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MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Vaiko

DR. SUBRAMANIAN SWAMY (MADURAI): Mr. Chairman, Sir, are you permitting me or not?

 

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ (¸ÉÒ ¤ÉäxÉÒ |ÉºÉÉnù ´É¨ÉÉÇ): ÊxÉªÉ¨É 193 ¨Éä Æ Êb÷ºÉEò¶ÉxÉ SÉ±É ®ú½þÉ ½þè* ... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

DR. SUBRAMANIAN SWAMY (MADURAI): Sir, I am on point of order.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Under what rule are you raising your point of order?

DR. SUBRAMANIAN SWAMY (MADURAI): Sir, the rule is 376. The point is very simple. Today's papers say
that Trinamool Congress has suspended its support to the Government. Now I hear that the Biju Janata Dal has
withdrawn support. Does this Government enjoy majority or not? They should clarify at least that. Such reports
of withdrawal of support have come. We would like to know from the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs does the
Government have majority support or not?

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is no point of order. Shri Vaiko to speak.

¸ÉÒ ¨ÉÉäiÉÒ±ÉÉ±É ´ÉÉä®úÉ (®úÉVÉxÉÉÆnùMÉÉÆ´É): {ÉÉÊ±ÉÇªÉÉ¨Éä Æ]ÅÒ +¡òäªÉºÉÇ Ê¨ÉÊxÉº]õ®ú ¨ÉÉèVÉÚnù ½þè +Éè®ú ¨ÉÆjÉÒ ¦ÉÒ ¨ÉÉèVÉÚnù ½þè*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

DR. SUBRAMANIAN SWAMY (MADURAI): Maybe, they are having a Cabinet meeting for that.

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ : {ÉÉÊ±ÉÇªÉÉ¨Éä Æ]ÅÒ +¡òäªÉºÉÇ Ê¨ÉÊxÉº]õ®ú ¨ÉÉèVÉÚnù ½þè Æ +Éè®ú BEò ¨ÉÆjÉÒ ¦ÉÒ ¨ÉÉèVÉÚnù ½þè Æ*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

b÷É. ¶É¡òÒEòÖ®ú Ç½þ¨ÉÉxÉ ¤ÉEòÇ (¨ÉÖ®úÉnùÉ¤ÉÉnù) : +É{É ¨ÉÆjÉÒ VÉÒ ºÉä VÉ´ÉÉ¤É Ênù±É´ÉÉ nùÒÊVÉB* ... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉÆºÉnùÒªÉ EòÉªÉÇ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ iÉlÉÉ {ÉªÉÇ]õxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ (¸ÉÒ ¨ÉnùxÉ ±ÉÉ±É JÉÖ®úÉxÉÉ): EòÉä<Ç ºÉ´ÉÉ±É xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè, º´ÉÉ¨ÉÒ VÉÒ +É{ÉEòÒ <SUôÉ {ÉÚ®úÒ ½þÉäxÉä ´ÉÉ±ÉÒ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

+É{É ¡òÉ<xÉä ÆºÉ Ê¨ÉÊxÉº]õ®ú ¤ÉxÉxÉä ´ÉÉ±Éä xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè Æ*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

<ºÉ nùä¶É Eòä +Ænù®ú BEò ªÉ½þ º´ÉÉ¨ÉÒ ½þè Æ +Éè®ú BEò ¤ÉÉ½þ®ú º´ÉÉ¨ÉÒ ½þè Æ*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

b÷É. ºÉÖ¥É½¨ÉhªÉ¨É º´ÉÉ¨ÉÒ (¨ÉnùÖ®ú è): +É{É nùÉäxÉÉä Æ EòÉä xÉ¨ÉºEòÉ®ú Eò®úiÉä ®úÊ½þªÉä, xÉ½þÒÆ iÉÉä +É{ÉEòÒ ½þÉ±ÉiÉ JÉ®úÉ¤É ½þÉä VÉÉªÉäMÉÒ*



... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

SHRI R.S. GAVAI (AMRAVATI): Sir, I want to raise a point of order under Rule 376 (2), which says that :

"A point of order may be raised in relation to the business before the House at the moment:"

Yesterday, at the suggestion of the Leader of the Opposition, it was decided that both the Motions should be
taken up together.

SHRI VAIKO (SIVAKASI): How can you speak when I have been asked to speak? Mr. Chairman asked me to
speak.

SHRI R.S. GAVAI (AMRAVATI): I am not speaking. I am only seeking a ruling over my point of order.

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ (¸ÉÒ ¤ÉäxÉÒ |ÉºÉÉnù ´É¨ÉÉÇ) : +¤É Êb÷ºEò¶ÉxÉ ¶ÉÖ°ü ½þÉä MÉªÉÒ ½þè +Éè®ú Êb÷ºEò¶ÉxÉ Eòä ¤ÉÒSÉ ¨Éä Æ {´ÉÉ<Æ]õ +Éì¡ò +Éb÷Ç®ú xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉäiÉÉ*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ : VÉ¤É Êb÷ºEò¶ÉxÉ ¤ÉÆnù ½þÉä VÉÉªÉä ªÉÉ <Ç±b÷ Eò®úä iÉ¤É +É{É ¤ÉÉä±É ºÉEòiÉä ½þè Æ* ... +¦ÉÒ Êb÷ºEò¶ÉxÉ ¶ÉÖ°ü ½þÉä MÉªÉÒ ½þè*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

SHRI R.S. GAVAI (AMRAVATI): Sir, he is on his legs and he is yet to start his speech.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Under what rule are you raising this point of order?

SHRI VAIKO (SIVAKASI): Mr. Chairman, Sir .... (Interruptions)

SHRI R.S. GAVAI (AMRAVATI): Sir, if he is making his speech, then what about my point of order?

MR. CHAIRMAN: What is your point of order?

SHRI R.S. GAVAI (AMRAVATI): Please bear with me and you may give your ruling either in favour of it or
against it. According to Rule 376 (2) :

"A point of order may be raised in relation to the business before the House at the moment:"

Item No. 23 says :

"Further discussion on the statement made by the Prime Minister in the House on the 27th May, 1998 regarding
recent nuclear tests in Pokhran raised by Shri Indrajit Gupta on the 27th May, 1998."

Yesterday, the hon. Leader of the Opposition has raised the issue of tests conducted by Pakistan. Now, the
discussion on both these things should be tagged together, that is, the tests conducted by India and Pakistan. The
Motion should be on these lines, otherwise it will be an unilateral Motion. As per the conscious decision taken
by the House yesterday, at the end of this Motion, we can add the words "and the nuclear tests conducted by
Pakistan". It was decided in the House that these two Motions will be taken up together, but as it is, it is an
isolated Motion.

SHRI VAIKO (SIVAKASI): Sir, there is no point of order because there is no other Motion before the House.

ºÉÆºÉnùÒªÉ EòÉªÉÇ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ iÉlÉÉ {ÉªÉÇ]õxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ (¸ÉÒ ¨ÉnùxÉ ±ÉÉ±É JÉÖ®úÉxÉÉ): ºÉnùxÉ Eòä ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉä EòÉä<Ç ¨ÉÉä¶ÉxÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)



Eòä´É±É |ÉÉ<¨É Ê¨ÉÊxÉº]õ®ú Eòä º]õä]õ¨Éè Æ]õ Eòä >ð{É®ú ªÉ½þÉÆ SÉSÉÉÇ ½þÉä ®ú½þÒ ½þè*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ : ÊxÉªÉ¨É 193 {É®ú Eò±É SÉSÉÉÇ SÉ±É ®ú½þÒ lÉÒ ÊEò iÉ¦ÉÒ ºÉÚSÉxÉÉ +É<Ç ÊEò {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ xÉä ¦ÉÒ {É®úÒIÉhÉ ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè* ªÉ½þ ¤É½þºÉ Eò±É ½þÒ ºÉ¨ÉÉ{iÉ ½þÉäxÉÒ lÉÒ ±ÉäÊEòxÉ
+¤É BEò ÊnùxÉ +Éè®ú ¤ÉgøÉ ÊnùªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ ½þè* +¤É VÉÉä ´ÉEiÉÉ ®ú½þ MÉªÉä ½þè Æ, ´Éä <xÉ xÉ<Ç {ÉÊ®úÊºlÉÊiÉªÉÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ +{ÉxÉä Ê´ÉSÉÉ®ú ®úJÉä ÆMÉä*

SHRI R.S. GAVAI (AMRAVATI): Sir, the subject matter of this Motion is about the recent nuclear tests in
Pokhran. What about the discussion on the after-effects of the tests conducted by Pakistan? It is very relevant
here.

ºÉÆºÉnùÒªÉ EòÉªÉÇ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ iÉlÉÉ {ÉªÉÇ]õxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ (¸ÉÒ ¨ÉnùxÉ ±ÉÉ±É JÉÖ®úÉxÉÉ): =ºÉÒ ºÉÆnù¦ÉÇ ¨Éä Æ ªÉ½þ ¤É½þºÉ SÉ±É ®ú½þÒ ½þè*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ : VÉ¤É +É{É ¤ÉÉä±Éä Æ iÉÉä =ºÉ ´ÉEiÉ +É{É +{ÉxÉÒ º{ÉÒSÉ ¨Éä Æ <ºÉä ¨Éè Æ¶ÉxÉ Eò®ú ºÉEòiÉä ½þè Æ* ªÉ½þ xÉ<Ç {ÉÊ®úºlÉÊiÉªÉÉÆ ½þè Æ +Éè®ú =x½þÒÆ Eòä Ê±ÉB BEò ÊnùxÉ +Éè®ú ¤ÉgøÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ
½þè*

SHRI VAIKO (SIVAKASI): Your have made your point.

SHRI R.S. GAVAI (AMRAVATI): You start your speech and I will make my speech after that.

1439 hours

SHRI VAIKO (SIVAKASI): Mr. Chairman, Sir, thank you very much for the opportunity given to me. The
nuclear tests conducted by Pakistan at Chagai region in the province of Baluchistan at 1546 hours yesterday and
the subsequent action and attitude of the Pakistani Government, particularly the aggressive speech or the
statement of the Prime Minister of Pakistan, Shri Nawaz Sharif, vindicated and justified the nuclear tests that
India conducted at Pokhran on 11th and 13th May.

Yesterday at odd hours at 2.10 a.m. our High Commissioner in Islamabad, Shri Satish Chandra was woken up
and called to Foreign Office and he was told that India had a plan to attack the nuclear installations. Our High
Commissioner correctly dismissed it as absurd and malicious.

Our hon. President of India also expressed the same opinion calling it absurd and malicious.

The tests were conducted and the President of Pakistan, Shri Rafiq Tarar declared a state of emergency under the
pretext of a threat of external aggression to the security of Pakistan.

Things take very fast turn and the Pakistan officials, Army officials and Foreign Ministry spokesmen informed
that the long range Ghauri missile is already being capped with nuclear warheads to give a befitting reply to the
adventures by the enemy. So, the Ghauri missile is being capped with nuclear warheads.

When you take into account all these things together, one thing is very clear that they could not have
manufactured a bomb overnight. They have been at it for years. Shri Nawaz Sharif himself has stated that from
the year, 1974 they are at it.

I would like to draw the attention of the hon. Members of this House to the statement of Dr. Abdul Qadir Khan,
who is called the father of Islamic bomb. He gave an interview on 1st March, 1987 to foreign journalists who
happened to be India. In that interview which was published in The Indian Express at that time, I do remember a
debate took place in both the Houses of Parliament over that. In that statement, he said " America knows it and
that what the CIA is saying about our possession of bomb is correct." So, for years they have been
manufacturing and they have been at it. They were planning to have nuclear bombs. They were making all the
preparations and yesterday after the tests were conducted, the Prime Minister of Pakistan had all praise for



China. He has said that China is the time-tested friend of Pakistan and has also stated that they are proud of
China. It seems they have communicated to China prior to the conducting of the test.

Sir, even after all these things, all these inflammatory and aggressive speeches of the Prime Minister rousing
passions, he offers for talk. India has all along been trying to negotiate with them, to prepare for talks. But we
should not forget one thing that the Pakistan Government is prepared for talks on one condition that the Kashmir
question should be settled first and then only other things should be discussed. They are not prepared for talks
even about the sponsored terrorism through the ISI in our country; their diabolical attempts to destabilise our
country. Are we prepared to hand over Kashmir on a platter?

Yesterday, our hon. Home Minister was referring to the report of the Task Force on Terrorism and
Unconventional Warfare of the U.S. Congress, the report prepared by Mr. Youssef Bodansky, who is the Editor
of the Jane's Defence Weekly. He has produced many books also. I do not want to repeat what Shri Advani
stated. But I would like to quote from this document which is very relevant at this point of time. I quote:

"This clearly indicates that the Pakistani Government has bravely displayed its nuclear capability... Pakistan is
really in a position to strike a heavy blow against India through its nuclear capability... The strategic logic of
using the nuclear factor to offset any deficiencies in conventional military power has been the corner-stone of
Pakistan's nuclear strategy."

Again, the question of Kashmir comes here. Qazi Hussain Ahmad, the Chief Senator, urged the Pakistan
Government to declare a Jehad on India to get back Kashmir. He said:

"Let us wage Jehad for Kashmir. A nuclear-armed Pakistan would deter India from a wider conflict."

Now, we know what Pakistan's Agenda is. When they declared that they should wage a Jehad, that was
supported by all sections in the Parliament in the debate in Pakistan. Today, all the political parties in Pakistan
are supporting the line taken by the Nawaz Sharif Government on this. They are united in that in their
Parliament. But we are not united. I do not want to find fault with our hon. Members. Even Shri Chidambaram
pointed this out that we are divided. Of course, Parliament may be divided. Political parties may be divided. But
here in India the people are not divided over the issue. They are with the Government. That is the fact. We
cannot burry the fact. The people of this country throughout the length and breadth of this great country are
overwhelmed with a sense of pride. They are overwhelmed with a sense of joy, with a sense of confidence, and
with a sense of pride. That is the fact. But that has not been reflected in this Parliament. At this hour, we have to
stand as one. We have to express our view.

Sir, I will be failing in my duty if I do not pay tributes and express my vast congratulations from the core of my
heart, convey my greetings and applause to our scientists and engineers.

MR. CHAIRMAN (SHRI BENI PRASAD VERMA): Please conclude.

SHRI VAIKO:I have started just now and you are ringing the bell.

 

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ (¸ÉÒ ¤ÉäxÉÒ |ÉºÉÉnù ´É¨ÉÉÇ): 20 Ê¨ÉxÉ]õ ½þÉä MÉB ½þè Æ*

SHRI VAIKO: Our scientists deserve all honour for their spectacular achievement. This is the finest hour in this
country, this is not an hour of concern because history is going to pay the glowing tribute to Shri Atal Bihari
Vajpayee for his correct, courageous, foresighted and commendable decision to give the green signal to our
scientists. Our scientists have used our own indigenous technology for this nuclear test.

I will quote Dr. Chidambaram from his interview to the Frontline dated 5th June where he said, "What we have
done now is a test, a whole series of explosive devices. One can say, almost of all possible types which includes
a fission device of advance design, a thermo-nuclear device..." I do not think, Pakistan has used this device.



MR. CHAIRMAN: Please conclude.

SHRI VAIKO: I have to speak from the Government side. I have to hit many of the questions.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Many Members have to participate in this discussion.

ºÉÆºÉnùÒªÉ EòÉªÉÇ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ iÉlÉÉ {ÉªÉÇ]õxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ (¸ÉÒ ¨ÉnùxÉ ±ÉÉ±É JÉÖ®úÉxÉÉ): ÊVÉiÉxÉä ºÉnùºªÉ +¦ÉÒ iÉEò ¤ÉÉä±Éä ½þè Æ, +É{ÉxÉä =xÉEòÉä +ÉvÉä PÉÆ]õä ºÉä ±ÉäEò®ú {ÉSÉÉºÉ Ê¨ÉxÉ]õ iÉEò ÊnùB ½þè Æ*

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ: <ºÉä +ÉVÉ ½þÒ ºÉ¨ÉÉ{iÉ Eò®úxÉÉ ½þè*

¸ÉÒ ¨ÉnùxÉ ±ÉÉ±É JÉÖ®úÉxÉÉ: `öÒEò ½þè +ÉVÉ ½þÒ ºÉ¨ÉÉ{iÉ Eò®úxÉÉ ½þè, <x½þä Æ lÉÉäc÷É ºÉ¨ÉªÉ +Éè®ú nùä nùä Æ*

SHRI VAIKO: Our technology is an indigenous technology. The political analyst and the former Director of the
CIA stated yesterday that Pakistan's devices are of Chinese technology. Hon. Members from the other side
mentioned in their speeches that there was no threat to India from China. Particularly, hon. Shri Chidambaram
said, "there is no threat from China and the Government has made Shri George Fernandes, the Defence Minister,
a pawn to invent a threat." He referred to the Fifth, the Seventh and the Eighth Reports of the Standing
Committee on Defence for the year 1995-96. I want to quote from the Fifth Report. It says:

"China is likely to remain a primary security challenge to India in the medium and long term. The enhancement
of missile capabilities are an immense help to Pakistan's missile programmes and are serious security concerns
to India."

Hon. Shri Indrajit Gupta was the Chairman of the Committee which presented the Fifth Report. All these reports
indicate that there is a threat, a primary security challenge from China.

Hon. Shri Natwar Singh referred to 1962 conflict. He said: "All these 2000 years, there was only one conflict
and no indepth study has been done as to why it happened." Hon. Shri Chidambaram also stated about the
circumstances under which the war broke out and the circumstances are still surrounded in controversy. We
should not forget the fact that Pandit Nehru, the apostle of peace, was for peace with China.

He advocated the slogan of Panchsheel at Bandung. We were not for militarisation. We were not for
weaponisation. All our resources were meant for developing industry, agriculture and to bring prosperity in
India.' But what happened? In 1962, when they crossed our border in Cannon Road, Nehru's words crumbled.
He was the most disappointed man. All his dreams shattered. On the floor of this very House, on the 8th of
November, 1962 in his speech, he said: "China had betrayed us and we were not at all prepared for that". Sir, had
we prepared ourselves at that time, they would not have crossed our border.

