supposing we do 
not sign it, and we just stand asidQ. are we going to
allow a smooth passage otherwise? How do we block
it from the S tates ’ deciding to put India aside, get it
ratified by certain countries, send it to U N. General 
Assembly, and have it passed by a simple majority? 
What is our exact policy? We have to have a blue-print, 
a clear cut b lue-print which will see the problem through

in the long range. It is quite c lear that the nuclear 
countries are desperate to get India into sign this Treaty.
It is also quite clear that this important to them. I may 
complim ent the External Affairs M inister that his stand 
in ASEAN, has been forthright. It has been clear and 
w ith in  the res tric ted  param ete rs  tha t he has been 
w orking. I must com plim ent him. But these are the 
questions, on which people, are working to circumvent 
our moves to put us aside, if requried, and thereafter 
make sure that the Treaty gets ratified and there passed 
in the U.N. General Assambly. How are we going to 
block it? We have think long term on this issue. Just 
now, this morning, I find a softening of our attitude in 
todays papers. A number of ploys are being tried out to 
push that CTBT, despite India’s stand and at some place 
India’s softened stand at CTBT. Doubts on key provisions 
may delay CTBT. West may bypass India to push through 
CTBT. Is there any softening to our attitude? Is there 
any resiling from our original position? Is there any 
point where we are going back?

That is the other point, Sir, that we w ill like a 
c larification on.

Basically, we have just had a major statement by 
the Leader of the Opposition in Bangalore which can* 
form a blue-print or what we are ta lking about. I will just 
read out some portions before I conclude :

“ India should block the draft from attaining a 
c o n se n su s  and p re v e n t it fro m  be ing  
forwarded it to the U.N. General Assembly 
w jien the draft comes up for consideration 
on July 29th in Geneva...

“...Today our national security is threatened 
as never before. China and Pakistan, which 
have com m itted  agg re ss io n  a g a ins t us, 
possess nuclear weapons. It is absolute ly 
necessary  tha t India possesses nuc lear 
weapons and India should also be a nuclear 
weapon power. Nuclear Weapon States want 
India to remain nuclear naked. India cannot 
agree to such an international regime — what 
he called Apartheid. Draft Treaty was not 
linked to nuclear disarmament.

We, the BJP, have been dem anding that CTBT 
should be linked to the elim ination of nuclear weapons 
globally w ithin a specified timeframe.”

Finally, Sir, all that I want to say is that we have to 
d e v e lo p  o p tio n s . We have lo s t our no o p tio n s , 
eliberately, unilaterally and by ourselves, Nobody cares 
two brass buttons whether we explode or we test or we 
do not. The biggest example of that is, that China has 
a nuclear explosion and then unilaterally says that ‘it 
has declared a moratorium.’ Everybody is very happy 
about the moratorium. Nobody is saying the explosion 
has taken place, it has been done by a country which 
is taking part in these negotiations and which is an 
active nuclear power. Nobody cares about it.

I hope. Sir, you will take notice of our concern and 
develop an option that we have been ta lk ing about all 
these days.
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DR. MALLIKARJUN (Mahbubnagar) : Mr. Speaker, 
Sir, before us, we have to statem ents made by the 
M inister of External affairs, one on 15th July and another 
just now. To the extent the Statement is concernd, it may 
be a satisfactory one, but exactly, the linkage between 
the CTBT and g lobal d isarm am ent is a tim e-bound 
framework, this is a new stand.

As back as 1954, Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, with his 
v is io n , had c a te g o r ic a lly  m e n tio n e d  th a t to ta l 
disarmament is essential for the progress and prosperity 
of the world as a whole and not merely India. Since 
th e n , in s p ite  o f p u rs u a n c e  of In d ia  in v a r io u s  
international fora, hundreds of tests were conducted, 
particularly by the nuclear weapon States, that is the 
United States and Russia and of course, if not lim ited, 
sizeable tests were conducted by China, the United 
Kingdom and France.

Now the question  a rises in the con text of the 
national security as a whole, Our objective of CTBT is 
to achieve international peace and security through total 
nuclear disarmament. I do not know whether we w ill be 
able to achieve it or not.

I am happy that all the Governments till today have 
been pursuing the path of disarmament. I remember 
very well that when I was in a High School, when 
Panditji, in 1954, had enunciated this total disarmament, 
we had p a rt ic ip a te d  in the  deba te  w h e th e r to ta l 
disarmament is suicidal to the nation or not. At that 
stage, w hatever tests or w hatever advancem ent of 
exploits in the so-called atom, which was discovered by 
Dalton, and its emergence of energy from the nucleus 
of atom were there, today after so many experiments, 
it is very easy to understand it. It is not a big task. When 
atom was discovered about two thousand years back, 
it was lying idle. But today’s advancement in science 
and technology is such that it has created a chaos.

No doubt, cold war has ended. But still, persistence 
of annihilation of mankind remains. If the c ivilisation is 
annihilated, what is the valid ity of he advancement in
science and technology and what is the validity of the 
production of nuclear weapons? For that reason, in 
1974 India had conducted a nuclear underground test 
for peaceful purposes. Since more than twenty years 
have passed, we have not conducted any more test. 
But today, what is essentia lly required is environment. 
Now, as you know, the position on the five nuclear 
weapon State is supreme. Of course, Britain and France 
do not say much because they are allied with the U.S. 
Now, ac tua lly  there are only three nuclear weapon 
States and they are: Russia, U.S. And China.

Sir, I do not know about the various clauses of the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. But I can understand 
that this is not a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. We 
can say it a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty only when 
there is inclusion of g lobal tota l disarmament in a time- 
bounded manner. However, the very interesting fact of 
reality is this. For example, the main player in the CTBT 
is U.S. The U.S. can conduct the test.

My second point is that the  ban in on the test in 
laboratories, not only the ban on the test in laboratories

but also on the release of nuclear energy. So, these 
things are mixed up, camouflaged. But, anyway we have 
a persistent stated on this Test Ban Treaty or the NPT.