Sir, likewise, manufacturing a bomb or possession of nuclear weapons is not meant for any aggression, is not
meant for any striking. But it will be used as a deterrent. Take for example, wars. All the wars were fought in the
world after the dropping of bombs at Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945. No two nuclear powers fought with each
other. Nuclear powers are only against the non-nuclear powers. So, it will be a deterrent.

We have got a bitter experience in 1962 with one of our neighbouring countries. We are for better relationship
with China even today. But at the same time, you should not forget that unless we prove our might, unless we
prove our strength, peace is not possible.

Sir, you take the case of Ashoka. He was the Apostle of peace only after the Kalinga War. After the Kalinga War,
there was no rebel in the country. Nobody dared to touch the country. He proved the might in the Kalinga War.
Likewise, we have to prepare ourselves. That will be a deterrent. One country is an overt Nuclear Power State
and the other country is a covert Nuclear Power State. That was the communication given to Mr. Bill Clinton by
the Government of India. There is nothing wrong in it. That is the fact. We have to accept the fact. We cannot
follow an astrict policy. So, when they are very strong and when their intentions are malicious, we have to be
strong and we have to prove our might.



We are for global peace. It is we, who took the initiative in 1954 for total disarmament; again in 1965 and in
1988 to ban the nuclear weapons. It is we who had taken the steps in this direction and not Pakistan. We have
taken the steps for total disarmament. So, let us take the initiative here. We had already ratified the Biological
Weapons Convention and Chemical Weapons Convention. We are for that. At the same time, we have to keep
our Army powerful. Sir, I would quote a kural of Tiruvalluvar about the kingdom of the country. It says:

"Padai Kudi Koozh Amaitohu Natpu

Arana Aarum Udayam Arasaroul Er"

He describes about the kingdom of the country, the Army, wealth, people, Council of Ministers, friends and foes.
If a king possesses all these things, he is the lion amongst the kings. So, the first requirement is the `Army'. So,
you have to prove your strength. Unless you are strong, you cannot bring peace.

Sir, people are talking about Vietnam. Yes, of course, for twelve years, Vietnam fought. But they had got the
umbrella of China and USSR. Had they got a bomb, even the United States would not have fought with them
even for 20 seconds.

Therefore, we have also to equip ourselves with this potential weapon. This is not meant for any aggression. The
fact is that the nuclear threat is there. Our neighbour is already equipped with nuclear weapons. Have you
forgotten that they have supplied all the technologies to Pakistan? Their `Ghauri' missile was launched on April
6. That was the warning signal. And again, they are going in for `Ghaznavi' missile. You see, they have named
these missiles as `Ghauri' and `Ghaznavi'. They already had the bomb. They were in possession of bombs. Just
now they have tested them.

Now, we have proved to the world that we are also a Nuclear Power, Nuclear Weapon State. But that does not
mean that we are going in for arms race and people are tempted to say that we have started arms race.

 We  should not echo what is stated in Islamabad. We should not reflect 
what is stated  in  Pakistan.  We  have  not  started  it.  Already  they  are 
possessing the weapons. We are safeguarding ourselves against any eventuality. 
Now  our  position  is very clear. Therefore, we have clearly stated it in the 
paper given by the Government. The NAM Ministerial meeting held  at  Cartagena 
has reiterated their call on the Conference of Disarmament...

SHRI P.C. THOMAS (MUVATTUPUZHA): I am on a point of order, Sir. The smaller parties do not get time at
the end of the discussion.

THE MINISTER OF LAW, JUSTICE AND COMPANY AFFAIRS AND MINISTER OF SURFACE
TRANSPORT (SHRI M. THAMBI DURAI): Shri Vaiko is from one of the smaller parties.

SHRI P.C. THOMAS (MUVATTUPUZHA): Shri Vaiko's party is much bigger than mine.

MR. CHAIRMAN (SHRI BENI PRASAD VERMA): What is your point of order?

SHRI P.C. THOMAS (MUVATTUPUZHA): The smaller parties do not get time at the end of the discussion to
ventilate their feelings. Shri Vaiko's party has been given about half-an-hour. I am very grateful for that. My
point is that when he is given half-an-hour, my party, which is one-third of his party's size, may be given one-
third of that time. Because, otherwise I do not get time at the fag end. I spoke last time for two minutes in a very
hectic manner.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please sit down. This is no point of order. It is left to the decision of the Chair.

SHRI P.M. SAYEED (LAKSHADWEEP): He has made a suggestion. His suggestion may be taken note of.

MR. CHAIRMAN: His suggestion has been noted down. It is in the records.



SHRI VAIKO (SIVAKASI): India was one of the countries that appealed to the International Court of Justice on
the issue that there existed an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to
nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please conclude now.

SHRI VAIKO (SIVAKASI): I will take only two more minutes. The so called five nuclear powers are not
prepared to destroy their stockpile of nuclear arms. That is the point. All the stockpiles are to be destroyed under
the international supervision. For that, let us take the initiative in the United Nations. We have got all the moral
right. From a position of strength let us say that all the nuclear arms be destroyed, all the arsenal be destroyed.
For that let us take the initiative.

At the same time, taking the threat scenario or the challenge scenario for our security from our neighbours, we
have to equip ourselves with the strength and might. At this hour let us all stand together. I would like to appeal
to our hon. Members, to the leaders of political parties to come out of the political barriers, to come out of the
parochial considerations to support the Government. I did go through all the debates held in the year 1984 in
both the Houses of Parliament. There was no dissenting voice. There was not even a sarcastic word against
Madam Gandhi. All the parties gave support to Madam Gandhi. In the year 1971, when there was a controversy
about Bangladesh war, when the foreign countries were accusing us of meddling in the internal affairs of
Pakistan, it was Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee who greeted Madam Gandhi as the Durga of India. Of course, he was
fighting a political battle at that time. This is the approach we have been having.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please conclude. You have taken more than thirty minutes.

SHRI VAIKO (SIVAKASI): I would like to ask whether you tried it in 1983. Shri Venkataraman, former
Defence Minister who later became the President of India, has written in a letter - it is public knowledge - that
they were for a test and they were pressurised not to undertake it. Is it a fact that when Shri Narasimha Rao was
the Prime Minister of the country, Government of India tried to conduct a test? Again due to the interference of
America, because their spy satellite detected that something was going on in Pokhran and expressed their
dissent, they developed a cold feet and back out.

Is it a fact? So far, there is no denial from their side. Why did you try it in 1983 and again in 1995? For what
reasons have you kept the nuclear options open? The scientists, they say, have collected the data. The knowledge
of the first generation scientists should go to the next generation. For that purpose, Shri Vajpayee has given the
clearance. That was the point. They have collected the data. With the indigenous technology, we have conducted
our tests. (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN (SHRI BENI PRASAD VERMA): Please conclude.

... (Interruptions)

SHRI VAIKO (SIVAKASI): At this juncture, I would appeal to all the hon. Members here and all the political
parties to support the Government. We stand as one with one voice to express solidarity and support. I commend
the decision taken by Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee. Thank you. (ends)

1506 hours

">SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): Mr. Chairman, Sir, the 11th, the 13th and the 28th May, 1998 will go
down in the history of the sub-continent as sad days. By thoughtless and competitive nuclear testings India and
Pakistan, in their Golden Jubilee Year of Independence, have landed themselves in a tragic arms race.

The reasons and the timings of the Pokhran tests have been questioned by previous speakers from this side. So
far, no convincing answer has come. For the last fifty years, India has followed a well-established nuclear policy
which was based on national consensus and the policy was to keep the nuclear option open. Therefore, the
choice before us was restraint or exercising that option. Till the 11th of this month since Independence, all the



successive Governments and successive Prime Ministers have exercised restraint. If it is a choice between
restraint and exercising the option, to exercise restraint is much more difficult. According to me, credit goes to
those Governments, credit goes to those Prime Ministers who have opted for the much more difficult choice of
restraint. To indulge in adventurism is a very easy job. I do not know what is great about this. I do not know
where is the credit for that and why that restraint was exercised by the previous Prime Ministers. After all, we
have the capability!

As far back as 1964, Dr. Homi Bhaba declared that India could make a nuclear bomb in just eighteen months. In
any case, I am happy that in spite of all the euphoria among a section of the ruling party, the Prime Minister Shri
Vajpayee was gracious enough to admit that whatever they have achieved `was not the result of the fifty days of
BJP-led Government; it was, in fact, the achievement as a result of the policy followed by the successive
Governments'.

The Prime Minister, in his statement, has said:

"In 1974 we demonstrated our nuclear capability. Successive Governments thereafter have taken all necessary
steps in keeping with that resolve and national will to safeguard India's nuclear option."

I must compliment the Prime Minister. In spite of the fact that some people have claimed this as `Hindu bomb',
in spite of the fact that some people have celebrated this as `gaurav diwas', in spite of the fact that some people
have described the previous Prime Ministers as ... (Expunged as ordered by the Chair), though I do not want to
use this word, I am constrained to use this word, Shri Vajpayee was good enough to admit that this was not the
result of the efforts of the fifty-day Government but because of the fifty years of hard work.

In this respect, I would like to join the whole House in offering my salutations to Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, Lal
Bahadur Shastri, Indira Gandhi, Rajiv Gandhi, our scientists, computer specialists, engineers and their cohorts in
the defence services for their dedication and splendid achievements.

Sir, I was talking about restraint. Why successive Governments and successive Prime Ministers had to resort to
restraint? Is it because those Governments were not at all concerned about the national security? Is it because
those Governments were never concerned about the integrity of India? Is it because those Governments never
cared to build up our defence forces? No.

As far as my party is concerned, we are second to none in defending the territorial integrity and sovereignty of
this country. It was the Congress party which was responsible for freeing this nation from the foreign rule. We
were very much concerned about the national security, but then our Governments believed that the security and
integrity of the nation does not lie in possessing a bomb alone. The integrity and sovereignty of the country can
be well protected by making the economy self-sufficient; by eradicating poverty and unemployment; and by
giving people the drinking water. These were the priorities of our Government.

Why have we been talking about secularism? As far as we are concerned, we know that the principle of
secularism is much more stronger than any atom bomb in safeguarding the territorial integrity of this country. I
do not want to go into the details. I think, Shri I.K. Gujral, the former Prime Minister, has very nicely described
the reasons why the previous Governments, including himself, did not opt for exercising that option.

He said in an interview and I quote:

"Ammunition alone do not make a country strong. Otherwise, North Korea would have been a power today and
the Soviet Union would not have collapsed. In my balance sheet, economic development was more important."

That sums up the reason why the previous Government did not choose to exercise the nuclear option and
exercised restraint.

When we see in newspapers and when we hear different Ministers talk in different ways, we are unable to
understand what was the justification for going in for the nuclear tests. What was the basis? Was there any policy



framework? Was there any doctrine in it? There was nothing.

Many nuclear tests have been conducted earlier. Whenever Governments had gone for nuclear tests earlier, they
had gone with certain principles and with certain doctrines. For example in 1974 when Mrs. Indira Gandhi
decided to go in for the first test, her doctrine was very simple. The doctrine was that a test was meant for
peaceful purposes. That is the difference. It was meant for peaceful purposes. That was the doctrine of the
Congress party and of Mrs. Indira Gandhi in 1974.

When France went in for the first nuclear test, it had a doctrine. That doctrine was `proportionate deterrence'.
When China went in for the first test, its doctrine was `overall security environment in the world', and the
principle was `no-first-use'. That was the doctrine.

But when we went for the Pokhran test on the 11th and 13th of this month, the Government is not able to tell us
what was the doctrine and what was the basis. From the utterances of different Ministers - particularly from the
letter the Prime Minister addressed to President Clinton, to other Heads of Governments and to other Heads of
States - we came to know that the doctrine was `security environment from neighbouring countries, particularly
the two countries, the threat from China and the threat from Pakistan'. That was the doctrine. Is it a doctrine? I
am happy that the Government has realised today that that doctrine - the doctrine of naming the country - was
not good because the Defence Minister spoke about the Pakistan test before lunch and objected that the Pakistan
test was India-specific. He condemned that doctrine also. He disowned Pakistan's doctrine, when his own test
was Pakistan-specific and China-specific.

Today the Defence Minister of this country comes and tells what Pakistan has done was wrong because their
doctrine was wrong. What was the doctrine? The doctrine was India-specific.

Do you think that the world is not listening to us, the world is not watching us, the world is not observing us? Is
it the way that a great country like India should behave? Is it the way that the Government should run? On the
day of Confidence Motion, from this very seat, I had specifically expressed my doubt and concern. I had said
that I was not worried about the stability of the Vajpayee Government; I was more worried about how this
Government will govern this country. Governance was the main issue. And today, we see how this Government
is ruling this nation. However, I do not want to go into all points. So many points have been made earlier.

SHRI JAG MOHAN (NEW DELHI): The point is, you are now saying that 1974 explosion was a peaceful
explosion and for peaceful purposes. How would you reconcile it with the statement made by Shri Shiv Shanker
that was in response to the situation like the one that was created when President Nixon sent the US warship.
You read his statement and you read your statement and then you kindly reconcile as to what is the stand of the
Congress Party. This is the basic confusion in my view which I would like you to clarify.

The other point which I would like you to clarify is this. After the CTBT, after the indefinite extension of the
NPT, has not the world situation changed in which a nuclear club was sought to be created, a power cartel was
sought to be created from which India would have been permanently excluded and we would not even have the
right to that so-called option? The option would have also lapsed after some time when the Treaty was
confirmed. Would you kindly clarify that point?

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): If you remember, in 1974, the Government of India under Shrimati
Indira Gandhi, not only had a doctrine but she had also done enough of diplomatic work. Before it was decided,
Shrimati Gandhi took not only the country and the concerned people into confidence, but also took so many
other friendly countries into confidence. That is the difference. And 1974 doctrine was for peaceful purposes and
today, you are going in for weaponisation. I am coming to the question of weaponisation vis-a-vis CTBT and
NPT. You have completely gone against the principles for which India stood for so many years. You have broken
those principles and reasons on why we refused to sign the CTBT.

SHRI JAG MOHAN (NEW DELHI): India also stood for non-monopolisation of powers.



SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): Every reason has been broken by you. I am coming to you. Just listen to
me. For your own information, I am coming to your weaponisation programme. Now that this has been done and
it cannot be undone ....

MR. CHAIRMAN (SHRI BENI PRASAD VERMA): Now, Shri Sangma may continue.

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): Now, the country having resorted to that policy of exercising its option, I
would only like to know how this Government is going to handle the consequences. How are you now going to
deal with its effects? Have you applied your mind? I am asking whether you are applying your mind. It is a very
uncharitable question to ask because of yesterday's experience. What happened yesterday? On the one hand, you
said you knew everything that was happening in Pakistan. You knew everything that was going on in Pakistan
except that they had already tested their nuclear bombs. You did not know that. Even the Prime Minister of this
country came to know about it after two hours. I think, the friends from this side came to know first. That is the
reason why I am asking this particular question. Has the Government started exercising how you are going to
deal with those situations? What will be the consequences? We know that number one consequence is the
retaliation that came from Pakistan. How they have reacted is the first consequence.

Yesterday, I was talking to some children. It struck me very much. They said: "Sir, the people are talking about
national pride that India has become a nuclear power, where is the pride in it?" I said: "Why?" If India has
become as powerful as the United States of America, yes, we would feel very proud. But we have become as
powerful as Pakistan is. Till yesterday, we were a superior country. The whole world knew that India has
superiority. We had a leading role in the international community. But today, we have become same. We have a
nuclear device. They also have a nuclear device. Where is the difference between Pakistan and India? A small
country like Pakistan and the biggest democracy in the world - India - have now been equated. Where is the
national pride in it? ... (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN (SHRI BENI PRASAD VERMA): Please do not interrupt.

... (Interruptions)

SHRI CHETAN CHAUHAN (AMROHA): It is a message of weakness.

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): For your information, it is the weak people who show their strength.The
strong people never show their strength. Our power need not be our muscles which need not be demonstrated.

THE MINISTER OF FINANCE (SHRI YASHWANT SINHA): Sir, the difference between the two countries is
that, today, there is a state of national emergency in Pakistan and we in the best traditions of democracy are
discussing it. This is the difference.

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): Shri Sinha, I never said that it was my information. ... (Interruptions)I am
only talking about what children told me. I am only telling you the children's perception. I am not saying that. ...
(Interruptions) Yours is a great Government! ... (Interruptions)

This is a serious debate. Please allow me. I am expressing my opinion.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please sit down.

SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): Sir, here is my only simple question. Shri
Sangma, you are expressing on behalf of some children. We would like to know your opinion. That is very
important. ... (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please sit down.

¸ÉÒ¨ÉiÉÒ VÉªÉÉ¤É½þxÉ ¦É®úiÉEòÖ¨ÉÉ®ú `öEEò®ú (´Éb÷Éänù®úÉ): ÊVÉºÉ ¨ÉÉ¨É±Éä xÉä ®úÉ¹]ÅÒªÉ +Éè®ú +ÆiÉ®úÉÇ¹]ÅÒªÉ JªÉÉÊiÉ |ÉÉ{iÉ EòÒ ½þè, (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ) ¤ÉSSÉÉä Æ xÉä iÉÉä <ºÉ Ê´É¹ÉªÉ EòÉä ¤É½þÖiÉ MÉÉè®ú´ÉÉÊx
´ÉiÉ ºÉ¨ÉZÉÉ ½þè*



... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

<ºÉ MÉÉè®ú´É ºÉä {É®úä ÊEòºÉÒ ¦ÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÉä <ºÉ iÉ®ú½þ ºÉä ±ÉäxÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ SÉÉÊ½þB*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please sit down.

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): Mr. Chairman, Sir, the consequences are, as I have said, firstly, as is
evident from the reaction of Pakistan, how it would lead to a nuclear arms race and how it would disturb the
peace and stability of the region; secondly, how it would affect the regional cooperation, that is India, today as it
stands completely isolated from the international community, play its diplomatic role? How are we going to deal
with that situation? Important countries like the United States of America have charged India with playing a role
of duplicity. I am coming to that. It is very important point that I would like to make and that is, how America is
charging India of playing a role of duplicity!

SHRI VAIKO (SIVAKASI): Do you endorse the opinion?

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): It is based on your behaviour...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please do not interrupt.