As we know, as far back as 1968, the then Prime 
Minister, Shrim ati Indira Gandhi had told th is august 
House when the Draft Nuclear Non-Proferation Treaty 
was under considera tion  tha t the nuclear w eapons- 
States would like to have the right to m anufacture their 
nuclear weapons. But others including India should not 
m anufacture a nuclear weapon. How could it be? How 
can we support the proliferation of nuclear energy? At 
that time, Shrimati Indira Gandhi had told this august 
House, while opposing it, that, “We may have to face for 
d ifficu lties in relation to the assistance and in relation 
of other help; but we have to make the sacrifice and we 
have to face the hardship” , so, these were the words 
used by Shrimati Indira Gandhi in th is august House in 
April, 1968.

Sir, now the question arises whether to sign it or 
not. The Government is very clear about that. Unless 
and until the prom oters of the C.T.B.T. agree for the 
universal disarmament, there is no question of signing 
the C.T.B.T. This is the clear stand of the Government 
of India whether it is the United Front Government or 
th e  e a r l ie r  C o n g re s s  G o v e rn m e n t o r any  o th e r 
Governm ent including my form er Prime Minister, Shri 
Atal Bihari Vajpayee’s 13-day Government,

Then a question is posed that India will be isolated.
I would like to ask from this august House as to how 
India w ill be iso la ted. As fa r as 180 coun tries  are 
concerned, they have already signed the N.P.T. we have 
no interest in nuclear arsenals. Out of these 61 countries 
which are meeting now how many of them except eight 
are interested. We are treated as threshold to nuclear 
countries including Pakistan, China and Israel.

Sir, if we take the whole context into consideration, 
India is in a d ifferent geographical position. India has 
got its own adversaries including its neighbours. Is it 
not know  to the U.S. A d m in is tra tio n  tha t P akis tan  
possesses a nuclear weapon? The then Chief of the 
Army Staff of Pakistan, Shri Aslam Beg had declared 
tha t they had a bomb. Is it not known to the U.S. 
Adm inistration that the former Prime Minister, Shri Nawaz 
Sarief had declared that there was a nuclear weapon 
with them? Is it not a fact that the C linton Adm inistration 
knew w hile approving the Hank Brow n’s am endm ent 
that the Pakistan was indulging in sponsored terrorism  
in Jammu and Kashmir? Does it not know? Is it not 
know n to the U.S. A dm in is tra tion  tha t the re  is an 
interference in the internal affairs of India by Pakistan? 
W hat is that Pakistan is going to lose? Pakistan is like 
a sate llite  country to the U.S.A. today.

So, unless India signs it, Pakistan is not going to 
sign. Now, who is worried about it? The question is that 
of Isreal. You know, Sir, what the relationship between 
Isreal and the USA is. Today, the United S tates and 
isreal are developing the Tectical H igh-energy Laser. 
When the form er Prime M inister of Isreal, Mr. Prez visited
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the United States, there was an agreement between Mr.
Clinton and Mr. Perez to the tune of $100 million. So,
what is tha t they w ill lose? If tom orrow  anything is 
needed by Isreal, the design can be given to it to produce 
anything and, if necessary, technology also can be given 
to it. I do not w ant to put the G overnm ent in an 
embarrassing situation. Our stand is clear. All political 
parties, whether it is the BJP or the Communist Parties 
or any other party, have the same stand on CTBT.

You know, Sir, That there are quite a number of 
controls. Why did these controls come into existence? 
W ho sponsored  these con tro ls?  All these con tro ls  
needle towards India. If you take technology, there is a
control by the Zangger Committee and there is also the 
Vassener Accord on Technology control. If you take the 
nuclear weapons suppliers’ group, there is a committee 
to control it. If you take biological weapons, there is an 
Australian group to control them. When it comes to 
missiles, there is a Missiles Technology Control Regime.

If India produces the Prithvi m issiles indigenously, 
US wants and everybody else wants to apply MTCR. If 
M -11  m issiles are supplied by China to Pakistan and if
those m issiles are deployed, then how are we to see 
our threat perception? When ring magnets are supplied 
by China to Pakistan, then nobody object. But the U.S. 
adm inistration says: “Do not deploy the Prithvi m issiles” . 
How is it justifiable? Either do not have a total control 
on Pakistan. Their own agency, the International Atomic 
Energy Agency does not inspect their nuclear plants. 
So, it is the regionla aspect of security that we are 
worried about.

In the statement, it is very clear that our options are 
open. Not only in the statement, we too have been 
m entioning it. But what does ‘the options are open’ 
mean? One test west had conducted in 1974. ‘Our 
options are open’ means nuclear option. But if you take 
the se cu rity  of the coun try , then  w he the r nuc lear 
weapons are needed or not, is a question mark. India 
is a peaceful country. Ind ia ’s contention today is of 
adding global disarmament in the CTBT because we 
want international peace and security . When there is 
international peace and security, autom atically there is 
security and peace in India. This is our approach.

So, now the question of nuclear option comes. It is 
a question of debate. It is not that merely Maliikarjun 
te lling  here in th is  august House that: “You go for 
nuclear’; No, it is not like that. India’s heritage is such 
and India’s background is such that it is a public debate 
w hether we go for the nuclear option or not. It is a 
debate between the academ icians and scientists. Finally, 
in gross words, ‘We must go ’ is the conclusion by some. 
That is a d ifferent thing. But we are using the word 
‘option ’. But we are not elig ib le to use the word ‘option’ 
u n le s s  and  u n til th e  fo llo w in g  fo u r m in im um  
requirements are met. If they are met then we can say 
that we have an option nuclear of whatever. They are:

1 . The  c a p a c ity  to  d ie s ig n , fa b r ic a te  and 
guarantee the yield of nuclear device within 
d e s ig n e d  p e c if ic a t io n  by n u c le a r 
estab lishm ent.

W hether we did it or not - as far as my knowledge 
goes - I do not th ink so.

2. Design param eters of the device is such that
they can be accommo.dated for delivery by
c u rre n t and p ro p o se d  d e liv e ry  v e h ic le s
including aircraft, m issiles and accepted as
such by the Defence Research Department.

3. Reliability and performance of the Device as
well as tha t of the de live ry  m eans, both
current and proposed, should be suffic ient to
satisfy the operational requirem ent of the
A rm ed  F o rce s  and  co m m a n d  th e ir
confidance.

4. A v a ila b il ity  of such  d e v ic e s  s h o u ld  be
sufficient for the Armed Forces to assure the
effectiveness of them.

This is what we call as viable nuclear option. So, 
m erely te llin g  about ‘o p tio n ’ , a fte r conducting  one 
nuclear test, is of no use.

Therefore, if we have to be aler in terms of national 
security, we have to think very seriously about it. Today 
hundreds of nuclear warheads have been developed 
and produced by the U.S.A. and Russia. For China it 
needs a little more time. But the most effecting factor is 
the nuclear cooperation between China and Pakistan 
and technology transfer. Tomorrow even if Pakistan signs 
the C.T.B.T. it will not lose anything because the U.S.A. 
keeps the option. What is that option? It can supply 
technology; it can supply the readymade nuclear bombs 
to any country which she wants and the only binding 
thing is you sign the C.T.B.T. If we sign it is only to block 
our option.

Therefore, in the interest of the national security 
and in the  in te re s t of the  th re a t p e rc e p tio n  and 
considering the attitudes of our adversaries like Pakistan 
and China we should not sign the C.T.B.T. We do not 
know when they may comm it aggession. In spite of 
knowing all about Pakistan, the Brown Amendment itself 
was a miraculou thing. Shipment of m ilitary equipm ent 
has started.

Shortly, it is going to be delivered to Pakistan. We 
are ta lk ing  about our op tions, but w hat about our 
preparedness in other things? I do not want to go into 
the details of the operational requirements of our defence 
forces and our immediate defence preparedness. I do 
not want to take much time of this House. W e are clear 
on one point and it is about not signing the CTBT.

I urge upon the hon. Speaker and the Governm ent 
to cooperate in passing a unanim ous resolution in both 
Houses of Parliament about India ’s stand on CTBT and, 
if it fits in, about its options also. I do not want to  go into 
the unecessary details, but in a nutshell w hat I want to 
say is that India should not sign the CTBT. India w ill 
face the conseq uences; India has tha t w ill pow er and 
conviction to face the consequences and, as had a lready 
been mentioned by Shrimati Indira Gandhi, w e have to 
face it and we have to sacrifice  fo r tom orrow. Let us not 
fall into the trap of th is CTBT. Let us pass a unanim ous
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resolution on this. Let all the political parties and the 
people of India stand in the defence of our national 
security and in the defence of our motherland.

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL (Hooghly) : Mr. Speaker, 
Sir, the hon. Minister, through two Statements in this 
House, besides the replies given to the queries made 
by the hon. Members in both the Houses, has tried to 
make clear the stand of the Government vis-a-vis the 
CTBT.

*16.57 hrs.

(Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair)

We are happy to note that the firm stand taken by the 
Government in the continuing negotiations, so la r, reflects 
the nationa l consensus. Through a rare agreem ent 
amongst the political parties of the country, we have 
come to a decision to ask the Government that India 
should take such a firms stand. It is a consistent stand. 
Some people may say that we, the Indians, who have 
been advoca ting  the cause  of w orld  peace s ince  
decades are now speaking in a different voice. No, Sir,
it is not so.

In a different world today, in the post Cold War era, 
the stand being taken by some other countries at this 
point of time is different because of the developm ents 
they have achieved in their own area or the progress 
they have made in nuclear tests and other things. I 
would like to remind this House that till 1993, the United 
States had been taking a totally different stand. They 
have been opposing w hatever p roposa ls that were 
coming towards global disarmament or comprehensive 
disarmament leading to the goal of nudear weapons 
free world.

I am refraining from making any mention at this 
point of time certain lapses in the recent past because 
we want to stand un ited  on th is  issue in sp ite  of 
differences in our perceptions.

17.00 hrs.

Of course, there had been some d ilu tion  in 1993 
when the jo in t d e c la ra tion  was m ade by our own 
Government vis-a-vis this issue in the United Nations 
General Assembly and since then we noticed a different 
attitude in the United States. There had been confusion. 
It may be out of context that even in March, some very 
important MEA official had been delinking our national 
security perception from our nuclear option. I am not 
just overem phasising it, but such things had happened 
and so were are happy to know that this United Front 
Government which has a comm itment in its Common 
Minimum Porgramme to take a firm  stand vis-a-vis CTBT 
has continued to reflect the aspirations of our countrymen.

Too much pressure is bring mounted daily and there 
is coercion. It has been rightly stated in the Statement 
made by the hon. M inister today that nowhere in any 
international treaty such coercion has taken place as 
we do notice in Article 14 Entry into Force close. It is 
unprecedented. It never happend in any international 
treaty in the past. Such corrections are continuing. This

country is capable of w ithstanding it, a th ing to be 
appreciated by all of us.

The present draft of the Comprehensive Test Ban 
treaty is discrim inatory, unequal and also inadequate. It 
does not fulfil the task. It does not lead us to our genuine 
goal of total d isarmament w ithin a timeframe.

So, we are not agreeing to sign. Even the nuclear 
weapons states have their own differences. China has 
serious reservations. Even after the latest nuclear test 
they are saying no it is latest in the series and now they 
can join. Russia has its reservation because they do 
not have that com puter simulation technology for a blast. 
Only vertica l proliferation will not stop. France and the 
United States are taking one stand. Russia thinks that 
they can drag their feet. India is taking a particu lar 
stand on that pretext that they can drag their feet. There 
21* co u n tr ie s  do have se rio u s  d iffe re n ce s  am ong 
them selves. So, there is a concerted move to project 
India as a spoiler of the treaty. Here lies the crux of the 
problem. There is no contradiction that India being one 
of the advocates and cham pions of world peace is 
taking a d ifferent stand. No. Our fa ilure is there. We are 
filing to be up to the mark in the new world situation. We 
are fa iling to take the diplom atic offensive. Why should 
we not inform the whole world that there are serious 
loopholes in the CTBT? That it is not going to serve any 
purpose. It is a concerted move attempted by a small 
number of countries to misguide«others, to take a pretext 
so that the ir one contrad ic tion and conflic t may not 
come to the fore. We hve fa iled  in th is d ip lom atic  
offensive. I am not referring to any particular State, any 
particu lar officer or any particular political executive for 
fa ilure in this regard at any point of time.