¸ÉÒ ®úÉVÉ´ÉÒ®ú ÊºÉÆ½þ (+ÉÆ´É±ÉÉ): EªÉÉ EòÉÆOÉäºÉ {ÉÉ]õÒÇ ¨Éä Æ ¨ÉiÉ¦Éänù ½þÉä MÉªÉä ½þè Æ? Eò±É ¶É®únù {É´ÉÉ®ú VÉÒ xÉä Eò½þÉ lÉÉ*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ VÉÒ, EªÉÉ EòÉÆOÉäºÉ {ÉÉ]õÒÇ ¨Éä Æ ¨ÉiÉ¦Éänù ½þÉä MÉªÉÉ ½þè?

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

Eò±É ¶É®únù {É´ÉÉ®ú VÉÒ xÉä Eò½þÉ lÉÉ ÊEò ½þ¨É BEò ®úÉªÉ nùäxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉä ½þè Æ*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

<ºÉEòÉ ¨ÉiÉ±É¤É EªÉÉ ½þè?

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

¨ÉÖZÉä ±ÉMÉiÉÉ ½þè ÊEò <xÉEòä xÉäiÉÉ EòÉ Ê´É®úÉävÉ ½þÉä ®ú½þÉ ½þè*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

¸ÉÒ ¶É®únù {É´ÉÉ®ú (¤ÉÉ®úÉ¨ÉiÉÒ) : ½þ¨É ´É½þÒ ®úÉªÉ nùä ÆMÉä*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ (¸ÉÒ ¤ÉäxÉÒ |ÉºÉÉnù ´É¨ÉÉÇ) : ÊºÉx½þÉ VÉÒ, °üÊ±ÉÆMÉ {ÉÉ]õÒÇ Eòä ±ÉÉäMÉÉä Æ EòÉä ¶ÉÉÆiÉ ®ú½þxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ : ¤ÉÒSÉ ¨Éä Æ <Æ]õ®ú{¶ÉxÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ : +É{É vÉèªÉÇ ®úÊJÉB*



... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ : °üÊ±ÉÆMÉ {ÉÉ]õÒÇ ¨Éä Æ ®ú½þEò®ú +É{É lÉÉäc÷É vÉèªÉÇ ®úJÉxÉÉ ºÉÒJÉ VÉÉ<ªÉä*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ : <iÉxÉÒ MÉÆ¦ÉÒ®ú ¤É½þºÉ SÉ±É ®ú½þÒ ½þè* <ºÉEòÉä +É{É +MÉÆ¦ÉÒ®ú ¨ÉiÉ ¤ÉxÉÉ<ªÉä* +É{É ºÉiiÉÉ {ÉIÉ ¨Éä Æ ½þè Æ <ºÉÊ±ÉB +É{ÉEòÉä ºÉÖxÉxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB +Éè®ú <ºÉEòÉ VÉ´ÉÉ¤É nùäxÉÉ
SÉÉÊ½þB*

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): I am just listing out the consequences one by one.

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ : +É{ÉEòä ÊºÉx½þÉ ºÉÉ½þ¤É ¤Éè`öä ½þè Æ* =x½þÉä ÆxÉä VÉÉä Eò½þÉ =ºÉÒ EòÉ VÉ´ÉÉ¤É ºÉÆMÉ¨ÉÉ VÉÒ xÉä ÊnùªÉÉ ½þè* +É{É vÉèªÉÇ UôÉäc÷ nùä ÆMÉä iÉÉä ªÉ½þ ºÉnùxÉ ÊEòºÉ iÉ®ú½þ SÉ±ÉäMÉÉ*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ : +MÉ®ú ºÉiiÉÉ {ÉIÉ vÉèªÉÇ UôÉäc÷ nùäMÉÉ iÉÉä ºÉnùxÉ EòèºÉä SÉ±ÉäMÉÉ* +É{ÉEòÉä VªÉÉnùÉ ¶ÉÉÆiÉ ®ú½þxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please sit down.

 

¸ÉÒ ®úÉVÉ´ÉÒ®ú ÊºÉÆ½þ (+ÉÆ´É±ÉÉ): ½þ¨ÉEòÉä ¶ÉÉÆiÉ ®ú½þxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB ¨ÉMÉ®ú ºÉ´ÉÉ±É ªÉ½þ ½þè ÊEò VÉÉä ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉnùxÉ Eòä ¤ÉÉ½þ®ú VÉÉ ®ú½þÒ ½þè*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ : +É{É ¤Éè`ö VÉÉ<ªÉä* +¤É +É{ÉEòÒ EòÉä<Ç ¦ÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ Ê®úEòÉb÷Ç ¨Éä Æ xÉ½þÒÆ VÉÉªÉäMÉÒ*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

(Interruptions) ... (Not recorded)

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): How is it going to affect the bilateral relations with our neighbours,
particularly with China? I would like to know as to how the Government is going to handle that. What is the
final stand of the Government on CTBT. The hon. Member of the ruling Party has already raised that question
and I would come to that. More importantly, Shri Yashwant Sinha, the hon. Finance Minister, is here and I would
like to know from him as to how he is going to handle the effect of this on the economy of this country. We are
waiting for his Budget. I would discuss much more at the time when the General Budget would be discussed.
But certainly I would expect Shri Sinha to tell the country as to how he is going to meet this challenge of
sanctions.

Mr. Chairman, Sir, coming to the arms race, the Prime Minister in his statement, in para 14 of the statement,
which has been laid on the Table of the House, stated and I quote:

"India shall not engage in arms race. India shall not subscribe or re-invent the doctrine of the Cold War".

I do not know how the statement was made by the Prime Minister of this country. I would like to know whether
the statement stands valid even after Pakistan has gone in for five nuclear tests.



I would like to know from the Government as to whether this statement remains valid or not. If it remains valid,
I do not know whether the Government has control over what is going on. What is the scenario? I would like to
briefly share this with the House. We already know what Pakistan has done after our nuclear test. I am not going
into it. What did Mr. Clinton say? President Clinton told Mr.Nawaz Sharif, to help them work together to
guarantee Pakistan's security. This is what Mr. Clinton has said, that is America will guarantee Pakistan's
security. This is the reaction of President Clinton. The United States ... (Interruptions) I do not understand why
they are interrupting like this when such a serious issue is being discussed.

SHRI AJIT JOGI (RAIGARH): Such a serious debate is going on. Why is he giving a running commentary?

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ (¸ÉÒ ¤ÉäxÉÒ |ÉºÉÉnù ´É¨ÉÉÇ) : ªÉÊnù ´Éä ªÉÒ±b÷ Eò®úä Æ iÉÉä +É{É {ÉÚUô ºÉEòiÉä ½þè Æ*

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): I think Shri Sinha would clarify it. What was the reaction of Mr. Clinton?
What did the US Secretary of State say?... (Interruptions)

SHRI BHUBANESWAR KALITA (GUWAHATI): How can you allow him?

MR. CHAIRMAN: No, I am not allowing him. Please sit down.

... (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: He is not yielding. Please sit down.

¸ÉÒ BSÉ.{ÉÒ.ÊºÉÆ½þ (+É®úÉ): ½þ¨Éä Æ nùÉä Ê¨ÉxÉ]õ EòÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ nùÒÊVÉB*

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ : ÊEòºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB nùÉä Ê¨ÉxÉ]õ EòÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ nùä Æ? ªÉä ºÉÒÊxÉªÉ®ú ¨Éè¨¤É®ú ½þè Æ, º{ÉÒEò®ú ®ú½þ SÉÖEòä ½þè Æ* +É{ÉEòÉä <xÉEòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉÖxÉxÉÒ SÉÉÊ½þB*

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): The US Secretary of State, Ms. Madeline Albright has said and I quote:
"US would respond to Pakistan's security concern". We have reports that already talks and negotiations are on
between the authorities of the United States of America and Pakistan for transfer of technology. There is a strong
hope and it is almost certain that the Pressler (Amendment) Act, which was blocked in 1990, is going to be
scrapped in order to supply F-16 Jets to Pakistan. I know that the Government has this information but I am
sharing it with the House. There have been visits from Pakistan to China. We do not know what did they talk but
we all know what indications did the Prime Minister of Pakistan in his broadcast to the nation give. He praised
the longstanding, time-tested friendship between Pakistan and China. I think these are the things which the
country should listen to.

There are widely publicised reports that Pakistan is seeking solidarity of the Islamic world in the matter of
containing nuclear India. The self-styled Prime Minister of PoK, Barrister Sultan Mehmood Chowdhary, has
already been received in the Foreign Office and Commonwealth Office of the British Government. These are the
signals the Government should take notice of. This is what is happening in Pakistan. We all know what is
happening in our State. I do not think I should repeat the pro-active action of the Home Minister, Shri Advani.
We have heard him so many times. We have heard him yesterday also. I do not want to repeat the way he warned
Pakistan.

My very trusted friend, Mr. Khurana, is not here now. He said, "India is ready to fight a fourth war with
Pakistan. Let them tell us the time and place and we will show what India is and what my Government is".

The signals which should come to us, I have told you. The signal which was going to Pakistan, I am saying now.
It is very important as far as arms race is concerned. Dr. Farooq Abdullah, the Chief Minister of Jammu and
Kashmir, said, "Time for talks and negotiations is over. We should take a tough decision now." This was the
signal which was going from India to Pakistan. Shri Ashok Singhal, on 23-5-98, said, "What is the alternative, if



Pakistan continues to abet terrorism in India? It will not be wrong to attack and silence Pakistan." ...
(Interruptions) Shri Pramod Mahajan said, "Nuclear tests are not for academic purposes."

¸ÉÒ ®úÉVÉ´ÉÒ®ú ÊºÉÆ½þ (+ÉÆ´É±ÉÉ): =x½þÉä ÆxÉä EªÉÉ MÉ±ÉiÉ Eò½þ ÊnùªÉÉ? <ºÉ¨Éä Æ MÉ±ÉiÉ EªÉÉ ½þè?

...(´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): Okay, I will not take VHP supremo's name.

¸ÉÒ SÉäiÉxÉ SÉÉè½þÉxÉ (+¨É®úÉä½þÉ) : VÉÉä ´ªÉÊEiÉ ªÉ½þÉÆ ={ÉÊºlÉiÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè, =ºÉEòÉ xÉÉ¨É xÉ½þÒÆ Ê±ÉªÉÉ VÉÉ ºÉEòiÉÉ*

¸ÉÒ {ÉÚhÉÉä Ç B. ºÉÆMÉ¨ÉÉ (iÉÖ®úÉ): Ê±ÉªÉÉ VÉÉ ºÉEòiÉÉ ½þè*

You can quote. Do not worry@ about the rules. I was Speaker here; I know the rules.

¨Éè Æ {É½þ±Éä º{ÉÒEò®ú lÉÉ*

¸ÉÒ ®úÉVÉ´ÉÒ®ú ÊºÉÆ½þ (+ÉÆ´É±ÉÉ): +É{É º{ÉÒEò®ú ®ú½þ SÉÖEòä ½þè Æ, <ºÉÊ±ÉB ±ÉÉäMÉÉä Æ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉÖxÉ Ê±ÉªÉÉ EòÊ®úªÉä*

...(´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

MR. CHAIRMAN (BENI PRASAD VERMA): Please, let him continue.

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): Then, I come to China. We all know that China has claimed that India is
in occupation of 90,000 sq km of their territory. They has also said that MacMahon Line is illegal. On the 14th
of this month, China has accused that Indian tests were a brazen contempt for world efforts at test ban, that the
tests were aimed at hegemony in South Asia and that India has slandered China by branding it as a nuclear
threat. This was the signal from China.

1542 hours (Shri K. Yerrannaidu in the Chair)

What was the signal from Russia? Russia described India as her strategic partner and declared that she is willing
to recognise India as a nuclear weapon State provided she joins the international non-proliferation regime that
includes CTBT, NPT, etc.

These were the signals going on from one place to another. And Prime Minister says, "India shall not engage in
an arms race. India shall not subscribe to or reinvent the doctrine of cold war." I do not know how he is going to
stop it. I personally do not know. They have to change their attitude. It is very much required. With the kind of
aggressive postures that the Government is making towards Pakistan and the kind of approach that they are
taking towards China -- I do not want to refer to what the Defence Minister had said, etc., -- they had better be
careful of what they talk. I do not know why the Ministers of this Government are so fond of talking. Please, for
God's sake, let them stop talking. And when they talk, they should do so after they think about things sensibly. It
is not easy to run a great country like India. What we cannot afford to indulge in is lavish cross talks. It is being
done lavishly and it is not good for the country.

Yesterday, the Prime Minister of Pakistan had offered that Pakistan was willing to hold talks and that Pakistan
was willing to offer a `no war pact'. Of course, Indian Government had suo motu said to Pakistan that India was
willing to offer `no first use' agreement to Pakistan.

It is a good sign. Please persuade them.

I was in Pakistan in November last to attend the Conference of Conference was on `people to people contact'.
When I met some of the intellectuals of Pakistan in Islamabad they were very happy. Shri Jaswant Singh was



with me. I am happy to tell you here that one of the gentlemen in Pakistan asked: `Mr. Sangma, do you know
who is the most popular politician of India in Pakistan?' I asked him: `How do I know?' He said: "The most
popular politician of India in Pakistan was Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee." Please clap. ... (Interruptions)

¸ÉÒ Eòä.xÉ]õ´É®ú ÊºÉÆ½þ (¦É®úiÉ{ÉÖ®ú): iÉÉ±ÉÒ ¤ÉVÉÉ+Éä*

EÞòÊ¹É ¨ÉÆjÉÉ±ÉªÉ ¨Éä Æ ®úÉVªÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ (¸ÉÒ ºÉÉä¨É{ÉÉ±É): ZÉÚ`öÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ {É®ú iÉÉ±ÉÒ ¤ÉVÉÉxÉä EòÒ ºÉÆºEÞòÊiÉ +É{ÉEòä ªÉ½þÉÆ ½þè*

AN HON. MEMBER: This is childish. ... (Interruptions)

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): I asked him: "Why?" I asked him: "How?" ... (Interruptions) How is it
that Shri Vajpayee is so popular in Pakistan? They said that today you are having a Conference on people to
people contact, but this process of people to people contact between India and Pakistan was started by Shri
Vajpayee when he was the Foreign Minister of India. He went to Pakistan. He liberalised and streamlined the
visa procedure. He made the procedure for getting visa easy so that people from Pakistan could come to India
and people from India could go to Pakistan. That was the initiative taken by Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee. That is
why he was called the most popular politician in Pakistan. After 11th of May, I do not know as to what is the
popularity of Shri Vajpayee in Pakistan. That, of course, I cannot say.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE (SHRI SOMPAL): He is strongly
popular now.

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): I think you came back from Islamabad last night. ... (Interruptions)

I can tell you that I met a large number of people of Pakistan. I met the Prime Minister, Mr. Nawaz Sharif; I met
the then President of Pakistan; I met the Speaker and the Members of Parliament in large numbers. Each one of
them had told me that India and Pakistan have wasted 50 years in conflict. Let us forget the past; let us go ahead
the next 50 years; let us concentrate on development and progress. Why do we quarrel?

I visited the Karachi Club in Pakistan. I was surprised to listen to the intellectuals. Almost 150 intellectuals were
there. Each one of them had something to speak about India - Oh! my brother was a Brigadier; my uncle was in
Navy; my father was in India. Why did they tell me? They did so just to show how keen they are to improve
their relationship with our country and how they are willing to come closer to India. I do not know why we have
spoiled all this.

MR. CHAIRMAN (SHRI K. YERRANNAIDU): Shri Sangma, you have already taken 45 minutes.

... (Interruptions)

SHRI JAG MOHAN (NEW DELHI): You have said that what all those people asked you and what you told
them. Did you ask them why for the last nine years they have been sending terrorists to Kashmir? The stand of
the Congress Party itself is that they have been aiding and abetting terrorists in Kashmir. Did you ask any of
those intellectuals why they have been indulging in it? Is it an indication of friendship and people to people
contact.

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): I am talking about the people of Pakistan. I am not talking about the
Government of Pakistan, please. I am only narrating my interaction with the people of Pakistan. I am not talking
on behalf of the Government of Pakistan.

Well, with China, in 1962, we had war. We cut off our diplomatic relations with China. When was the diplomatic
dialogue started? It was started in 1979. By whom? Again by Shri Atal Behari Vajpayee. The first Indian
dignitary to visit China after 1962 war officially was Shri Vajpayee, the then Foreign Minister of India and from
there things started with Rajiv Gandhi's visit, with the President's visit and so many other things. For the last



many years we have been trying to improve our relationship. We have been trying to build up, what you call, our
confidence building measures.

I have visited China twice. I met President Jhiang Zemin there. When he came to India, I had a very long
discussion with him. I met so many of the Chinese leaders in Beijing. When we have been talking, how to build
up these confidence building measures, how to establish this mutual trust, let us forget other disputes, keep them
aside and concentrate on economic cooperation in the interest of both the countries. With so much of pain, with
so much effort, we have been trying to build up that relationship.

And what happened? What happened to those efforts? Today, with the simple action that you have done, I do not
know -- I have a lot of points to make and the time is short, but I would come to CTBT because at least this
point, I do not want to miss -- how are you going to handle CTBT. We would like to know about this. Different
people are speaking in different ways.

Shri Pramod Mahajan says on the 13th of May, "Government has no intention of signing CTBT for now." Shri
George Fernandes, on 18th of May, says, "The country would be willing to discuss CTBT as nuclear weapon
State." I do not know what he is going to discuss, whether it is discussable or not. I know very little about CTBT.
Shri Jaswant Singh on 18th of May, the same day, said, "We shall offer a meaningful discussion with key
interlocutors of CTBT."

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE (BOLPUR): What does Shri Brijesh Mishra say?

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): I am reserving him for something else because I do not want to take the
name of one person many times.

In Para 19 of the Prime Minister's Statement, let us see what is said. It is important, I think we should read it.

"Subsequent to the tests, Government have already stated that India will now observe a voluntary moratorium."

Of course, he has withdrawn it last night, I heard him on Television. Why do they have to say that? They claim
to know everything that is going on in Pakistan. They knew that Pakistan was going to have the test. After
having known all these, the Prime Minister stated that they were observing voluntary moratorium. But after that,
yesterday he suddenly said before Television, "No, I have to review the moratorium." Why do they do that?

"It has also indicated willingness to move towards a de-jure formalisation of the Declaration. The basic
obligation of the CTBT are thus met."

What does that mean? They are going to sign. How are they going to sign? Have we really applied our mind?

When CTBT was discussed here, the House was unanimous that we shall not sign CTBT. That was the
consensus -- not consensus, unanimity in the House. Our policy towards CTBT is also based on national
consensus. And today the Prime Minister makes a statement, without even taking us into confidence, without
even discussing it in Parliament, that we have met all the obligations and we are ready to sign CTBT.

Why did we oppose CTBT? We opposed CTBT because we wanted it to be really comprehensive. Has it become
comprehensive after these tests? We took a position that it is not comprehensive. Now, has it become
comprehensive after these tests? Secondly, we said that it should be non-discriminatory. We said: `You have your
weapon and you are not allowing others to make weapon. We do not agree to that. This is discrimination.' Now,
India, having got it, wants to discriminate all the rest. What is the difference between those countries and India?
So far you have said that it should be non discriminatory. Now you are also going in for discriminatory. The
third one, which is the most important point, is that CTBT should be within disarmament framework and that we
should have a time bound programme on disarmament. You are talking about non proliferation. You are not
talking about disarmament. India insists on disarmament. You have refused to sign CTBT because it did not
contain a programme for disarmament. Now, because you have tested it, I do not know how you have suddenly



said that we are going to sign it. You are against armament, stock pile of weapons. Even the programme is very
clear.

Shri Jaswant Singh has said: "The question of weaponisation is implicit in the tests themselves. The
demonstration by India is the capability to weaponise and deploy weaponised programme in different systems of
delivery." This is what Shri Jaswant Singh has said.

 Now  I  wanted  to  quote  Shri  Mishra.  Somebody  wanted to hear his 
statement. He has said that  the  tests  establish  proven  capability  for  a 
weaponised  programme.  This  is  what  the  Principal  Secretary to the Prime 
Minister has said.

I have already quoted Shri Pramod Mahajan, who said, "Tests are not meant for academic purposes." ...
(Interruptions)

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE (BOLPUR): Which date are you quoting? They are changing it every day. ...
(Interruptions)

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): Yes, they change it but on the spirit they are quite consistent.

Dr. Kalam has said: "India's weaponisation programme is now complete." Dr. Chidambaram, Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission, said: "India will explode more nuclear devices to horn the weaponry it has
developed."

I do not want to quote the statement of Shri George Fernandes. In the last debate, he vehemently spoke against
weaponisation. I have the entire proceedings with me here. Mr. Chairman, Sir, as you have already rung the bell,
I am not quoting it.

How is it that on the one hand you are going to sign CTBT and on the other you are going ahead with
weaponisation programme? I really do not know. You owe an explanation to this country as to what is your final
stand on CTBT. We would like to know this. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI CHAMAN LAL GUPTA (UDHAMPUR): No signing. That is the programme. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): Okay. That means, what the Prime Minister has stated was wrong? ...
(Interruptions) It is not a verbal statement. It is a written statement laid on the Table of the House. ...
(Interruptions)

SHRI CHAMAN LAL GUPTA (UDHAMPUR): He has never said that we are going to sign it. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): It is a written statement laid on the Table of the House. I am sorry, the
Prime Minister should consult you before he speaks. Why has he not consulted you? ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN (SHRI K. YERRANNAIDU): The Government will reply to him. Why are you unnecessarily
interrupting him?

SHRI PURNO A. SANGMA (TURA): Sir, I have no time to speak on the policy of duplicity. But I can speak on
the sanctions only. Shri Venkaiah Naidu said that they are not bothered if sanctions are imposed. The Prime
Minister said: "Sanctions cannot and will not hurt us. India will not be cowed down by any such punitive steps".

Shri Pramod Mahajan asks, `how'? He said: "He does not care because in any case India is 85 per cent self-
sufficient". Could they achieve this 85 per cent self-sufficiency in 50 days? He has forgotten that portion. Of
course, I have quotations from everybody.

Sir, I demand, through you, that the Government should present before this House a full document on socio-
economic cost and the implications of the tests. I have a lot of figures to tell the Finance Minister. Maybe, the



Finance Minister would not agree. I have a long list of aids and monies flowing into India from different
countries. They have been stopped due to imposition of sanctions. I am reserving it for the debate on the General
Budget. . I would only like, if not by the Prime Minister, at least, the Finance Minister to present before this
House a full document on socio-economic cost and the implications of Pokharan tests on account of sanctions.

Thank you.

(ends)

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

¸ÉÒ Ê´ÉVÉªÉ MÉÉäªÉ±É (SÉÉÆnùxÉÒ SÉÉèEò): ºÉÆMÉ¨ÉÉ VÉÒ, +É{É {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ Eòä {É®úÒIÉhÉ {É®ú ¦ÉÒ EòÖUô |ÉEòÉ¶É b÷É±ÉiÉä* xÉ´ÉÉVÉ ¶É®úÒ¡ò VÉÒ xÉä <iÉxÉÒ ºÉJiÉ ¦ÉÉ¹ÉÉ EòÉ |ÉªÉÉäMÉ ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè
+É{É =ºÉEòä ¤ÉÉ®úä ¨Éä Æ EòÖUô ¦ÉÒ xÉ½þÒÆ ¤ÉÉä±Éä*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉÆMÉ¨ÉÉ VÉÒ, BäºÉÉ ±ÉMÉiÉÉ ½þè ÊEò EòÉä<Ç ¤ÉÉ½þ®ú EòÉ º{ÉÉäEºÉ¨ÉèxÉ ¤ÉÉä±É ®ú½þÉ ½þè, EªÉÉä ÆÊEò +É{ÉxÉä {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ Eòä {É®úÒIÉhÉ {É®ú BEò ¶É¤nù ¦ÉÒ xÉ½þÒÆ ¤ÉÉä±ÉÉ*

MR. CHAIRMAN (SHRI K. YERRANNAIDU): Please sit down.

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH (BHARATPUR): Please tell your Prime Minister to answer. Tell Shri Vajpayee to
answer. Please tell him.

... (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please keep silence.

">

1603 ¤ÉVÉä

¸ÉÒ ¶ÉÉÆiÉÉ EòÖ¨ÉÉ®ú (EòÉÆMÉc÷É): ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ, 11 +Éè®ú 13 ¨É<Ç EòÉä {ÉÉäJÉ®úxÉ ¨Éä Æ VÉÉä {É®úÒIÉhÉ ½þÖB, =ºÉEòÒ |ÉÊiÉÊFòªÉÉ {ÉÚ®ú ä nùä¶É Eòä ±ÉÉäMÉÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ +Éè®ú <ºÉ ºÉnùxÉ Eòä +Ænù®ú Eò<Ç |
ÉEòÉ®ú ºÉä +±ÉMÉ-+±ÉMÉ ½þÖ<Ç ½þè* ¨Éè Æ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò =ºÉ {É®úÒIÉhÉ Eòä ¤ÉÉnù {ÉÚ®ú ä ®úÉ¹]Å xÉä BEò º´ÉÉÊ¦É¨ÉÉxÉ EòÒ +Éä®ú xÉªÉä Eònù¨É EòÒ +xÉÖ¦ÉÚÊiÉ EòÒ ½þè, {ÉÚ®ú ä ®úÉ¹]Å xÉä +Éi¨ÉÊxÉ¦ÉÇ®úiÉÉ
EòÒ iÉ®ú¡ò ¤ÉgøiÉä ½þÖB ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ Eòä Eònù¨ÉÉä Æ EòÒ +É½þ]õ EòÉä ºÉÖxÉÉ ½þè* =ºÉ Ê´Éº¡òÉä]õ Eòä ¤ÉÉnù nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ Eòä +Ænù®ú EòÖUô nùä¶ÉÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ ¦ÉÚSÉÉ±É +ÉªÉÉ* ÊVÉxÉ nùä¶ÉÉä Æ EòÉ BEòÉÊvÉEòÉ®ú lÉÉ, ÊVÉxÉ
nùä¶ÉÉä Æ EòÒ ¨ÉxÉÉä{É±ÉÒ lÉÒ, VÉÉä SÉÉ½þiÉä lÉä ÊEò ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ +{ÉxÉÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB ¦ÉÒJÉ EòÉ Eò]õÉä®úÉ ±ÉäEò®ú =xÉ ¤Éc÷ä ¨ÉÖ±EòÉä Æ Eòä nù®ú¤ÉÉ®ú Eòä ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉä JÉc÷É ®ú½þä ´Éä nùä¶É {É®úä¶ÉÉxÉ ½þÉä MÉB,
EªÉÉä ÆÊEò ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÉ Eònù >ðÆSÉÉ ½þÉä MÉªÉÉ* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ =xÉ nùä¶ÉÉä Æ Eòä ¨ÉÖEòÉ¤É±Éä ¨Éä Æ +ÉEò®ú JÉc÷É ½þÉä MÉªÉÉ, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ <ºÉ ºÉnùxÉ Eòä +Ænù®ú EòÖUô PÉ¤É®úÉªÉä ½þÖB º´É®ú ¨Éè ÆxÉä ºÉÖxÉä, {É®úä¶ÉÉxÉÒ EòÒ
¦ÉÉ¹ÉÉ ºÉÖxÉÒ, =ºÉEòÉ ¨ÉÖZÉä nùÖJÉ +´É¶ªÉ ½þè*

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ, Eò±É VÉÉä {É®úÒIÉhÉ {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ xÉä ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè =ºÉEòä ¤ÉÉnù 11 +Éè®ú 13 ¨É<Ç Eòä ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä {É®úÒIÉhÉ Eòä +ÉèÊSÉiªÉ º´ÉªÉÆ ÊºÉr ½þÉä MÉB* =ºÉ iÉ®ú¡ò ºÉä ¤ÉÉ®ú-¤ÉÉ®ú {ÉÚUôÉ
VÉÉ ®ú½þÉ lÉÉ ÊEò EªÉÉä Æ {É®úÒIÉhÉ ÊEòªÉÉ, EªÉÉ VÉ°ü®úiÉ lÉÒ? ¶ÉÉªÉnù ¨Éä®ú ä =xÉ Ê¨ÉjÉÉä Æ EòÉä º{É¹]õ Eò®úxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB Eò±É {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ xÉä ¤ÉiÉÉ ÊnùªÉÉ ÊEò EªÉÉä Æ VÉ°ü®úiÉ {Éc÷Ò +Éè®ú EªÉÉä Æ
{É®úÒIÉhÉ Eò®úxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB lÉÉ*

 ¨Éè Æ +¦ÉÒ +Énù®úhÉÒªÉ ºÉÆMÉ¨ÉÉ VÉÒ EòÉä ºÉÖxÉ ®ú½þÉ lÉÉ* =x½þÉä ÆxÉä ÊºÉrÉÆiÉÉä Æ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò½þÒ* ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ VÉÒ, ÊºÉrÉÆiÉ +{ÉxÉÒ VÉMÉ½þ ½þè Æ, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ VÉ¤É ªÉÖr ½þÉäiÉÉ ½þè iÉÉä ¶ÉºjÉ SÉÉÊ½þB,
ÊºÉrÉÆiÉ EòÉ¨É xÉ½þÒÆ +ÉiÉÉ ½þè* ¨Éè Æ +É{ÉEòÉä 1962 EòÒ ªÉÉnù Ênù±ÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊVÉºÉEòä VÉJ¨É +¦ÉÒ iÉEò ½þ®úä ½þè Æ* ¨ÉÖZÉä ªÉÉnù ½þè, ¨Éè ÆxÉä 1962 Eòä ªÉÖr Eòä ¤ÉÉnù Ê½þÆnùÒ EòÒ ºÉ¤ÉºÉä
¤Éc÷Ò {ÉÖºiÉEò "Ê½þ¨ÉÉ±ÉªÉ {É®ú ±ÉÉ±É UôÉªÉÉ" Ê±ÉJÉÒ lÉÒ* =ºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ ¦ÉÒ ªÉ½þÒ ¦ÉÉ¹ÉÉ ¤ÉÉä±ÉÒ VÉÉiÉÒ lÉÒ* EªÉÉ VÉ°ü®úiÉ ½þè ªÉÖr EòÒ iÉèªÉÉ®úÒ Eò®úxÉä EòÒ, ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ÊºÉrÉÆiÉ ½þè Æ, ½þ¨É ÊEòºÉÒ
{É®ú ½þ¨É±ÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®úä ÆMÉä, ºÉ¤É ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä Ê¨ÉjÉ ½þè Æ* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ =ºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ SÉÒxÉ ªÉÖr EòÒ iÉèªÉÉ®úÒ Eò®ú ®ú½þÉ lÉÉ +Éè®ú ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ Eòä +Ænù®ú "Ê½þÆnùÒ-SÉÒxÉÒ ¦ÉÉ<Ç-¦ÉÉ<Ç" xÉÉ®úä EòÉ xÉ¶ÉÉ Ê{É±ÉÉªÉÉ VÉÉ
®ú½þÉ lÉÉ* BEºÉÉ<Ç SÉÒxÉ Eòä +Ænù®ú SÉÒxÉ EòÒ ¨É¶ÉÒxÉ®úÒ +É<Ç, {É½þÉc÷ JÉÉänùÉ +Éè®ú ºÉc÷Eò ¤ÉxÉxÉÉ ¶ÉÖ°ü ½þÉä MÉªÉÒ* Ê½þÆnù ÖºiÉÉxÉ EòÒ vÉ®úiÉÒ ¨Éä Æ SÉÒxÉ xÉä ºÉc÷Eò ¤ÉxÉÉ ±ÉÒ ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ
ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú EòÉä {ÉiÉÉ ½þÒ xÉ½þÒÆ SÉ±ÉÉ* ½þ¨É "Ê½þÆnùÒ-SÉÒxÉÒ ¦ÉÉ<Ç-¦ÉÉ<Ç" EòÉ xÉÉ®úÉ ±ÉMÉÉiÉä ®ú½þä*

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ VÉÒ, <ºÉºÉä VªÉÉnùÉ ¶É¨ÉÇ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ +Éè®ú EªÉÉ ½þÉä ºÉEòiÉÒ ½þè ÊEò ºÉc÷Eò ½þ¨ÉÉ®úÒ vÉ®úiÉÒ {É®ú ¤ÉxÉEò®ú iÉèªÉÉ®ú ½þÉä MÉªÉÒ +Éè®ú VÉ¤É =ºÉEòÉ =nPÉÉ]õxÉ ½þÖ+É, iÉ¤É ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ
ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú EòÉä {ÉiÉÉ ±ÉMÉÉ*

½þ¨É 1962 ¨Éä Æ ªÉÖr EòÒ iÉèªÉÉ®úÒ xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®ú ®ú½þä lÉä, SÉÒxÉ Eò®ú ®ú½þÉ lÉÉ* SÉÒxÉ xÉä VÉ¤É ½þ¨É±ÉÉ ÊEòªÉÉ iÉÉä EòÉä<Ç ÊºÉrÉÆiÉ EòÉ¨É xÉ½þÒÆ +ÉªÉÉ +Éè®ú Ê½þÆnù ÖºiÉÉxÉ EòÉä ¶É¨ÉÇxÉÉEò ½þÉ®ú EòÉ ¨ÉÖ Æ½þ
nù äJÉxÉÉ {Éc÷É* ½þ¨Éä Æ iÉäVÉ{ÉÖ®ú JÉÉ±ÉÒ Eò®úxÉÉ {Éc÷É , VÉ´ÉÉxÉ ¨É®úä +Éè®ú PÉ®ú-PÉ®ú ¨Éä Æ ¨ÉÉiÉ¨É UôÉªÉÉ iÉlÉÉ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úÒ ºÉè ÆEòc÷Éä Æ BEòc÷ ¦ÉÚÊ¨É +ÉVÉ ¦ÉÒ SÉÒxÉ Eòä Eò¤VÉä ¨Éä Æ ½þè* ½þ¨É 1962 EòÒ
=ºÉ ½þÉ®ú EòÉä xÉ½þÒÆ ¦ÉÖ±ÉÉ ºÉEòiÉä ½þè Æ*



¨Éè Æ BEò ¤ÉÉiÉ +Éè®ú Eò½þxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ +Éè®ú ´É½þ ªÉ½þ ½þè ÊEò ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ BEò +Éè®ú 1962 ºÉ½þxÉ xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®ú ºÉEòiÉÉ ½þè, nùäJÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ºÉEòiÉÉ ½þè* ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ VÉÒ, 1962 ¨Éä Æ ¦ÉÒ ªÉ½þÒ ¦ÉÉ¹ÉÉ
¤ÉÉä±ÉÒ VÉÉiÉÒ lÉÒ +Éè®ú ªÉ½þÒ ±ÉÉäMÉ ºÉiiÉÉ ¨Éä Æ lÉä iÉlÉÉ ªÉÖr EòÒ iÉèªÉÉ®úÒ EòÒ xÉ½þÒÆ lÉÒ* ªÉÖr EòÒ iÉèªÉÉ®úÒ Eò®úxÉä ´ÉÉ±Éä EòÉä VÉÆMÉVÉÚ Eò½þÉ VÉÉiÉÉ lÉÉ* <ºÉ nùä¶É Eòä ¨ÉÉlÉä {É®ú =ºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ
½þÉ®ú EòÉ VÉÉä EòÉ±ÉÉ ]õÒEòÉ ±ÉMÉÉ lÉÉ,