I am refrain ing from making specific observation 
because this is not the right time to say so. Let us take 
a united stand. W hatever dilution might have taken place 
e a r lie r  in a c e rta in  co n te x t. I am d e s is tin g  from  
m entioning that. The Government of India has taken a 
particu lar stand. We should see that we do not suffer 
any isolation. Sir, I am happy to note that in the latest 
statement made by the hon. Minister about the experience 
in Jakarta, not only Indonesia but some other Countries 
also have been very seriously lis ten ing to our view  
points. We are watching the steps being taken by our 
Envoys there at the negotiating table, the latest move 
there is that India is neither d isengaging nor blocking 
the adoption of the Draft of CTBT. Our only demand is 
that our viewpoint w ill hav.e to be incorporated. Our 
opposition is not to CTBT*as such. But our objection is 
to this particular, present from of the draft where we are 
being neg lected  and certa in  pa rticu la r In terests are 
being upheld. T h is  particu lar viewpoint, to my mind, is 
not being adequately projected throughout the world.

Our media has a very im portant role to play in this 
regard. I Will be happy to find our media play a more 
effective role to pro ject our view point in the coorect 
perspective. But it is not being done. W hile I support the 
stand taken by the Government, I would just, caution 
this Governm ent on two counts. One is: There may be 
people who may be trying to take politica l m ileage of
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a particu lar situation. But domestically taking a political 
mileage of a particular situation does not help the nation. 
It has happened in the past. I am not mentioning the 
name of any particular party or a particular group of 
people taking a particular stand. But trying to take politcal 
mileage relating to such sensitive national issues is a 
dangerous game. No serious political party should play 
this game.

Secondly, there are countries in the world who are 
looking forward to India to give the leadership. Here 
lies our criticism . The U.S. is putting pressure on the 
question of TRIPS and other things and on the floor of
th is House, the question was raised some time back 
that, the G overnm ent of India m ight have received 
some communication from the Government of the United 
S tates saying: "If you do not fu lfil such and such 
conditions vis-a-vis WTO within the timeframe, we shall 
be compelled to take such steps.” What is this? This is
simple arm stw isting that if you do not react or act on 
that sphere, they would take such steps. They are all 
related to CTBT. CTBT and arm stw isting in relation to 
Patents are not isolated issues. Such pressures are 
continuing. But this is a different world. Some people 
say that it is a unipolar world. We do not think like that. 
The United States of America cannot do whatever it 
likes to do today. What happened in Cuba? There have 
been sanctions. Day before yesterday, we found a 
account of their economic achievement in spite of the 
sanctions continuing for years. In the case of China, 
there have been so many threats saying. We shall do 
this thing: we shall do that th in g ” But within 24 hours. 
C hina responded  in an app rop ria te  m anner. W hat 
happened?

The American industria lists in their own interests 
put pressure on the Clinton Administration saying that 
it would not do. It is because in this new world scenario, 
there was nothing to be dismayed if only such a vast 
country like India can stand up unitedly. Hence it is 
unique that all the political parties are united and they 
are saying in one voice not to sign the CTBT. It is a rare 
sort of a political agreement which is strengthening the 
position of the Government.

I shall be brief. This is not the time to go into 
details. There are so many things to be said about what 
happened to nuclear options, what may happen and 
the techno log ica l and other deve lopm ents tha t are 
taking place daily.

I w ill conclude with an appeal to the government 
that the time is short and as early as possible and as 
e ffective ly as possible, we should have the diplomatic 
offensive and not defensive, inform ing the whole world 
about the lacunae, about the loopholes in the CTBT 
and convince the world about the genuineness, sincerity 
and th e  c o rre c tn e s s  of th e  s ta n d  ta ke n  by the  
Government of India. The message should go that the 
Parliament of India has taken such a united stand and 
such is the national consensus.

SHRI G.G. SWELL (Shillong) : Mr. Deputy-Speaker,
Sir, I have gone through the statement which the Minister

laid on the Table of the House on the 15th of July and 
I have also listened as care fu lly  as possible to the 
statem ent he made just now. I do not see that, in 
substance, there is any d ifference between the two 
except that in the second statement, he had given us 
a little  more deta ils as to how many tests d ifferent 
countries had conducted, about the last test which China 
has made before it took a decision that it will also join 
the team of not having any more tests.

I think, this is a very trying moment for India, but at 
the same time, in a way. an ennobling moment. We are 
a big and a vast country. We have so many inbuilt 
differences in so many ways. But when it comes to the 
question of the safety and security of this country, we 
always have stood as one. It is a good thing that 
parliament by one voice, has said that we are not going 
to subscribe to the CTBT as it is now, However, we also 
need some education, some information. It is one thing 
the indu lge  in grave ta lk ing  and another th ing, in 
preparing ourselves and preparing the country for the 
situation. I had w ished that the M inister of External 
Affairs had elucidated a number of things that you read 
in the media about what has been going on in Geneva. 
In his statement on the 15th, he had this to say, at page 
2 .

“We have also subsequently indicated that 
we will be constrained not to associate with 
the international monitoring system being set 
up to verify the CTBT”

I w ould like to know w hether th is in te rna tiona l 
monitoring system exists even now when nuclear test 
can be conducted or have been conducted underground 
or overground. I would like to know whether we have 
a number of these international monitoring stations in
India. How many of them are there? I would like to 
know  w h e th e r w e a re  g o in g  to  rem ove  th o se  
international monitoring stations as a first step to register 
our resentment against this insensitivity of the nuclear 
weaponed countries and the other countries refusing to 
link up the CTBT with nuclear disarmament.

If I understood the M inister correctly, he said :

“ Even now they  do not want to com m it 
them selves that they will do away with the 
nuclear weapons which they have in threir 
h a n d s  w h ich  u lt im a te ly  w ill m ean 
subsequently disarmament, not to speak of 
the tim e fram e”

They do not even say that. I would like this to clarify 
whether that is the position which means that they would 
like to continue with the nuclear weaponed hegemony 
as in the case of the Non-Proliferation Treaty by which 
they succeeded that the five of them would continue to 
keep the nuclear weapon and continue to improve the
quality of the nuclear weapons in perpetuating and the 
only people who will be prevented from acquiring these 
nuclear weapons would be the non-nuclear weaponed 
States. I would like to know whether they continue with 
that position today.
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The M in is te r has a lso  spoken  of the  v e rtic a l 
proliferation of these weapons by which I understand a 
continuous improvement of the nuclear weapons even 
after the CTBT has come into force. I would like him to 
explain how this is to be done. It would be of great help, 
Mr. D eputy Speaker, because when we su p p o rt a
particu lar thing, we must do with our eyes open. We 
must be able to speak to the people of our country with 
knowledge and authority. We must be able to speak to 
the world forum with knowledge and authority. It is not 
good repeating the same thing taking a high moral tone 
that we are not going to do this. Of course we are not 
going to do this. I for one would endorse this decision 
wholeheartedly. But I would like to be able to ta lk to 
everybody in the world with some kind of inform ation. 
The M inister in his statement has said that the treaty as 
it was drafted till the last session of the conference of 
d isarm am ent in Geneva concluded has been revised. 
This Conference has started again from the 29th of this 
month and a new treaty, a new text has been brought.
I would like him to explain the position after all that had 
been going on inthe last Confeence for some time and 
we had reiterated our position in every possible way.