´É½þ +ÉVÉ iÉEò vÉÖ±ÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè, ½þ¨É =ºÉä ¦ÉÖ±ÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ºÉEòiÉä ½þè Æ* +ÉVÉ ¦ÉÒ Ê½þ¨ÉÉ±ÉªÉ PÉÉªÉ±É ½þè +Éè®ú =ºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ Ê½þ¨ÉÉ±ÉªÉ {É®ú VÉÉä +ÉFò¨ÉhÉ ½þÖ+É lÉÉ, =ºÉEòä EòÉ®úhÉ ªÉ½þ nùä¶É 10
ºÉÉ±É {ÉÒUôä SÉ±ÉÉ MÉªÉÉ* <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÉä ½þ¨Éä Æ ¦ÉÖ±ÉÉxÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ SÉÉÊ½þB* +ÉVÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÒ {ÉÊ®úÊºlÉÊiÉ EªÉÉ ½þè? nùÉäxÉÉä Æ iÉ®ú¡ò VÉÉä {ÉÊ®únÞù¶ªÉ ½þè =ºÉ¨Éä Æ SÉÒxÉ BEò ¨É½þÉ¶ÉÊEiÉ ¤ÉxÉ SÉÖEòÉ ½þè*
+hÉÖ¤É¨É =ºÉEòä {ÉÉºÉ ½þè* ÊiÉ¤¤ÉiÉ ¤ÉÒSÉ ¨Éä Æ ºÉä v´ÉºiÉ ½þÉä MÉªÉÉ ½þè* +ÆOÉäVÉ VÉ¤É <ºÉ nùä¶É ¨Éä Æ ®ú½þä, ¨ÉÖZÉä IÉ¨ÉÉ Eò®úä Æ, +ÆOÉäVÉ =ºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ EòÒ EòÉÆOÉäºÉ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú ºÉä VªÉÉnùÉ ¤ÉÖÊr¨ÉÉxÉ
lÉä* =xÉ¨Éä Æ ÊiÉ¤¤ÉiÉ EòÉä ½þºiÉMÉiÉ Eò®úxÉä EòÒ ¶ÉÊEiÉ lÉÒ* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ =x½þÉä ÆxÉä ÊiÉ¤¤ÉiÉ EòÉä ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ +Éè®ú SÉÒxÉ Eòä ¤ÉÒSÉ ¤É¡ò®ú º]õä]õ Eòä °ü{É ¨Éä Æ ®úJÉÉ* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ½þ¨ÉxÉä ÊiÉ¤¤ÉiÉ EòÉä SÉÒxÉ
EòÉä ºÉÉè Æ{É ÊnùªÉÉ +Éè®ú SÉÒxÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÒ ºÉÒ¨ÉÉ ºÉä +ÉEò®ú ]õEò®úÉ MÉªÉÉ* +ÉVÉ SÉÒxÉ BEò ¨É½þÉ¶ÉÊEiÉ ½þè +Éè®ú ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÒ ºÉÒ¨ÉÉ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ Ê¨É±ÉÉ ½þÖ+É ½þè* SÉÒxÉ xÉä 1962 Eòä ªÉÖr ¨Éä Æ
¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÒ VÉÉä ½þVÉÉ®úÉä Æ BEòc÷ ¦ÉÚÊ¨É ½þÊlÉªÉÉ<Ç +Éè®ú ±ÉÉäEò ºÉ¦ÉÉ xÉä =ºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ |ÉºiÉÉ´É ¦ÉÒ {ÉÉºÉ ÊEòªÉÉ ±ÉäÊEòxÉ +ÉVÉ 35 ´É¹ÉÇ ¤ÉÉnù ¦ÉÒ =ºÉ ¦ÉÚÊ¨É Eòä ¤ÉÉ®úä ¨Éä Æ ½þ¨ÉxÉä SÉÒxÉ ºÉä EòÉä<Ç
¤ÉÉiÉ xÉ½þÒÆ EòÒ ½þè*

SÉÒxÉ {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ EòÉä Ê¨ÉºÉÉ<Ç±É ¤ÉxÉÉxÉä ¨Éä Æ ¨Énùnù Eò®ú ®ú½þÉ ½þè, B]õ¨É ¤É¨É ¤ÉxÉÉxÉä ¨Éä Æ ¨Énùnù Eò®ú ®ú½þÉ ½þè* ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ÊºÉ®ú Eòä >ð{É®ú, Ê½þ¨ÉÉ±ÉªÉ Eòä >ð{É®ú BEò ¨É½þÉ¶ÉÊEiÉ ¤Éè`öÒ ½þè*
{ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä iÉÒxÉ ªÉÖr ½þÉä SÉÖEòä ½þè Æ* Eò±É ªÉ½þÉÆ {É®ú ¤É½þÖiÉ ºÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉä Æ Eò½þÒ MÉªÉÒÆ* |ÉÉäEºÉÒ-´ÉÉ®ú VÉÉä {ÉÆVÉÉ¤É +Éè®ú VÉ¨¨ÉÚ-EòÉ¶¨ÉÒ®ú ¨Éä Æ ½þÖ<Ç ½þè =ºÉ¨Éä Æ ±ÉMÉ¦ÉMÉ SÉÉ±ÉÒºÉ
½þVÉÉ®ú ±ÉÉäMÉ ¨ÉÉ®úä MÉªÉä ½þè Æ +Éè®ú Eò®úÉäc÷Éä Æ-+®ú¤ÉÉä Æ ¯û{ÉªÉÉ +ÉiÉÆEò´ÉÉnù ºÉä ÊxÉ{É]õxÉä ¨Éä Æ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úÉ JÉSÉÇ ½þÉä SÉÖEòÉ ½þè* +¤É iÉÉä {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ xÉä B]õ¨É-¤É¨É EòÉ {É®úÒIÉhÉ Eò®ú Ê±ÉªÉÉ ½þè*
¡òiÉä½þMÉÆVÉ Eòä +Ænù®ú SÉÒxÉ EòÒ ¨Énùnù ºÉä Ê¨ÉºÉÉ<±É EòÒ ¡òèE]õ®úÒ {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ xÉä ¤ÉxÉÉ ±ÉÒ ½þè, {É®úÒIÉhÉ Eò®ú Ê±ÉªÉÉ ½þè, MÉÉè®úÒ ¤ÉxÉÉ Ê±ÉªÉÉ ½þè +Éè®ú MÉVÉxÉÒ ¤ÉxÉÉ ®ú½þÉ ½þè, iÉÉä =ºÉEòä
<®úÉnùä ºÉÉ¡ò ½þè Æ* BäºÉÒ {ÉÊ®úÊºlÉÊiÉ ¨Éä Æ ¦ÉÒ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä Ê¨ÉjÉ ½þ¨ÉºÉä ¤ÉÉ®ú-¤ÉÉ®ú {ÉÚUôiÉä ½þè Æ ÊEò {É®úÒIÉhÉ EòÒ EªÉÉ +É´É¶ªÉEòiÉÉ lÉÒ*

 ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ VÉÒ, ¨Éè Æ ªÉ½þ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò 11 +Éè®ú 13 ¨É<Ç EòÉ {É®úÒIÉhÉ `öÒEò ºÉ¨ÉªÉ {É®ú Ê±ÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ `öÒEò ¡òèºÉ±ÉÉ ½þè* ´É½þ Eòä´É±É ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÒ nÞùÊ¹]õ ºÉä lÉÉ, ´É½þ +Éi¨ÉÊxÉ¦ÉÇ®úiÉÉ
EòÉä ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉä ®úJÉ Eò®ú Ê±ÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ lÉÉ* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÉä BEò ¨É½þÉ¶ÉÊEiÉ Eòä °ü{É ¨Éä Æ EòÖUô nùä¶É nùäJÉxÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ SÉÉ½þiÉä, <ºÉÊ±ÉB ´Éä <ºÉºÉä {É®úä¶ÉÉxÉ ½þè Æ ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ÊEòºÉÒ ¦ÉÒ nùä¶É EòÒ
ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÉä ÊMÉ®ú´ÉÒ xÉ½þÒÆ ®úJÉÉ VÉÉ ºÉEòiÉÉ* ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ =vÉÉ®ú ±ÉäEò®ú xÉ½þÒÆ EòÒ VÉÉ ºÉEòiÉÒ* VÉ¤É SÉÉ®úÉä Æ iÉ®ú¡ò ªÉ½þ {ÉÊ®únÞù¶ªÉ ½þè, =ºÉEòä +xnù®ú ½þ¨Éä Æ +Éi¨ÉÊxÉ¦ÉÇ®úiÉÉ +Éè®ú ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ |ÉÉ{iÉ
Eò®úxÉÒ SÉÉÊ½þB* ¨Éè Æ <ºÉ ºÉ¨¤ÉxvÉ ¨Éä Æ `Ê]Å¤ªÉÚxÉ' Eòä BÊb÷]õÉäÊ®úªÉ±É EòÒ EòÖUô {ÉÆÊEiÉªÉÉÆ {ÉgøxÉÉ SÉÉ½þÚ ÆMÉÉ :

"The whole nuclear question has to be seen in the light of the fact that today many nuclear-tipped missiles target
the heart of India or can do so in a matter of minutes. India has to have adequate deterrence against any
adventurism. The threat perception is not theoretical. India has had to suffer the ignominy of getting its nose
bloodied by a country which claimed to be its brother. With the bitter experience still rankling three and a half
decades later, it just cannot afford to lower its guard. Nuclear weapons can be an effective bulwark against any
misplaced venture."

¨Éè Æ <ºÉ¨Éä Æ Eò½þxÉÉ SÉÉ½þÚ ÆMÉÉ ÊEò ªÉ½þ `öÒEò ºÉ¨ÉªÉ {É®ú Ê±ÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ BEò `öÒEò ¡òèºÉ±ÉÉ lÉÉ EªÉÉä ÆÊEò nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÉä xÉ ÊMÉ®ú´ÉÒ ®úJÉÉ VÉÉ ºÉEòiÉÉ ½þè, xÉ nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB
¦ÉÒJÉ EòÉ Eò]õÉä®úÉ ±ÉäEò®ú ÊEòºÉÒ ¤Éc÷ä nùä¶É Eòä nù®ú¤ÉÉ®ú ¨Éä Æ JÉc÷É ½þÖ+É VÉÉ ºÉEòiÉÉ ½þè* ªÉ½þ ¨É½þi´É{ÉÚhÉÇ ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ `öÒEò ºÉ¨ÉªÉ {É®ú Ê±ÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ ½þè* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ Eòä º´ÉÉÊ¦É¨ÉÉxÉ EòÉä VÉMÉÉxÉä
EòÉ BEò BäÊiÉ½þÉÊºÉEò |ÉªÉixÉ ½þÖ+É ½þè* 21´ÉÒÆ ºÉnùÒ ¨Éä Æ |É´Éä¶É Eò®úxÉä ºÉä {É½þ±Éä ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ +¤É ¤ÉÉäxÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ®ú½þÉ* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÉ ÊºÉ®ú >ðÆSÉÉ ½þÉä MÉªÉÉ +Éè®ú ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ Ê´É¶´É EòÒ ¨É½þÉxÉ
¶ÉÊEiÉªÉÉä Æ Eòä ¤ÉÒSÉ JÉc÷É ½þÉä MÉªÉÉ* +ÉVÉ <ºÉ º´ÉÉÊ¦É¨ÉÉxÉ EòÒ +xÉÖ¦ÉÚÊiÉ {ÉÚ®ú ä Ê´É¶´É ¨Éä Æ +xÉÖ¦É´É EòÒ VÉÉ ®ú½þÒ ½þè*

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ VÉÒ, ¨Éè Æ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò ªÉ½þ <ºÉ ºÉnùÒ Eòä <ÊiÉ½þÉºÉ EòÒ BEò ¤É½þÖiÉ ¤Éc÷Ò PÉ]õxÉÉ ½þè* ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÒ nÞùÊ¹]õ ºÉä nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ Eòä nùä¶ÉÉä Æ EòÒ ¤É®úÉ¤É®úÒ ¨Éä Æ, VÉÉä ºÉ¨¨ÉÉxÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÉä 50
ºÉÉ±É ¨Éä Æ |ÉÉ{iÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÖ+É, ´É½þ +]õ±É VÉÒ xÉä 50 ÊnùxÉ ¨Éä Æ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÉä |ÉÉ{iÉ Eò®úÉªÉÉ ½þè* <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÉä Eò¦ÉÒ ¦ÉÚ±ÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ VÉÉ ºÉEòiÉÉ* ¨Éè Æ ¸ÉÒ VÉä.BxÉ. nùÒÊIÉiÉ EòÉ BEò +ÉÊ]õÇEò±É
VÉ°ü®ú {Égø Eò®ú ºÉÖxÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉ½þÚ ÆMÉÉ* ªÉÚxÉÉ<Ê]õb÷ xÉä¶ÉxºÉ Eòä ºÉèFòä]ÅÒ VÉxÉ®ú±É, EòÉì¡òÒ +xxÉÉxÉ EòÉ º]õä]õ¨Éè Æ]õ ¤É½þÖiÉ ¨É½þi´É{ÉÚhÉÇ ½þè ÊVÉºÉ¨Éä Æ =x½þÉä ÆxÉä Eò½þÉ ½þè :

"You cannot have an exclusive club whose members have nuclear weapons and are refusing to disband it, and
tell others now not to have it. The nuclear powers need to rethink and set an example for other nations."

nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ Eòä +xnù®ú +¤É ªÉ½þ +xÉÖ¦ÉÚÊiÉ ½þÉä ®ú½þÒ ½þè ÊEò ªÉ½þ ¨ÉxÉÉì{É±ÉÒ JÉi¨É ½þÉäxÉÒ SÉÉÊ½þB, ªÉ½þ BEòÉÊvÉEòÉ®ú JÉi¨É ½þÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB* +¨ÉäÊ®úEòÉ xÉä 1942 ¨Éä Æ BäºÉÉ EòÉªÉÇFò¨É ¶ÉÖ¯û
ÊEòªÉÉ lÉÉ* nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ EòÉ BEò¨ÉÉjÉ nùä¶É, ºÉ¤ÉºÉä {É½þ±ÉÉ nùä¶É, ÊVÉºÉ xÉä B]õ¨É ¤É¨É EòÉ |ÉªÉÉäMÉ ÊEòªÉÉ, +ÉVÉ ´É½þ +xªÉ nùä¶ÉÉä Æ EòÉä B]õ¨É ¤É¨É EòÉ |ÉªÉÉäMÉ xÉ Eò®úxÉä EòÒ ºÉ±ÉÉ½þ nùäiÉÉ ½þè*
¨Éè Æ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò ÊVÉiÉxÉÒ ¦ÉÒ ºÉÆÊvÉªÉÉÆ ½þè Æ - SÉÉ½þä ´É½þ BxÉ.{ÉÒ.]õÒ ½þÉä, ºÉÒ.]õÒ.¤ÉÒ.]õÒ. ½þÉä, =ºÉEòä |ÉÊiÉ +¨ÉäÊ®úEòÉ EòÉ VÉÉä ¦ÉÒ ´ªÉ´É½þÉ®ú ½þè, =ºÉEòä {ÉÒUôä BEò ½þÒ ¨ÉEòºÉnù ½þè, B]õ¨É
¤É¨É =xÉEòä {ÉÉºÉ ®ú½þä +Éè®ú EòÉä<Ç nùä¶É =ºÉEòÒ ¤É®úÉ¤É®úÒ ¨Éä Æ xÉ +ÉB* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ ¨Éä Æ ¨É½þÉ¶ÉÊEiÉ ¤ÉxÉxÉä Eòä {ÉÉä]õè Æ¶É±É ½þè Æ* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÉä ¨É½þÉ¶ÉÊEiÉ ¤ÉxÉxÉä ºÉä ®úÉäEòxÉä Eòä ¹ÉbªÉÆjÉ EòÉ ªÉ½þ
Ê½þººÉÉ ½þè* =ºÉ ¹ÉbªÉÆjÉ EòÉä <ºÉ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú xÉä iÉÉäc÷É ½þè* +]õ±É Ê¤É½þÉ®úÒ ´ÉÉVÉ{ÉäªÉÒ VÉÒ xÉä 11 +Éè®ú 13 ¨É<Ç Eòä Ê´Éº¡òÉä]õ ºÉä =ºÉ ¹ÉbªÉÆjÉ EòÉä iÉÉäc÷É ½þè* <ºÉºÉä ªÉ½þ ºÉÉÊ¤ÉiÉ ½þÉä MÉªÉÉ
½þè* nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ Eòä EòÖUô ¤Éc÷ä nùä¶ÉÉä Æ EòÉä UôÉäc÷ Eò®ú UôÉä]õä-UôÉä]õä nùä¶É <ºÉ {É®ú |ÉºÉxxÉ ½þè Æ* ¨Éè Æ ¸ÉÒ VÉä.BxÉ. nùÒÊIÉiÉ Eòä +ÉÊ]õÇEò±É EòÒ SÉÉ®ú +Éè®ú {ÉÆÊEiÉªÉÉÆ {Égø Eò®ú ºÉÖxÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉ½þÚ ÆMÉÉ :

"I have noticed in my interaction with Asian, African, South American diplomats, whatever their governments'
formal stance, an undercurrent of satisfaction that a developing country overturned discriminatory pressure and
asserted its self-reliance and technological achievement."

¤É½þÖiÉ ºÉä nùä¶É <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ {É®ú JÉÖ¶É ½þè Æ ÊEò ÊEòºÉÒ Ê´ÉEòÉºÉ¶ÉÒ±É nùä¶É xÉä <ºÉ ¨ÉÉäxÉÉä{É±ÉÒ EòÉä iÉÉäc÷xÉä EòÒ Ê½þ¨¨ÉiÉ EòÒ ½þè* +ÉMÉä VÉä.BxÉ.nùÒÊIÉiÉ BEò +Éè®ú ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò½þiÉä ½þè Æ --



"We should not deal with the tests as an end in themselves, but proceed to make the capacity we have attained
deployable both in terms of weaponisation and delivery system. There is no need to be defensive."