Nt>w, he speaks of the new text being discussed. 
We would like to know whether there is any kind of a 
difference between the text as concluded in the last 
session of the conference and the Text being discussed 
now. He has sa id  th a t we w ill co n tin u e  w ith  the  
discussion. On what basis has he said that?

I sometim es feel that it would be a good thing if, 
instead of a bare broad statem ent as th is and the one 
he has made just now, he explains to us in simple words 
- maybe, a kind of a statement - in what d ifferent ways 
can the vertical proliferation take place, even after the 
CTBT. We hear talks of such things as hydro-dynam ics; 
we here ta lks of subcritical hydro testing; we here ta lks 
of com puter simulations; and different kinds of things. 
These are all very high technical expressions which we 
do not understand. Ht would be a good th ing  if he 
organises some kind of a m eeting w ith our nuclear 
scientists who can explain to us how these th ings are 
done.

I w ou ld  ask him  to e xp la in  in p a r t ic u la r  th is  
e xp re ss io n : ‘na tiona l te ch n ica l m e a n s ’ , w h ich  the 
Am ericans are very keen should be a part of the Treaty. 
I am to ld .tha t the Chinese are very sore about it. They 
are ve ry  sore  abou t th is  because  it w ou ld  m ean 
snooping by the Americans on whatever the Chinese 
do. It may not be an overgound or an underground 
exp los ion  any more, which could be m onitored. But 
how do the Am ericans snoop on whatever the Chinese 
do for vertica l proliferation of their weapons, even by 
th e se  d iffe re n t m eans? We w ou ld  like  th is  to  be 
expla ined to us.

Then, we hear a good deal about provisions relating 
to the ‘en try into force1 of this Treaty. We were to ld that 
the European Union countries have strong reservations 
to the provision with regard to the ‘entry into force' of 
th is Treaty. We would like to be en lig tened on what 
those provision in th is entry into force ’ of the Treaty are

that the European nations have objected to and with 
w hat resu lt because  I fee l th a t in these  k inds of 
d iffe rences, the m is trus t tha t seem s to take p lace 
between these d ifferent countries who are unanimous 
otherwise on the CTBT, we would be able to drive a
wedge or to win friends fo r us.

I would like the M inister of External Affairs to explain 
w hether these countries have been trying to paint India 
as a spoiler. There was a time when America took the 
position and said that this Treaty would be ratified, would 
be taken to the United Nations General Assembly for 
ratification and adoption only if the neclear weapon 
countries sign it and the nuc lear weapon threshold  
coun tries  a lso sign it am ong the nuc lear weapon 
threshold countries, we have Pakistan, India and Isreal, 
They have been reported to say that unless India signs 
this, well, Britain is not going to sign it, Russia is not 
going to sign it, China is not going to sign it and the 
CTBT would be a non-starter. I would like to know whether 
that position was, at the time, to paint India as a spoiler.

I am fin ishing. I know that my time is very lim ited.

Another th ing that we hear is that these countries 
will go ahead with the CTBT regardless of India. The 
latest position is that Am erica w ill organise over 100 
countries to sign th is treaty. And these 100 countries 
will go to the United Nations Assem bly and present it 
and have a vote taken by the United Nations Assembly 
in support of the CTBT by which the CTBT will become 
a document of the United Nations*. What stand do we 
take in a position like that?

Dr. M allikarajun has said the correct thing that this 
is not the time to make the bomb. I would support him 
there. It would be the most stupid th ing for us to say that 
we make the bomb. Nobody m akes that kind of an 
announcement. If we want to do something, do it. We 
do not have to proclaim  to speak it to the wide world, 
prepare it only when the tim e comes. You speak it with 
action. We are speaking of keeping our option in view 
of our security concern and so on and so forth. Nobody 
disturbs you on that. But we would like some action. At 
the same time, we should prepare the people of this 
country of the consequences. America w ill not take it
just lying down. The most im portant foreign policy of the 
American adm inistration and of P resident C linton - this 
is the election year for President C linton - is to see that 
this non-pro lifera tion and tha t CTBT are there. And, 
therefore, we should be prepared for the Americans. 
Now they have the Russians as the ir a llies and they 
have the European Union as the ir allies, we should be 
prepared fo r stringent action.

What form of “stringent action", I do not know. We 
have heard of such expressions as ‘nuclear castration*. 
See that our nuclear preparation is castrated right at 
the begining. Is such a measure possible? In what way 
can it be possible? We should even prepare for some 
kind of sanctions which w ill have a more dangerous 
fa llout on the econom y of th is country and we should 
prepare our people for that. These are the few things 
that they would like to pose to  the hon. M inister. There
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«
is no use just reiterating the same thing: “We agree on 
it. We agree on it. We agree on it.”

Let us understand it. Let us be able to speak with 
some intelligence. Let us tell our people what it means. 
Let us prepare then for that situation.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH (Chittorgarh) : Sir, I do not 
want to make a speech. I do have five or six queries 
w ithout any preamble. I would pose them to the hon. 
M in ister. I w ill request him that when he com es to
replying, it would be so good as to answer them.

The firs t one I w ou ld  re a lly  repea t w ha t my 
colleague Lt. General Prakash Mani Tripathi has said.
I would request the hon. M inister to explain as to how 
he reconciles both his statement that nuclear weapons 
are not necessry for the country’s defence and yet base 
the entire argument, that we are putting forward in the 
Conference on Disarmament and on CTBT, on this very 
basis that we need it for our security.

The second  query  is: Are we or are  we not
bblocking? and if we are blocking, how are we doing it?

Third ly, what exactly is it that the G overnm ent 
intends to block? Are you blocking the Test Ban Treaty? 
Are you interested only in blocking its Entry into Force?
I would thereafter wish to know from the hon. M inister 
that if we fail to block, then what have you thought out 
as to what the policy would be?

From this, a logical question which arises is this. If 
he succeeds to block, is that the end of our policy or 
only a beginning of our policy? Please elucidate on this 
point. I w ould be grate fu l if the hon. M in is te r also 
explains as to whether it is possible for this Test Ban 
Treaty to enter into force even without an endorsement 
by the Conference on Disarmament from which the next 
question that arises is; Can the UN General Assembly 
endorse that which the Conference on D isarm am ent 
has rejected? What is the Government doing to ensure 
that does not happen?

The final clarification that I wish to seek is this. 
From all this, I find that it is really the Conference on 
Disarm ament that is the venue at which the Government 
has to pro-actively take whatever action that it has to. 
W ould the hon. M inister share with us what they intend 
do ing  now in the C onference on D isarm am ent, no 
s im p ly  in the Test Ban Treaty and w hat does the 
Government intend doing to ensure that an UN General 
Assem bly vote - a s tra ight and sim ply vote on this 
particu lar matter - is prevented and how will your attempt 
to achieve it?

Thank you, Sir, fo r ca lling  my name. I had no 
intention to participate but since you called my name, 
I asked for certain clarifications.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : Your name is there in the
list.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH : Thank you, Sir.

SHRI PRITHVIRAJ D. CHAVAN (K a ra d ): Mr. Deputy- 
Speaker Sir, the M inister of External Affairs has clarified 
Ind ia ’s position very clearly on two occasions in the Lok

Sabha and also while speaking when he was abroad 
in Jakarta in the ASEAN forum. He has clarified in the 
House the unan im ous stand taken by the presen t 
M inister of External Affairs and the previous Government 
that India will not sign the CTBT in its present form, that 
is, as long as there is no cred ib le  and firm  linkage 
between CTBT and complete nuclear disarmament, as 
long as its scope is tru ly  com prehensive  and non- 
discrim inatory, as long as non-explosive testing is not 
banned. On both these issues, nuclear weapon States 
have not relented. The position of the US in particular 
is very hypocratical. The US has all along resisted any 
attempt of test ban treaty but in the 1990s, there was an 
about-turn in the policy of US due to the changed 
strategic environment in the world and because of the 
sufficient test data that US had gathered in more than 
1000 nuclear tests, its progress in computer simulation 
technology stockpiles of nearly 10,000 nuclear weapons.

Sir, while the US position is as it is, there are two 
m isconceptions which are being bandied about. The 
first is that CTBT is a complete nuclear disarmament 
measure. Sir, it is not because the present Treaty as it
is drafted will allow new qualitative research to take 
place and it will also allow weapons to be built based 
on old technology. So, it will defin ite ly lead us to nuclear 
disarmament by itself. Secondly, absence of nuclear 
testing itse lf does not prevent deve lopm ent of new 
weapons because sub-critical test as planned by the 
US and advance computer sim ulation technology will 
allow the US particularly and France to develop new 
weapons even based on newer technology.

Our demand that there should be 31 positive and a
firm linage between complete nuclear disarmament and 
CTBT is not likely to be accepted by the United States. 
The United States has no intention of giving up their 
n u c le a r c a p a b ility . T hey  a re  o n ly  in te re s te d  in 
maintaining the status quo. The US Defence Secretary 
has very clearly stated before the Senate Committee 
that the United States will require to maintain the nuclear 
deterrence for at least 50 years or perhaps more. The 
second thing is about no testing at all, even zero-yield 
testing, that is computer sim ulation testing against which 
India has very clearly taken a stand. The stand of the 
nuclear weapon States is, verification of such testing 
will be impossible as computer sim ulation can be done 
in any environment, in any laboratory. No verification 
system will be able to detect it. Therefore, it is impossible 
to include such a thing in the Treaty.

Therefore, the most likely scenario is, we will have 
to go into the next phase, that is, the entry into forced 
state, as to w ithout our concerns being addressed to. 
the Treaty will have to be signed. India has taken a very 
clear stand, that it will not sign the Treaty in its present 
form and the present form is not like ly to be changed. 
Therefore, the whole issue now com es down to the 
area of coming into force. W hen does the Treaty come 
into force? There are various situations here. The position 
of the United Kingdom, Russia, C hina and Pakistan is, 
un less  the  five  n u c le a r w e a p on  S ta te s  and th re e  
threshold States sign the Treaty, it w ill not come into
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force. But there are various new formulae being worked 
out, particularly in view of the India stand. India is in a 
position to block the Treaty because being a threshold 
State if it does not sign, the Treaty may not come into 
force - as per the stand of the three or four major 
nations. But the so called waiver or provisional EIF, if 
India does not sign the Treaty, would come into force is 
now being talked about.

The C hairm an’s draft as of 20th June, is defin ite ly 
based on the com b ina tion  of the M em bers of the 
Conference on Disarmament and the nuclear capability 
of the State. Two other concepts that have been floated 
around are, the positive conference to be held three 
years after the Treaty is open for signature and the 
annual review after that. This positive conference will 
keep on furthering the progress of ratification of the 
State which have already ratified and wait till all the 
States required signed the Treaty or ratified the Treaty. 
Only then will it come into force.

India w ill have to be very carefu l because the 
negotiations now are en tire ly hinging on the forced 
requirement . We have to see that our interests are not 
jeopardized. We w ill not sign the Treaty but also see, as 
the Pakistani delegates has proposed, it should come 
into force with a simple vote in the Security Council 
hinting indirectly that the Security Council should also 
impose certain econom ic sanctions against India if India 
try to block the Treaty. India also has made it very clear 
tha t it w ill w ithd raw  from  the se ism ic in te rna tiona l 
monitoring system if its views are not adhered to and 
that is the stand which we will have to maintain.