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ, <ºÉÊ±ÉB +¨ÉäÊ®úEòÉ, ÊVÉºÉxÉä +ÉVÉ iÉEò 1020 {É®úÒIÉhÉ ÊEòªÉä ½þè Æ, nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ ¨Éä Æ Bä]õ¨É ¤É¨É EòÉ |ÉªÉÉäMÉ ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè, ´É½þ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÉä ¨É½þÉ¶ÉÊEiÉ ¤ÉxÉxÉä ºÉä ®úÉäEòxÉÉ
SÉÉ½þiÉÉ lÉÉ, =ºÉEòä Ê´É¯ûr <ºÉ nùä¶É xÉä BEò |ÉªÉixÉ ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè VÉÉä |ÉªÉixÉ ¤Éc÷É ¨É½þi´É{ÉÚhÉÇ ½þè* ={Énùä¶É, iªÉÉMÉ, ¨ÉÉxÉ´ÉiÉÉ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ, xÉèÊiÉEòiÉÉ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ, ªÉä EòÉä<Ç xÉªÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉä Æ xÉ½þÒÆ
½þ è Æ* ªÉä ¤ÉÉiÉä Æ 1962 ºÉä {É½þ±Éä ¦ÉÒ EòÒ VÉÉiÉÒ ®ú½þÒ ½þè Æ, ªÉä ¤ÉÉiÉä Æ +ÉVÉ ¦ÉÒ ´É½þÉÆ Eò½þÒ VÉÉiÉÒ ½þè Æ, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ SÉ±ÉiÉÒ ½þè vÉ®úiÉÒ +Éè®ú WÉ¨ÉÒxÉ EòÒ ºÉSSÉÉ<Ç ºÉä* Eòä´É±É ¦ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ+ÉäÆ
ºÉä nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ SÉ±ÉiÉÒ* ¨ÉÖZÉä ®úÉ¨ÉvÉÉ®úÒ ÊºÉÆ½þ ÊnùxÉEò®ú VÉÒ Eòä `EòÖ¯ûIÉäjÉ' EòÒ ´É½þ {ÉÆÊEiÉªÉÉÆ ªÉÉ +É ®ú½þÒ ½þè ÊVÉxÉ¨Éä Æ vÉ¨ÉÇ®úÉVÉ ªÉÖÊvÉÊ¹`ö®ú EòÉä VÉ¤É ´É½þ <ºÉÒ ÊEòº¨É EòÉ ={Énùä¶É nùä
®ú½þä lÉä iÉÉä Eò½þ±É´ÉÉªÉÉ lÉÉ ÊEò VÉ¤É º´Éi´É {É®ú +ÉFò¨ÉhÉ ½þÉäiÉÉ ½þè iÉÉä {ÉÖhªÉ EòÒ, {ÉÉ{É EòÒ ¦ÉÉ¹ÉÉ ¤Énù±É VÉÉiÉÒ ½þè* =ºÉ¨Éä Æ =x½þÉä ÆxÉä Eò½þÉ lÉÉ ÊEò --

 

"UôÒxÉiÉÉ ½þÉä º´Éi´É EòÉä<Ç, +Éè®ú iÉÚ

iªÉÉMÉ iÉ{É ºÉä EòÉ¨É ±Éä ªÉ½þ {ÉÉ{É ½þè*

{ÉÖhªÉ ½þè Ê´ÉÊSUôxxÉ Eò®ú nùäxÉÉ =ºÉä,

¤Égø ®ú½þÉ iÉä®úÒ iÉ®ú¡ò VÉÉä ½þÉlÉ ½þè*"

ªÉ½þ ½þè ÊWÉxnùMÉÒ EòÒ ºÉSSÉÉ<Ç, +Éè®ú =ºÉ ºÉSSÉÉ<Ç EòÉä Eò¦ÉÒ EòÉä<Ç nùä¶É ¦ÉÚ±É xÉ½þÒÆ ºÉEòiÉÉ* ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ, ªÉ½þÉÆ ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ ºÉÆMÉ¨ÉÉ VÉÒ xÉä +Éè®ú ¤É½þÖiÉ ºÉä ±ÉÉäMÉÉä Æ xÉä ¤ÉÉiÉä Æ EòÒÆ* ¨Éè Æ
=xÉEòä Ê´ÉºiÉÉ®ú ¨Éä Æ xÉ½þÒÆ VÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ* EòÖUô ±ÉÉäMÉÉä Æ xÉä b÷®úÉxÉä EòÒ EòÉäÊ¶É¶É EòÒ, EòÖUô ±ÉÉäMÉÉä Æ xÉä ¨ÉÉªÉÚºÉÒ EòÒ ¦ÉÉ¹ÉÉ Eò½þÒ, EòÖUô ±ÉÉäMÉÉä Æ xÉä {É®úä¶ÉÉxÉÒ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò½þÒ, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ®úÉ¹]Å
VÉÒiÉiÉä ½þè Æ Ê½þ¨¨ÉiÉ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ, ®úÉ¹]Å VÉÒiÉiÉä ½þè Æ <SUôÉ¶ÉÊEiÉ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ* b÷®úEò®ú, PÉ¤É®úÉEò®ú xÉ ´ªÉÊEiÉ VÉÒ´ÉxÉ ¨Éä Æ EòÖUô Eò®ú ºÉEòiÉÉ ½þè, xÉ ®úÉ¹]Å EòÖUô Eò®ú ºÉEòiÉÉ ½þè*

+ÉÊlÉÇEò |ÉÊiÉ¤ÉÆvÉÉä Æ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò½þÒ MÉ<Ç ½þè* =ºÉEòä ¤ÉÉ®úä ¨Éä Æ Ê´ÉºiÉÉ®ú ºÉä Ê´ÉSÉÉ®ú ½þÉäMÉÉ, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ VÉ½þÉÆ iÉEò ¨Éä®úÒ VÉÉxÉEòÉ®úÒ ½þè, 1995-96 EòÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÉ ºÉEò±É PÉ®úä±ÉÚ =i{ÉÉnù
¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÉ ½þè 11 ±ÉÉJÉ 19 ½þVÉÉ®ú Eò®úÉäc÷ ¯û{ÉªÉä ½þè +Éè®ú 1995-96 Eòä +ÆiÉ iÉEò VÉÉä ºÉ¤É |ÉEòÉ®ú EòÒ MÉ´ÉxÉÇ¨Éä Æ]õ, xÉÉèxÉ-MÉ´ÉxÉÇ¨Éä Æ]õ ±ÉÉäxÉ OÉÉÆ]õ Eòä °ü{É ¨Éä Æ ºÉ½þÉªÉiÉÉ |ÉÉ{iÉ ½þÖ<Ç ½þè,
´É½þ 12.163 Eò®úÉäc÷ ¯û{ÉªÉä ½þè* ªÉ½þ =ºÉEòÉ 1.01 {É®úºÉä Æ]õ ¤ÉxÉiÉÉ ½þè +Éè®ú VÉÉä nùä¶É ºÉè ÆE¶ÉxÉ ±ÉMÉÉ ®ú½þä ½þè Æ =xÉEòÉ Ê½þººÉÉ 0.5 {É®úºÉä Æ]õ ¤ÉxÉiÉÉ ½þè* nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB, nùä¶É
Eòä º´ÉÉÊ¦É¨ÉÉxÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB ¤Éc÷ä ºÉä ¤Éc÷É iªÉÉMÉ, ¤Éc÷Ò ºÉä ¤Éc÷Ò iÉ{ÉºªÉÉ EòÒ VÉÉ ºÉEòiÉÒ ½þè* ªÉä +ÉÊlÉÇEò |ÉÊiÉ¤ÉÆvÉ iÉÉä EòÖUô ¦ÉÒ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè Æ* <xÉºÉä nùä¶É EòÉä PÉ¤É®úÉxÉä EòÒ, ÊSÉxiÉÉ Eò®úxÉä
EòÒ EòÉä<Ç +É´É¶ªÉEòiÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè +Éè®ú VÉÉä ¤Énù±ÉÒ ½þÖ<Ç +ÉÊlÉÇEò {ÉÊ®úÊºlÉÊiÉªÉÉÆ ½þè Æ, VÉÉä ¤Énù±ÉÒ ½þÖ<Ç +ÉÊlÉÇEò xÉÒÊiÉªÉÉÆ ½þè Æ, =ºÉ¨Éä Æ BäEºÉ]õxÉÇ±É +ÊºÉºÉ]õäxºÉ Eòä °ü{É ¨Éä Æ vÉxÉ EòÉ¨É
+ÉBMÉÉ, =ºÉ¨Éä Æ ¡òÉè®ú àxÉ <xÉ´Éàº]õ¨Éä Æ]õ Eòä °ü{É ¨Éä Æ vÉxÉ VªÉÉnùÉ +ÉBMÉÉ* <ºÉÊ±ÉB ¨Éè Æ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò <ºÉEòÒ ÊSÉxiÉÉ Eò®úxÉä EòÒ +É´É¶ªÉEòiÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè +Éè®ú ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ VÉèºÉÉ ¤É½þÖiÉ ¤Éc÷É
¤ÉÉWÉÉ®ú, ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ VÉèºÉÉ nùä¶É ÊVÉºÉ¨Éä Æ {ÉÚ ÆVÉÒ-ÊxÉ´Éä¶É EòÒ ºÉ¤ÉºÉä +ÊvÉEò ºÉÆ¦ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉBÆ ½þè Æ, =ºÉä nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ <MÉxÉÉä®ú xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®ú ºÉEòiÉÒ, <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÉ vªÉÉxÉ ®úJÉxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ªÉÊnù
EòÖUô ¤ÉÉiÉä Æ ½þÉäiÉÒ ¦ÉÒ ½þè Æ iÉÉä =ºÉ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ ¨Éä Æ ¨Éè Æ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò nùä¶É EòÉä ÊSÉxiÉÉ Eò®úxÉä EòÒ WÉ°ü®úiÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* +ÉÊlÉÇEò |ÉÊiÉ¤ÉÆvÉÉä Æ EòÒ VÉ¤É ¤ÉÉiÉ +É<Ç, iÉÉä ¨Éè Æ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò ´É½þ
iÉÉä ½þÉäxÉÉ lÉÉ* ½þ¨É Eò¦ÉÒ ªÉ½þ xÉ½þÒÆ ºÉÉäSÉ ºÉEòiÉä lÉä ÊEò ½þ¨É =xÉ nùä¶ÉÉä Æ Eòä ¤É®úÉ¤É®ú ½þÉäxÉä EòÒ EòÉäÊ¶É¶É Eò®úä Æ* ½þ¨É +Éi¨ÉÊxÉ¦ÉÇ®ú ½þÉäxÉä EòÒ EòÉäÊ¶É¶É Eò®úä Æ* ½þ¨É {É®úÒIÉhÉ Eò®úä Æ +Éè®ú
+¨ÉäÊ®úEòÉ Ê½þxnùÖºiÉÉxÉ ¨Éä Æ +ÉEò®ú ½þ¨É {É®ú ¡òÚ±É ¤É®úºÉÉB, +¨ÉäÊ®úEòÉ xÉÉä]õ ¤É®úºÉÉB, ªÉ½þ iÉÉä ½þÉäxÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ lÉÉ! {É®úä¶ÉÉxÉÒ iÉÉä =xÉEòÉä ½þÉäxÉÒ lÉÒ, ÊSÉxiÉÉ iÉÉä =xÉEòÉä ½þÉäxÉÒ lÉÒ! ªÉ½þ iÉÉä
Ê¤É±EòÖ±É º´ÉÉ¦ÉÉÊ´ÉEò ½þè +Éè®ú <ºÉºÉä {É®úä¶ÉÉxÉ ½þÉäxÉä EòÒ EòÉä<Ç +É´É¶ªÉEòiÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè*

ºÉ¦ÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ VÉÒ, ¨Éè Æ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò ¨ÉÖZÉä <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÒ ÊSÉxiÉÉ WÉ°ü®ú ½þè ÊEò Eò±É Ê´É{ÉIÉ Eòä xÉäiÉÉ xÉä VÉÉä ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò½þÒ, =ºÉºÉä ½þ¨Éä Æ ±ÉMÉÉ ÊEò ¶ÉÉªÉnù SÉSÉÉÇ +Éè®ú ºÉÉäSÉ EòÒ Ênù¶ÉÉ
¤Énù±É VÉÉB* 1974 ¨ÉäÆ ¦ÉÒ VÉ¤É <ºÉ nùä¶É ¨Éä Æ {É®úÒIÉhÉ ½þÖ+É lÉÉ, {ÉÚ®úÉ nùä¶É =ºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ EòÒ |ÉvÉÉxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ VÉÒ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ JÉc÷É ½þÉä MÉªÉÉ lÉÉ, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ +ÉVÉ ´É½þ ÊºlÉÊiÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* EªÉÉä Æ
xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè, ¨ÉÖZÉä ºÉ¨ÉZÉ ¨Éä Æ xÉ½þÒÆ +ÉiÉÉ* Eò±É VÉ¤É =x½þÉä ÆxÉä ªÉ½þ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò½þÒ iÉÉä ¨ÉÖZÉä ±ÉMÉÉ ÊEò ºÉÉäSÉ ¤Énù±É VÉÉBMÉÒ, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ +ÉVÉ Ê¡ò®ú <ºÉEòÉ Ê´É®úÉävÉ ½þÖ+É ½þè* +É±ÉÉäSÉxÉÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB
+É±ÉÉäSÉxÉÉ EòÒ VÉÉ ®ú½þÒ ½þè*

 ªÉÊnù ¦ÉÉ®úiÉÒªÉ VÉxÉiÉÉ {ÉÉ]õÒÇ =vÉ®ú ½þÉäiÉÒ, +É{É <vÉ®ú ½þÉäiÉä +Éè®ú +É{É BäºÉÉ Eò®úiÉä iÉÉä ½þ¨É ºÉ¨ÉlÉÇxÉ Eò®úiÉä +Éè®ú nùä¶É Eòä VÉ¶xÉ, nùä¶É Eòä ºÉ¨ÉÉ®úÉä½þ ¨Éä Æ ¶ÉÉÊ¨É±É ½þÉäiÉä, EªÉÉä ÆÊEò
ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÒ nÞùÊ¹]õ ºÉä nùä¶É +Éi¨ÉÊxÉ¦ÉÇ®úiÉÉ EòÒ iÉ®ú¡ò ¤Égø ®ú½þÉ ½þè* <ºÉºÉä ¤Éc÷Ò ®úÉ¹]ÅÒªÉ º´ÉÉÊ¦É¨ÉÉxÉ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ +Éè®ú EòÉä<Ç xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉä ºÉEòiÉÒ*

BEò ¤ÉÉiÉ ¤ÉÉ®ú-¤ÉÉ®ú {ÉÚUôÒ MÉ<Ç ÊEò {É®úÒIÉhÉ EªÉÉä Æ ÊEòªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ, EªÉÉ VÉ°ü®úiÉ lÉÒ* ¨Éè ÆxÉä ºÉÉ®úÒ ¤ÉÉiÉä Æ +É{ÉEòä ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉä ®úJÉÒ ½þè Æ* VÉÉìVÉÇ ¡òxÉÉÇ Æb÷ÒºÉ xÉä `öÒEò Eò½þÉ ÊEò +É{ÉxÉä xÉ½þÒÆ
ÊEòªÉÉ <ºÉÊ±ÉB ½þ¨Éä Æ Eò®úxÉÉ {Éc÷É* <ºÉ ¤ÉÉ®úä ¨Éä Æ BEò Ê´É¶Éä¹É ¤ÉÉiÉ +Éè®ú ½þè ÊEò BäºÉÉ <ºÉÊ±ÉB ½þÖ+É EªÉÉä ÆÊEò Ê½þ¨¨ÉiÉ´ÉÉ±ÉÉ xÉäiÞÉi´É ªÉ½þÉÆ {É®ú +ÉªÉÉ ½þè, ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ ±ÉäxÉä EòÒ Ê½þ¨¨ÉiÉ
Eò®úxÉä ´ÉÉ±ÉÉ xÉäiÞÉi´É ªÉ½þÉÆ {É®ú +ÉªÉÉ* +É{ÉxÉä 1974 ¨Éä Æ ÊEòªÉÉ, +É{ÉEòÉä ¤ÉÉ®ú-¤ÉÉ®ú ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç ½þè* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ =ºÉEòä ¤ÉÉnù BäºÉä IÉhÉ +ÉªÉä, +¦ÉÒ ¸ÉÒ ´Éä ÆEò]õ®ú¨ÉhÉ VÉÒ EòÉ ¤ÉªÉÉxÉ Uô{ÉÉ
½þè ÊEò VÉ¤É ´É½þ ®úIÉÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ lÉä iÉÉä {ÉÉäJÉ®úxÉ ¨Éä Æ BEºÉ{Éä®úÒ¨Éä Æ]õ Eò®úxÉä EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ iÉªÉ ½þÉä MÉ<Ç, ´Éä ´É½þÉÆ {É®ú MÉ<Ç, VÉMÉ½þ nùäJÉ ±ÉÒ, ÊiÉÊlÉ iÉªÉ ½þÉä MÉ<Ç, Ê¡ò®ú ±ÉMÉÉ nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ xÉÉ®úÉVÉ ½þÉä
VÉÉªÉäMÉÒ <ºÉÊ±ÉB {É®úÒIÉhÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ÊEòªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ* <ºÉºÉä ¤Éc÷Ò nùÖJÉ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉä ºÉEòiÉÒ* ªÉÊnù nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB {É®úÒIÉhÉ VÉ°ü®úÒ xÉ½þÒÆ lÉÉ iÉÉä ªÉÉäVÉxÉÉ EªÉÉä Æ ¤ÉxÉÉ<Ç +Éè®ú
+MÉ®ú nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB {É®úÒIÉhÉ +É´É¶ªÉEò lÉÉ iÉÉä ÊEòºÉÒ nùä¶É EòÒ xÉÉ®úÉVÉMÉÒ Eòä EòÉ ®úhÉ =ºÉä ºlÉÊMÉiÉ EªÉÉä Æ ÊEòªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ* EòÉä<Ç |ÉIÉä{ÉÉºjÉ ½þ¨É ¤ÉxÉÉ ®ú½þä lÉä* EòÉä<Ç nùä¶É
xÉÉ®úÉVÉ ½þÉäxÉä ±ÉMÉÉ, =ºÉEòä Ê±ÉB ªÉÉäVÉxÉÉ ºlÉÊMÉiÉ Eò®ú nùÒ MÉ<Ç* nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÉä ÊMÉ®ú´ÉÒ ®úJÉxÉä EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÒ MÉ<Ç* <ºÉÊ±ÉB ¨Éè Æ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò +É{É Eò<Ç ¤ÉÉ®ú `öÒEò ºÉ¨ÉªÉ
{É®ú, `öÒEò ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ±Éä ºÉEòä* <ºÉ ¤ÉÉ®ú xÉäiÞÉi´É +ÉªÉÉ ½þè ÊVÉºÉxÉä nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÉä ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉä ®úJÉEò®ú ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ Ê±ÉªÉÉ +Éè®ú ªÉ½þ <ºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ <ºÉÊ±ÉB ½þÖ+É ½þè EªÉÉä ÆÊEò nù¨ÉJÉ¨É
´ÉÉ±ÉÉ, nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB ºÉ¤É EòÖUô Eò®ú ºÉEòxÉä EòÒ Ê½þ¨¨ÉiÉ ®úJÉxÉä ´ÉÉ±ÉÉ BEò xÉäiÞÉi´É +ÉªÉÉ +Éè®ú =x½þÉä ÆxÉä <ºÉ ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ EòÉä Ê±ÉªÉÉ* ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä Ê¨ÉjÉÉä Æ EòÒ ½þÉ±ÉiÉ iÉÉä ªÉ½þ lÉÒ
ÊEò VÉèºÉä Eò<Ç ¤ÉÉ®ú EòÉä<Ç ¡òèºÉ±ÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®ú {ÉÉiÉÉ "<®úÉnùä ¤ÉÉÆvÉiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ, VÉÉäc÷iÉÉ ½þÚ Æ, iÉÉäc÷ nùäiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ, Eò½þÒÆ BäºÉÉ xÉ ½þÉä VÉÉB, Eò½þÒÆ ´ÉèºÉÉ xÉ ½þÉä VÉÉB*" +É{ÉEòÒ ªÉ½þÒ ½þÉ±ÉiÉ ®ú½þÒ*
±ÉäÊEòxÉ ¸ÉÒ +]õ±É Ê¤É½þÉ®úÒ ´ÉÉVÉ{ÉäªÉÒ xÉä nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÉä ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉä ®úJÉÉ, <®úÉnùÉ ¤ÉÉÆvÉÉ, xÉ iÉÉäc÷É, xÉ VÉÉäc÷É, {ÉÉäJÉ®úxÉ ¨Éä Æ BEò ¤É½þÖiÉ ¤Éc÷É ¤É¨É ¡òÉäc÷É +Éè®ú =ºÉEòÉ {ÉÊ®úhÉÉ¨É ªÉ½þ