I would like to mention two points in this conenction. 
Perhaps it is alredy late now. I personally wonder as to 
why in the actual negotiations the Government of India 
did not support the Chinese stand on the peacefu l 
nuc lear e xp los ions . U n fo rtuna te ly , C h ina  has now 
dropped the PNE requirement and has accepted the 
zero-yield CTBT, but it wants NPT tt> be mentioned in 
the draft, and to be taken up in a review conference. 
Perhaps if India had supported the Chinese stands, 
China w ould not have dropped the requ irem ent of 
peacefu l nuc lear exp los ions, and India could have 
maintained its right to develop nuclear weapons under 
the pretext of peacefu l nuclear explosions, because 
what we carried out at Pokaran was PNE. This is one 
area which somehow India opposed.

The second clause which India could have brought 
is - I do not know if it is possible to bring it now - is 
about prohibition against transfer of technology in any 
form, whether it is equipment, machinery, or weapons 
grade fissile  material, from nuclear weapon States down 
to non-nuclear weapons States. It could have addressed 
the problem faced by India when China was supposed 
to  have g ive n  to  P a k is ta n  n u c le a r te c h n o lo g y , 
e q u ip m e n t, and  c e n tr ifu g a ls  w h ich  a re  used  fo r 
producing weapon grade fissile  material. But perhaps 
to bring these new issues at this late stage will be 
difficult, if the treaty gets over soon. If it does not, these 
two new points should be brought/in .

Finally--it boils down .to India retaining its nuclear 
option. We want to retain the nuclear option because of 
two of our close neighbours, one is already a nuclear 
weapon State and the other is at threshold State which 
has declared that it has a stockpile of nuclear weapons. 
So, it is im perative that India m ainta ins its nuclear 
option. But, actually going in tfor nuclear option, creating 
a credible stockpile of nuclear weapons, deliver systems, 
whether they are m issile-based, or airborne delivery 
system s, or subm arine based de livery system s, are 
going to be very expensive options. There are among 
us people who advocate that India should immediately 
take to the nuclear option and go in for making nuclear 
bombs. But, apparently, it is an option which is going to 
be very expens ive . Perhaps, at th is  s tage  of our 
developm ent going in for a fu llfledged nuclear weapon 
capability may not be advisable, what would be required 
is that India retain its nulcear energy programme in its 
fu ll sw ing, fund the nuc lear research  to ta lly , even 
increasing the allocation substantially, particu larly the 
new program m es like the fa s t-b reede r test reactor 
programme, and develop its technology in the area of 
com puter simulation, hydro-dynam ic testing, subcritical 
low yield testing and thereafter, when required, if the 
political situation changes, go in for the actual nuclear 
weapon programme.

If we do not sign the CTBT, as planned, there is a
possibility that the States such as Russia, UK, and China 
which, perhaps, do not want it do come into existence 
are going to blame India and single out India as a 
country which blocked the treaty. We have to launch a
diplom atic offensive and tell the world, beginning with 
the non-aligned countries, the G-21 countries and the 
rest of the developing world about India’s stand on this 
discrim inatory treaty, and as to why India really should 
have singled out not as a nuclear capable state but as 
a nuclear weapon State, because we have already 
demonstrated our nuclear weapon capability by Pokhrap 
PNE.

But in spite of that, Sir, there would be a possibility 
of serious arm -tw isting, perthaps, indirectly as we have 
seen in the case of action at WTO, or m a ^ e  even more 
directly by some sanctions voted in the Security Council 
and the India will have to tighten its belt that country 
of continental proportions cannot be threatened, its arms 
cannot be tw isted by people whose policy has all along 
been tota lly hypocritic.

This House should send a clear message that on 
this issue of CTBT, the entire country across the political 
party lines is united and behind the stand taken by the 
Government of India, the Foreign M inistry that the CTBT 
in its present context w ill not be signed by India no 
matter what consequences are.

[Translation]

SHRI BRIJ BHUSHAN TIWARI (Dumariaganj): Mr.
Deputy Speaker, Sir, I would like to say that India is the 
o r ig in a to r of the  Test Ban T rea ty  w h ich  is unde r
discussion, it was India who conceived that there should 
be a ban on the production, use and proliferation of
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puclear weapons. But the present Test Ban Treaty is 
to ta lly d jffereht from then one we originally conceived. 
The basic concept was not based on selfish motives, 
but there is a definte motive behind the text of the 
present treaty. Through this treaty the five nuclear states 
want to maintain there supremacy in this domain while 
at the same time thay want to dominate under developed 
countries and ‘nuclear threshold ’ countries, Therefore, 
India would not be party to this CTBT treaty. Our External 
Affairs Minister, who was in Jakarta recently had clearly 
told state of secretary of U.S.A. Mr. Kristofer that India 
would not approve the Treaty in its present from. It is 
also important that his view has been expressed after 
consultation with all the political parties in the country. 
The same view has been expressed in this House also 
that India is not going to sign this Treaty in its present 
form. There are two reasons for it. Firstly we want to 
stop pro life ra tion of nuclear weapons. Secondly, we 
wish there should be a time bound program m e for 
disarmament. That programme should be transparent. 
We have seen  th a t even  a fte r p a ss in g  N u c le a r 
P ro life ra t io n  T rea ty  a ll k in d s  of n u c le a r re la te d  
technology and nuclear armaments had been transferred 
or sm u lgg led . These coun tries  have fa iled  to stop 
nuclear test and China has made nuclear tests country. 
All this supports India’s view that this treaty has failed 
on both counts. W hile the Treaty puts a ban and Nuclear 
te s ts  it d oes  no t s to p s  n u c le a r c o u n tr ie s  from  
proliferation. It also does not stops from doing research 
and making qualita tive  improvement in the nuclear 
a rse n a l. So long  we are not s in ce re  to ach ieve  
disarmament no purpose would be served by CTBT.

Sir, I would say that what we could not achieve 
through MBT we are trying to achieve through CTBT 
W hat is the state of affairs in the world today. The G-7 
countries which have 1/10 of the total population of the 
world are exercising control over 60 per cent resources 
of the world. India is not going to accept this situation. 
India i^ a dem ocratic country. Besides India all the 
dem ocra tic  coun tries  of the w orld who have been 
struggling to retain their freedom are not going to ratify 
a treaty which is discrim inatory.