½þÖ+É ÊEò Eò±É {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ EòÒ Ê¤É±±ÉÒ ¦ÉÒ lÉè±Éä ºÉä ¤ÉÉ½þ®ú +É MÉ<Ç* +SUôÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ½þè, ÊUô{Éä ½þÖB ½þÊlÉªÉÉ®úÉä Æ EòÒ ¤ÉVÉÉªÉ JÉÖ±Éä ½þÖB ½þÊlÉªÉÉ®ú ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉä ½þÉä Æ iÉÉä =ºÉ SÉÖxÉÉèiÉÒ EòÉ ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉÉ
Eò®úxÉÉ +ÉºÉÉxÉ ½þÉä VÉÉªÉäMÉÉ*

BEò ¤ÉÉiÉ =vÉ®ú ºÉä ¤ÉÉ®ú-¤ÉÉ®ú Eò½þÒ MÉ<Ç ÊEò nùä¶É Eòä ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ Ê¤ÉMÉc÷ VÉÉªÉä ÆMÉä* EªÉÉ nùÚºÉ®úä nùä¶ÉÉä Æ ºÉä ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ ºÉÖvÉÉ®úxÉä EòÉ BEò ½þÒ iÉ®úÒEòÉ ½þè ÊEò Eò¨ÉVÉÉä®ú ½þÉäiÉä VÉÉBÆ* ªÉ½þ iÉEòÇ
ºÉ¨ÉZÉ ¨Éä Æ xÉ½þÒÆ +ÉªÉÉ* ½þ¨É +{ÉxÉä PÉ®ú ¨Éä Æ ¨ÉÉÊ±É¶É Eò®ú ®ú½þä ½þè Æ, ´ÉÊVÉÇ¶É Eò®ú ®ú½þä ½þè Æ, ªÉÉäMÉÉºÉxÉ Eò®ú ®ú½þä ½þè Æ, ¨ÉVÉ¤ÉÚiÉ ½þÉäxÉä EòÒ EòÉäÊ¶É¶É Eò®ú ®ú½þä ½þè Æ, =ºÉºÉä ÊEòºÉÒ {Éc÷ÉäºÉÒ EòÉä
{É®úä¶ÉÉxÉÒ EªÉÉä Æ ½þÉä* +MÉ®ú ÊEòºÉÒ {Éc÷ÉäºÉÒ EòÉä {É®úä¶ÉÉxÉÒ ½þÉäiÉÒ ½þè iÉÉä <ºÉEòÉ ¨ÉiÉ±É¤É ªÉ½þ ½þè ÊEò =ºÉEòÒ xÉÒªÉiÉ `öÒEò xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÒ nÞùÊ¹]õ ºÉä ¨ÉVÉ¤ÉÚiÉ ½þÉäxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ
½þè* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ Eòä SÉÉ®úÉä Æ iÉ®ú¡ò VÉÉä ºÉÆEò]õ ½þè =ºÉä vªÉÉxÉ ¨Éä Æ ®úJÉEò®ú ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ ¨ÉVÉ¤ÉÚiÉ ½þÉäEò®ú BEò º´ÉÉÊ¦É¨ÉÉxÉ +Éè®ú +Éi¨ÉÊ´É¶´ÉÉºÉ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò®úxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þè* =ºÉEòä Ê±ÉB ¤ÉÉ®ú-¤ÉÉ®ú
Eò½þÉ MÉªÉÉ ÊEò ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ Ê¤ÉMÉc÷ VÉÉªÉä ÆMÉä iÉÉä EªÉÉ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ ºÉÖvÉÉ®úxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB VÉ°ü®úÒ ½þè ÊEò ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ Eò¨ÉVÉÉä®ú ½þÉä VÉÉB* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ Eòä {ÉÉºÉ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB EòÖUô xÉ ½þÉä, ªÉ½þ iÉEòÇ
Ê¤É±ÉEòÖ±É `öÒEò xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè +Éè®ú ªÉ½þ ¨ÉxÉÉä´ÞÉÊiiÉ ÊSÉÆiÉÉ EòÉ Ê´É¹ÉªÉ ½þè*

¨Éè Æ +ÉÊJÉ®ú ¨Éä Æ BEò ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò½þxÉÉ SÉÉ½þÚ ÆMÉÉ* ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä Ê¨ÉjÉÉä Æ xÉä ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ EòÉä ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùÒ, ¤É½þÖiÉ +SUôÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ½þè* {ÉÚ®úÉ ®úÉ¹]Å <ºÉ nùä¶É Eòä ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ EòÉä ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùä ®ú½þÉ ½þè,
]õäExÉÒÊ¶ÉªÉxÉÉä Æ EòÉä ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùä ®ú½þÉ ½þè, <ÆVÉÒÊxÉªÉ®úÉä Æ EòÉä ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùä ®ú½þÉ ½þè, SÉÚ ÆÊEò ªÉä ±ÉÉäMÉ ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç Eòä {ÉÉjÉ ½þè* ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä Ê¨ÉjÉ =`öä, ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ EòÉä ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùÒ, Ê¡ò®ú nùÉä Eònù¨É +Éè®ú +ÉMÉä
¤Égøä, ]õäExÉÒÊ¶ÉªÉxÉÉä Æ EòÉä ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùÒ, Ê¡ò®ú nùÉä Eònù¨É +Éè®ú +ÉMÉä ¤Égøä, <ÆVÉÒÊxÉªÉ®úÉä Æ EòÉä ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùÒ, Ê¡ò®ú ¯ûEò MÉªÉä, =ºÉºÉä +ÉMÉä xÉ½þÒÆ MÉªÉä* =ºÉºÉä +ÉMÉä ªÉ½þ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú lÉÒ, =ºÉºÉä
+ÉMÉä ¸ÉÒ +]õ±É Ê¤É½þÉ®úÒ ´ÉÉVÉ{ÉäªÉÒ lÉä* EªÉÉ =xÉEòÉä ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç xÉ½þÒÆ nùä ºÉEòiÉä lÉä? EªÉÉ EòÉ®úhÉ lÉÉ* +É{É JÉÖ¶ÉÒ iÉÉä ¨ÉxÉÉ ®ú½þä lÉä, ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç iÉÉä nùä ®ú½þä lÉä, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ +É{ÉEòä ¨ÉxÉ ¨Éä Æ
EòÉä<Ç ]õÒºÉ lÉÒ, ÊVÉºÉä ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä EòÖUô Ê¨ÉjÉÉä Æ xÉä Eò½þÉ ½þè ÊEò ½þ¨É ¦ÉÒ ªÉ½þÒ Eò®úxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉä lÉä* ¸ÉäªÉ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ +É{ÉEòä ¨ÉxÉ ¨Éä Æ ½þè, ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ¨ÉxÉ ¨Éä Æ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* <iÉxÉä ¤Éc÷ä nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ Eòä
¤ÉÉ®úä ¨Éä Æ +MÉ®ú Eò¦ÉÒ ¨É½þi´É{ÉÚhÉÇ ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ Ê±ÉªÉÉ VÉÉiÉÉ ½þè iÉÉä =ºÉ¨Éä Æ ¸ÉäªÉ xÉ½þÒÆ nùäJÉÉ VÉÉiÉÉ* ½þÉÆ, EòÉä<Ç EòÉ¨É Eò®úiÉÉ ½þè iÉÉä Eò¦ÉÒ =ºÉä ¸ÉäªÉ Ê¨É±ÉiÉÉ ½þè Eò¦ÉÒ xÉ½þÒÆ Ê¨É±ÉiÉÉ ½þè*
±ÉäÊEòxÉ ¨Éä®ú ä Ê¨ÉjÉÉä Æ Eòä Ênù±É +Éè®ú Ênù¨ÉÉMÉ ¨Éä Æ ¸ÉäªÉ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ½þè*

ªÉ½þ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò½þÒ MÉ<Ç ÊEò 1974 ¨ÉäÆ ½þ¨ÉxÉä BEºÉ{Éä®úÒ¨Éä Æ]õ ÊEòªÉÉ, 1975 ¨Éä Æ ½þÉ®ú MÉªÉä, <ºÉ¨Éä Æ ½þÉ®ú +Éè®ú VÉÒiÉ EòÉ ºÉ´ÉÉ±É ½þÒ EªÉÉ ½þè, +É{ÉxÉä BEºÉ{Éä Æ®úÒ¨Éä Æ]õ ÊEòªÉÉ, ¤É½þÖiÉ +SUôÒ
¤ÉÉiÉ EòÒ* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ +É{ÉEòÉä 1974 Eòä BEºÉ{Éä®úÒ¨Éä Æ]õ EòÉ +¡òºÉÉäºÉ ½þè ÊEò ½þ¨ÉxÉä 1974 ¨Éä Æ BEºÉ{Éä®úÒ¨Éä Æ]õ ÊEòªÉÉ,

±ÉäÊEòxÉ Ê¡ò®ú ¦ÉÒ ½þ¨Éä Æ ºÉ¡ò±ÉiÉÉ |ÉÉ{iÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÖ<Ç* ªÉ½þ ¸ÉäªÉ EòÉ ºÉ´ÉÉ±É xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* ¨Éè Æ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò <ºÉEòÉ ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ EòÉä ¸ÉäªÉ VÉÉiÉÉ ½þè, ]õäExÉÒÊ¶ÉªÉxÉÉä Æ +Éè®ú <ÆVÉÒÊxÉªÉ®úÉä Æ EòÉä
¸ÉäªÉ VÉÉiÉÉ ½þè +Éè®ú ªÉ½þ EòÉ¨É 11 +Éè®ú 13 ¨É<Ç EòÉä xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÖ+É ½þè ¤ÉÊ±Eò ´É½þ ¤É½þÖiÉ {É½þ±Éä ºÉä ¶ÉÖ°ü lÉÉ* <ºÉEòÉä ¶ÉÖ°ü Eò®úxÉä EòÉ ¸ÉäªÉ +É{ÉEòÉä ½þè, ºÉ¤ÉEòÉä ½þè ±ÉäÊEòxÉ +É{ÉEòä
¨ÉxÉ ¨Éä Æ ªÉ½þ SÉÒVÉ ½þè ÊEò <ºÉEòÉ ¸ÉäªÉ ¸ÉÒ +]õ±É Ê¤É½þÉ®úÒ ´ÉÉVÉ{ÉäªÉÒ VÉÒ EòÉä xÉ Ê¨É±Éä, <ºÉ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú EòÉä xÉ Ê¨É±Éä* <ºÉÊ±ÉB +É{ÉEòÒ VÉÉä ¨ÉÖºEòÉxÉ ½þè, =ºÉ¨Éä Æ ¦ÉÒ lÉEòÉxÉ lÉÒ*
+É{ÉEòÒ JÉÖ¶ÉÒ ¨Éä Æ ¦ÉÒ {É®úä¶ÉÉxÉÒ lÉÒ* +É{ÉEòÒ JÉÖ¶ÉÒ, JÉÖ¶ÉÒ xÉ½þÒÆ lÉÒ * <ºÉÒ {É®ú ¨ÉÖZÉä BEò MÉÒiÉ EòÒ {ÉÆÊEiÉ ªÉÉnù +ÉiÉÒ ½þè:

"iÉÖ¨É <iÉxÉÉ VÉÉä ¨ÉÖºEòÖ®úÉ ®ú½þä ½þÉä, EªÉÉ MÉ¨É ½þè ÊVÉºÉEòÉä UôÖ{ÉÉ ®ú½þä ½þÉä*"

+ÆiÉ ¨Éä Æ ¨Éè Æ BEò ½þÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò½þxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò ´ÉEiÉ EòÒ VÉ°ü®úiÉ ½þè, ®úÉ¹]Å EòÒ VÉ°ü®úiÉ ½þè ÊEò ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÉä nù±ÉÉä Æ EòÒ nùÒ´ÉÉ®úÉä Æ ºÉä >ð{É®ú =`öEò®ú nùäJÉÉ VÉÉªÉä* ¨Éè Æ ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ ¶É®únù
{É´ÉÉ®ú VÉÒ EòÉä Eò±É EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùäiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ +Éè®ú ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùÚ ÆMÉÉ ªÉÊnù ´É½þ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉSSÉÒ ½þÉä +Éè®ú +ÉMÉä ¦ÉÒ ¤Égø ºÉEòä* +ÉVÉ VÉ°ü®úiÉ <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÒ ½þè ÊEò ºÉÉ®úÒ ¤ÉÉiÉÉä Æ ºÉä
>ð{É®ú =`öEò®ú VÉ¤É {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ xÉä BEºÉ{Éä®úÒ¨Éè Æ]õ ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè, nùä¶É Eòä ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉä ¤É½þÖiÉ ¤Éc÷É JÉiÉ®úÉ ½þè, 1962 Eòä PÉÉ´É +¦ÉÒ ½þ®úä ½þè Æ, Ê½þ¨ÉÉ±ÉªÉ, Ê¶É´É EòÉ Ê¶É´ÉÉ±ÉªÉ PÉÉªÉ±É ½þè--<xÉ
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SHRI INDER KUMAR GUJRAL (JALANDHAR): Sir, I am grateful to you for giving me the opportunity to
address this august House today. If I may say so, it is for the first time since the elections that I am addressing
the House. I am addressing the House at a moment when I feel the situation so demands that with all seriousness
and with all application of mind, we address ourselves to the issues that are emerging before us. It is no use
emotionalising the issue; it is no use raising slogans about it. Matured nations, serious nations, analyse the
situations and try to evolve policies to meet them.

I was initially thinking of speaking yesterday. If I had spoken yesterday, I would have addressed myself to the
issues arising out of Pokhran-II. But today I am speaking in a different background because Pakistan also has
tested its devices. Therefore, when I talk today about these issues that have arisen, I cannot but talk in terms of
the immediate situations that have come before us. These are compounded issues, and the two tests have to be
read together so that we are able to evolve a policy and come to some conclusions.

There are several issues which involve both India and Pakistan and, for several years, we have been talking
about them. For several years, we have discussed them; for several years, we have been able to meet many of the
difficulties that have been confronted and that we have to meet.



At the moment, when I am standing here before you, Sir, I am reminded of a long history. But I am not going to
take your time to go into that history. It is no more possible to really undo that history. It is no more possible to
discuss at the moment the Indo-Pakistan relations in the context that existed before the two tests were there. But
before I address myself to the subject as such, may I, first of all, join rest of the House in also offering my
homage to the scientists and the technologists because viewed purely in scientific terms, I think, the Pokhran-II
has proved, if any proof was really required for, that our scientists and our technologists are second to none in
the world and they are a world-class scientists themselves.

When I talk about Pokhran and I pay my homage and compliments to the nuclear scientists, I pay my homage to
the scientific community in totality. Science cannot be divided into parts. Even Pokhran-II would not have been
possible, if other dimensions of the scientific growth had not taken place. It was only a few months back that in
your State we have gone and seen the spectacle of Sriharikota, how Indian science made us proud and how
Indian scientists made us proud when we are able to launch a satellite on our own, particularly when some
months back or a year back or two years back, America denied its cryogenic engine to India. Here are our people
who did it themselves and we made this piece. I am aware that more satellites are about to be launched by us and
now we have reached that stage when many countries are approaching us to engage our services for that
purpose.

I also wish to talk about the super-computer. You will kindly recall and the House will recall that the super-
computer was denied to us and here are our scientists and technoloigists who have made the super-computer
themselves. Not that they made it themselves, but also today there is a market for it and many countries which
were proud of their scientific achievements are in the queue to buy this super-computer. Without this super-
computer, nuclear dimension was not possible and, therefore, when I pay my homage -- I repeat -- that I feel that
I pay homage to the entire scientific community. They had met the challenge before them and that was they who
have turned every denial into an opportunity. Everything that was denied, they turned into an opportunity.

It was my modest effort and a dimension of homage that some months back, India for the first time offered
Bharat Ratna to a living scientist.

When I talk of homage to India, I have to talk of Nehru. But for his vision, but for his commitment to scientific
growth, but for the way he led us and set up the first laboratories in this country and the best way in which he
spelt out the vision for us, we would not have been where we are. When I pay homage to him, I am also
reminded not only in terms of science -- Modern India would not have been modern India -- but for Nehru's, his
visionary leadership.

In these 50 years that we have travelled, in this House itself you will recall and my friend Shri P. A. Sangma was
presiding there, when we got together and for nearly a week, we discussed the pluses and minuses of our society,
what we had achieved and what we had not achieved. At the same time, I think we should ask ourselves the
question that if we had not achieved anything in these 50 years, what would have been the expectations of our
nation about our performance in the coming years?