Perhaps due to the soft attitude of the previous 
Govt, the five nuclear countries may have been under 
the impression that ultimately they would be able to 
prevail upon India to ratify this treaty. This impression 
m ay have  be e n  re in fo rc e d  on a c c o u n t of ou r 
lib ra lisa tion  po licy  because of which our econom ic 
dependence on the developed countries have increased 
manifold. Therefore they would be able to persuade or 
coerce India to sign this treaty. In the previous Govt, it
was the M inistry of Finance which was dictating the 
polic ies of our Govt. But this chapter has been virtually 
closed by our Govt, and specially by our External Affairs 
Minister. I comm end the efforts made by our Govt, in 
theis d irecions as it reflects our commitment to non- 
in te rfe rance  to our po lic ies , na tiona l freedom , self 
respect and security of our country. These ideals have 
inspired us that come what may India was not going to 
ratify this treaty. The hon. M inister of Extornal Affairs

has done a good thing by reiterating his concept of 
National Security Council. He has also said that he is 
going to strengthen it further. Hon. Members should not 
have any doubt in their mind that our Govt, is going to 
sign this treaty in its present form. I fully support my 
hon. friend who said that Govt, must make it clear that 
the amendm ent which they propose to move or the 
steps they propose to take should not in any way go 
against the spirit of the Bill.

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES (Nalanda) : Mr. Deputy 
Speaker, Sir, We could understand the purpose of 
Non Proliferation Treaty. It was an attempt on the part 
of nuclear weapon states to continue their hegemorjy 
and put a ban on other states to manufacture them. Bbt 
I cannot understand the nuclear CTBT. Because there 
is nothing com prehensive about it. N uclear-weapon 
states not only want to retain their arsenal of nuclear 
weapons, they want to continue the ir prodution and 
also to perpetuate their right to use them. It would be 
wrong to assert that we have conceived this treaty. Our 
stand has been to completely elim inate the atom bomb 
and to have a nuclear free world. India has always

• advocated in various fora of the world to usher in an
era of nuclear free world for the last 40 to 50 years.

What is the biggest objection to this treaty. In fact 
we all know this. However, the House should know the 
policy of U.S.A. in this regard. In his address to joint 
session of both the Houses of U.S. Parliament, President 
Clinton on July 1994 has said, I quote :

[English]

“W e w ill re ta in  s tra te g ic  nu c le a r fo rce s  
sufficient to deter any future hostile foreign 
leadership with access to strategic nuclear 
forces from acting against our vital interests 
and to convince it...”

That is, that leadership.

“ ... that seeking nuclear advantage would be 
a fu tile . T h e re fo re , we w ill co n tin u e  to 
maintain nuclear forces of sufficient size and 
capability to hold at risk...”

[Translation]

Here is a threat.

[English]

“ ... a broad range of assets valued by such 
political and m ilitary leade rs ”

[Translation]

U.S.A. is not in any way concerned with the security 
of India. Our security is closely linked with our relation 
with our neighbouring countries.

18.00 hrs.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER : Two hours had been 
alloted fo r th is subject. I have got e ight nam es more of 
hon. Members who want to speak on th is subject. Should
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we increase the time by two hours. If it is fin ished 
before that...

(Interruptions)

SHRI M A N O R AN JAN  BHAKTA (A ndam an  and 
Nicobar islands) : The business will continue till the 
discussion is over ...(Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER : Yes, you want to say 
som ething.

(Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER : Two suggestion have 
come.

Discussion can be continued today or it can be 
postponed for tomorrow. W hat do you want?

THE M IN ISTER  OF EXTER N AL AFFAIRS (I.K. 
GUJRAL) : We can discuss it tomorrow.

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS : Yes, please continue 
it tomorrow.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER : Shri George Fernandes 
you may continue tomorrow.

(Interruptions)

18.01 hrs.

MOTION RE : CONTEMPT OF THE HOUSE BY 
A PERSON FROM THE PUBLIC GALLERY

[English)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : As the House is aware, 
at about 1155 hours today, a visitor calling himself 
Hansa Dutt Joshi, son of Shri Purnanand Joshi attempted 
to shout slogans from the V is itors ’ Gallery. The Security 
O ffic e rs  to o k  h im  in to  c u s to d y  im m e d ia te ly  and 
interrogated him. The vis itor has made a statement and 
expressed regrets for his action.

I bring it to the notice of the House for such action 
as the House may deem fit.

THE M INISTER OF PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS 
AND MINISTER OF TOURISM (SHRI SRIKANTA JENA): 
Sir, I beg to move :

“That this House resolves that the person 
calling himself Hansa Dutt Joshi, son of Shri 
Purnanand Josh i who attem pted to shout 
slogans at about 1155 hours today and whom 
the  S ecu rity  O ffice rs  took  in to  cus tody

immediately, has comm itted a grave offence 
and is guilty of the contem pt of the House.

This House further resolves that he be let off w ith 
a stern warning on the rising of the House today."

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : Motion moved :

“That this House resolves that the person 
calling him self Hansa Dutt Joshi, son of Shri 
Purnanand Joshi who attem pted to shout 
slogans at about 1155 hours today and whom 
the  S e cu rity  O ffic e rs  to o k  in to  cu s to d y  
immediately, has comm itted a grave offence 
and is guilty of the contem pt of the House.

This House further resolves that he be let off 
w ith a stern warning on the ris ing of the 
House today”

DR. ASIM BALA (Navadwip) : How did he get the 
V is ito r’s Pass? We want to know from the M inister of 
Parliamentary Affairs about it.. .(Interruptions).

[Translation]
SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE (Lucknow ) : Mr. 

Deputy Speaker, I support the motion moved by the 
Parliam entary Affairs Minister. I th ink this punishm ent is 
enough. Let us hope such incidents would not take 
place in fu tu re ...(Interruptions)

[English]

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : The question is :

“That this House resolves that the person 
calling himself Hansa Dutt Joshi, son of Shri 
Purnanand Joshi who attem pted to shout 
slogans at about 1155 hours today and 
whom the Security O fficers took into custody 
immediately, has comm itted a grave offence 
and is guilty of the contem pt of the House.

This House further resolves that he be let off 
with a stern warning on the rising of the 
House today."

The motion was adopted.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : Now the House stands 
adjourned to meet again on August 1, 1996.

18.04 hrs.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till Eleven of the 
Clock on Thursday, August 1, 1996/Sravana 10, 

1918 (Saka).