Therefore, I feel that the important thing for us is that science must continue to receive our focussed attention.
Science and technology must receive our attention all the time. Without scientific and technological growth, we
will never be able to fulfil the tryst that Nehru spelt out for us. Science does not prosper in hot houses. Science
does not prosper in the minds which are obscurantist. Science does not prosper in those areas where minds are
not modern. Science prospers only if your schools, colleges and universities provide a wide base for the pyramid
and from there, generation after generation we produce scientists who come to the summit and when they reach
there, they will perform things as they have done now. I feel, therefore, that it is extremely important that we see
to it that the base of science education is spread. That is the homage.

We see that in our schools and colleges there is a great deal of work done for the education of science. We also
earmark funds for education. Since my friend, the hon. Finance Minister, is sitting here, I would request him to
see that he earmarks a sizable amount of money for Research and Development.



I said a little while ago that science and scientific attitudes do not come unless your base for scientific temper is
there. Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru often talked about it. May I say, in my own humble way, Sir, when I was
assuming office of the Prime Ministership, I had drawn the attention of this nation to this. Scientific temper is
the base on which science and technology prospers and also scientific temper defeats obscurantism and
andhvishwas. Unless you defeat andhvishwas, you cannot think in terms of scientific temper.

May I say with some pain and some anguish one thing? When we are trying to glorify science, is it not a cruel
irony that we are thinking of building temples, we are thinking of carrying the dust, and we are thinking in terms
of new situations which encourage our obscurantism and not scientific temper? It is no use passing resolutions
here. It is no use paying compliments here from that side and this side if it does not lead you to encouragement
of scientific temper. If you are going to turn scientific achievements into the basic temples, dusts and all these
things, then, I am very worried about the future of science in this country. Therefore, I hope that if we pay any
compliment and if the House decides to pass a resolution - which I would like to share - complimenting and
paying homage to our scientific community, we should say in the resolution that we want the country to
encourage scientific temper. Therefore, unless scientific temper is encouraged, it is no use passing any
resolution. You will know that encouraging scientific temper is also a part of the Directive Principles of the
Constitution. That is also what the Constitution has said. That is what we must do. We must pay a great deal of
attention to this aspect.

Having said this, I think it is important for me to come and talk to you here how wild I look at the present
situation. As I said a little while ago, I was thinking in a different framework yesterday to talk here. But today I
am talking in a different scenario, in a different framework. I had, some time back, written two letters to the hon
. Prime Minister. These two letters were of 13th and 22nd May, after the tests were performed. When I saw the
environment building up in the country, I thought it was my duty to write to him. I said several things in those
letters. One of the things that I suggested was that for God's sake please see to it that the Government speaks in
one voice. The Government was speaking in five voices, all divergent, all confusing, all giving different
messages and those who listened to them were confused. I do not know whether those whom he talked to were
confused or not. So, I urged the hon. Prime Minister twice to see to it that the Government speaks in one voice,
and ensures that everything that is said in the name of the Government has the Prime Minister's prior clearance
so that we know that these are the authentic words of the Government. Well, I do now know if any attention was
paid to that or not. But I also suggested to him that he may kindly ensure that...(Interruptions) The letters are
here. But I will not try to read them. At the same time, I had also suggested in the letters that he must see to it
that his colleagues manifest and exhibit some maturity, maturity of thought, exhibit the maturity of the office
that they occupy, and exhibit the dignity of the office that they occupy. They were talking out of turn all the time
creating a new type of atmosphere in the country.

Sometimes jingoism was talked of, sometimes war-mongering was talked of, sometimes challenges were given
and sometimes new emotions were roused as if overnight the country was on the brink of a war. I had also
suggested to him that the maturity of India is that once we create an atmosphere of war without the intention of
going to a war, that is an extremely dangerous thing. For God's sake, take care of this.

I also wrote to him and suggested that India has one basic strength of consensus. Since I had the privilege of
being the Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister for some time, I had practised that consensus. I do not have to
ask for your credit. But I think, we showed them in practice this consensus whether it was the CTBT or
neighbours' relationship or the United Nations. We explained to everybody how consensus can be built. And I
see in the Prime Minister's statement as also in the Prime Minister's speech saying that he supported all those
things himself. I say, for God's sake, please do it again. Do not try to make it look your Party's achievement. It is
not your Party's achievement. If you want to say that it is your Party's achievement and if you are thinking of
elections, it is fine.

I was very disappointed when my learned friend Shri Jag Mohan whom I respect a great deal otherwise, tried to
talk in a partisan spirit.

SHRI JAG MOHAN (NEW DELHI): No.



SHRI INDER KUMAR GUJRAL: You did it. If you read your speech again, you will come to the same
conclusion and you need not intervene now. The main point, I am trying to say is that consensus is the strength
of India, consensus is the strength of a party. I had requested the Prime Minister to ensure that whatever policies
he was following, he should try to build a consensus. I also told him when I met him that there is a difference
between consensus and `giving of information'. There is a very vital difference. You call the leaders of the
parties and give them information. That is not consensus. Consensus-building involves flexibility. It involves
accommodation. It involves trying to understand the other man's point of view. It involves trying to understand
what the other man is saying is of some value or not, and he then either tries to persuade or tries to get
persuaded. Then only you can evolve a consensus. But I say this with a great deal of regret that even now, I do
not see the process of consensus emerging particularly after yesterday when new challenges were being thought
of. Everybody is talking in a different tone and in a different context. I think, this was the time when we should
have sat together and evolved a consensus. My friend, the Leader of the Opposition, offered it yesterday. What
did he say? He said: "If the challenge is grave, let us know it; let us understand the challenge. If we understand
the challenge, perhaps, we will be able to come together". But there is no response, no consensus building effort.
If you do not build consensus, how do you wield the situation? If attitudes are rigid, if attitudes are
unaccommodative, if attitudes are un-appreciative, if attitudes are that we know everything, that we have
achieved our glory, that we have arrived somewhere where we do not need anybody, then I am sorry, this is not
the way to carry the country forward.

 Having said all this, I do not want to go into  that  controversy  now 
whether  we should or should not have performed the test. It is behind us. The 
only thing I would say and I  think  I  am  speaking  with  a  full  sense  of 
responsibility  having  held  the  high  offices,  that  there was no security 
compulsion for doing the test. I am  saying  this  because  I  was  the  Prime 
Minister. I am saying this because I knew everything. I am saying this because 
in  this  country,  only  the Prime Minister is privy to certain secrets which 
nobody else is. And I say that with a sense of responsibility that  there  was 
no security compulsion for performing the test.

There may be another consideration. There may be political considerations. There may be partisan
considerations. But security consideration was definitely not there. When I handed over the country on the 19th
of March, there was no security challenge before us. Why was it not there? It was not there because ever since
1987, a new situation had arisen before us. In 1987, what was the situation that had arisen? By 1987, we came to
know -- very credibly, very definitely, Shri Rajiv Gandhi was the Prime Minister -- that nuclear weaponry
technology had been transferred to Pakistan. We know it for certainty that America was looking aside. It is now
on the documents of the Congress America that America, on Gen. Zia's time, had tried to look the other way
primarily because Afghanistan situation was there. Gen. Zia was willing to accommodate the American
intervention in Afghanistan through Pakistan on two conditions. One, that America will not demand
democratization of the country and secondly, that America will not interfere in the nuclear programme of
Pakistan. That is why, from that day onwards 1993, Presslar Amendment was not enforced. But I must give it to
the credit of Shri Rajiv Gandhi. He was a committed man to the denuclearisation of the world. He believed in it.
And, I think, in that, he represented the spirit of India.

From Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, Indira Gandhi onwards, every Prime Minister -- if I may say, in my humble
opinion, upto me -- we were committed to denuclearisation of the world. We feel that every country in the world
will be more secure if there is denuclearisation. But at that time, Rajiv Gandhi had performed another duty also.
And, that duty was the duty of the Prime Minister. He performed it very well. And, without letting any secret
outside to which I am sure, I would only say that Shri Rajiv Gandhi initiated the process and that process has
been well taken care of by all his successors and, that is, that the Indian security is very safe, that the Indian
nuclear deterrent is absolutely in the form that you did not do nuclear tests. We wanted to have a deterrent all the
time.

In this House also, it has been discussed and I want to say it again, that nuclear weapon is not a weapon of war.
Nuclear weapon has never been used. Nuclear weapon can never be used and particularly by India. With one
nuclear bomb on Hiroshima, what happened? With one nuclear bomb on Nagasaki, what happened? Millions
and millions of people died. We, the country with a tradition, we the country with civilisation, we the country



with the great names to refer to, cannot possibly have a bomb which kills, in one block, a thousand people,
10,000 people or a million people. We cannot do it. Nobody has done it.

I have lived in the Soviet Union for five years as Ambassador of India. I have seen them keeping nuclear
weapons. A stage had come by 1979 when Shri Atal Behari Vajpayee was the Foreign Minister. We were visiting
Moscow. We were discussing the Nuclear Policy and we both had come to the conclusion that the Soviet Union
had enough arsenal to kill the whole world nine times. The only difference was that America by that time could
kill the whole world 13 times.

Do you want to kill the whole whole nine times ? Do you want to kill the whole world 13 times? And, how can
you kill a person second time? This was the irony which ultimately destroyed the Soviet Union. Once you enter
into the nuclear war race, do not be under any wrong impression, Sir, and all slogans that we have been patriotic
and the zeal you might raise, no country has been able to keep pace. The Soviet Union would not have been
destroyed; that civilisation and that `ism' would not have gone, had they not joined this race. I was the
Ambassador there and I saw to it when 25 to 30 per cent of their budget was being spent on the nuclear race.

America was able to destroy them because they pushed them into this race. "Your friends", both internal and
external, have pushed you in this race. For God's sake, do not deceive yourself. This is not valour, this is not
bravery, this is only self-destruction. Once you go into that race, I do not know how you can possibly get out of
it. I can see the tragic consequences of the race.

The Prime Minister has said that we are a nuclear weapon State. I do not know. I have taken it exactly at the face
value because weapon has a certain meaning. If by that he meant that we have a reliable deterrent, I accept it. If
by that he meant that the word is used in the sense that we have whatever we have, it is enough to take care of
our security, I accept it. But, for God's sake, draw a distinction between weaponisation and militarisation. There
is a great deal of difference between the two.

I have a newspaper here of two days back where my friend and a learned man, the Defence Minister had said
that the weapons have already been handed over to the Army. I do not know what he is talking. If that has been
done, God help us. I ask the Prime Minister to assure us here that weaponisation does not mean militarisation. I
want the Prime Minister to give me an assurance and give an assurance to this House and to the country that we
are not joining the nuclear weapons race. Countries in despair can do it. Pakistan can be desperate. It is no
democracy like we are. It has no civilizational commitment that we have. It does not have a commitment to
peace that we have.

Peace, may I say, is not only a slogan, it is a policy. A policy framework has to be built on the peace. Only then
can you possibly think in terms of that. I would only like to say that I am not talking in a voice of panicky.
Nobody can tell me, nor need you tell me that all those who differ are panicky and all brave men sit on one side.
Nobody need tell us that we who had participated in the freedom struggle are panicky and those who never
participated in the freedom struggle are brave. Nobody need tell us that those of us who have run this country
with great deal of zeal, commitment, enthusiasm and responsibility do not understand the country and they do.
Nobody need teach us that lesson. Nobody need tell us that basically they understand. Please understand this. I
beseech you to understand that nuclear weapons race, as I said and I repeat, has destroyed countries. Nuclear
weapons race has destroyed civilizations. I call them civilizations because in my perception Soviet Union was a
civilization of a new type. You may differ with it, you may agree with it. But it was a civilizational approach. We
have also seen that super powers have been destroyed by this race. We are no super power as yet.

Therefore, let us be not deceiving ourselves because we must understand one thing. God forbid, and I say thrice
God forbid, if ever a nuclear war comes, there can be no winner, there can be no loser. Never give nuclear
weapons. That is why heaps have been destroyed. That is why all the SALT Treaties and SARC Treaties have
been signed. Why are they being signed? They spent billions of dollars on building them. Even this is not to our
satisfaction. We wanted them to be destroyed more speedily. All the same, some people are doing it. Therefore, I
would only say this thing. I urge the Prime Minister, when he addresses us to kindly respond to me. I hope he
would respond and tell me, tell you, tell all of us and tell the entire country that under no circumstances will
India enter the nuclear weapons race.



It is not a question of prestige; it is not a question of glory; but it is a question of a sense of responsibility; it is a
question of commitment to the future of the nation; it is a question of commitment to our children and the future
generations that are to come.

I would like to add another point. You will kindly recall - you were a part of my Government - that for two years
we made a gigantic effort to give a new twist to our foreign policy. That new twist was that India's foreign policy
must not continue to be Pakistan-centred. That is why, there was not a chance that we started any polemic war
with Pakistan. Unilaterally, we stopped responding to any of their provocative statements. I did not even respond
to Nawaz Sharif's speech in the United Nations. It was not because we could not draft a speech; it was not
because we could not use any harder words; it was not because we did not have the rhetoric at our disposal. It
was primarily because, I thought and I believed - and this House believed, because it supported me at that time -
that India has a role to play in the world and since India has a role to play in the world, its policies must never be
Pakistan-centric. These tests and counter-tests are making you Pakistan-centric once again because the House
discusses it. Some hon. Members say, `We are more powerful than Pakistan; we are more courageous than
Pakistan'. What is Pakistan? Pakistan may or may not be anything. I am not entering into that controversy. But
India definitely must not, in the 50th year of its freedom, remain Pakistan-centric. Kindly understand this.

There is some sort of a latent controversy - call it, rivalry - going on between America and China. Please do not
let anybody play the China card on you. I do not know who in the Prime Minister's Office drafted that letter. I
know, the Ministry of External Affairs did not draft it and I am very sorry that it did not because we have very
competent members of the Indian Foreign Service in the Ministry of External Affairs. I do not know how on
earth they wrote to President Clinton and talked about China, playing into their hands, playing into a trap. For,
persistently, when I was in-charge of the foreign policy, I have seen to it that we did not play the China card and
that nobody played the China card on us. We gave no one else the chance to play the China card for us. We have
done it now. We have annoyed China on one side. On the other, we have given a glee to people in Washington
and we do not know which way to go. My dear friend, Dr. Subramanian Swamy is sitting here. He understands
China more than I do. I hope he has not forgotten China by now as he is too much interested in the AIADMK. I
think, when he talks, that is if he does, he will tell us how dangerous it can be and how dangerous this trap can
be. Therefore, when you make your foreign policy formulations, please understand this: Do not let others play
this card on us. This will do immense damage to us.

With China, we have been carrying on a sort of a slow process, but a process which was showing some way out.
There is no use talking bravado. In 1962, something happened. Today, are we more of warriors because we have
tested? They have tested 45 times. Does it make them more powerful? Can they use the nuclear weapon on you?
Can you use your nuclear weapon on them? That issue does not arise. Why are you inviting a war again. No
wise country invites a war. But here, I find that some sort of a jingoistic environment has been created. We are
competing with each other whose language is more irrational, whose rhetoric is more forceful and thus create for
ourselves a mess.

Kindly understand that weaponisation is a very serious game. It needs several things. My dear friend, Shri P.
Chidambaram had initiated and spelt out several things. He understands finance much better than I do.
Therefore, I will not try to tell you how much money it will cost you to do this.

But I would like to tell you a thing. It is the surest way of derailing yourself from the economic progress. The
Economic Survey that was placed yesterday made all of us think as to how to get away from the problems that
are staring at our face. The problems such as the impact of negotiations; the impact of Europe talking in another
language; the impact of World Bank talking in different language; and the impact of Japan talking in another
language. Bravery is a very good word. But josh without hosh is dangerous. That is what I would like to say. We
must be very clear in what we want to do. I hope the hon. Prime Minister understands the difference between
weaponisation and militarisation. I hope, as he understands, he would put his foot down. I do not know if a
contingency plan has been worked out. If that has been worked out I would like him to discuss about it with us. I
am not saying that he should make it public. But I definitely want him to discuss it with us. What is his
contingency plan? What is his plan regarding diplomacy? It is because may be we can help him. What is his
contingency plan regarding the economy? What is his contingency plan regarding strategy? What is his
contingency plan for dealing with neighbours? What is his contingency plan for dealing with the major powers?



The Minister of Finance is sitting here. Please understand one thing. I am not so much afraid of sanctions. But I
am afraid of one thing. We are all seeing the financial crisis in South-East Asia. It is not yet over. We are seeing
how the crisis can be manipulated. We are seeing how fiscal arrangements can be disturbed. I went to Indonesia
two years ago and I have gone there after ten years. It was doing wonderfully well. I went to Malaysia. It was
doing extremely well. But what happened suddenly? They have got the switch. These people who control the
Brettonwoods organisations and institutions can make you derail. God forbid, the rupee slides down further, God
forbid, our rupee also slides down like the Indonesian rupaiah, those are bigger dangers than the sanctions. Some
measures have to be taken to see that it does not happen. Many things have been said here which, I think, are
very important for us to keep in mind. Think of a total strategy. The strategy papers or contingency papers
should be shared with all of us. For God's sake do one thing. I appeal to you in the name of the country, for
God's sake do not hype jingoism; and for God's sake do not raise passions. For God's sake do not create a
problem for ourselves. We do not want a war. We want peaceful development. We want this country to catch up
with those countries whose rate of growth is eleven to twelve per cent. I think the Minister of Finance would be
much happier to present a Budget which can promise ten to twelve per cent rate of growth rather than presenting
a Budget which is trying to tighten our belts. I hope the day will come and it can come subject to our wisdom.
Another danger is there. In our relations with Pakistan we had succeeded in bringing Kashmir down to bilateral
levels of negotiations. Our progress is very slow. We might not have succeeded as yet. But there is every danger
of its internationalisation again. I do not know what the diplomatic contingency plan says about it. I do not know
what my worthy Prime Minister who is also the External Affairs Minister has thought about it; and I do not
know what kind of initiative he is thinking of taking.

I was very surprised and confused when the Prime Minister said yesterday that his stand had been vindicated. I
am very confused. Pakistan has tested and he says like this.

This afternoon, before coming here I saw the television in which the CNN quoting the Foreign Minister of
Pakistan said that Pakistan may test once more. It said that Pakistan `may' test once more. If that is the
vindication, then he would be doubly vindicated tomorrow. If they do the testing again, then obviously he will be
more vindicated! And if they do it for the third time, he would be vindicated thrice! What is the vindication
about and what is this vindication for? He has taken this entire subcontinent into this race. What is this
vindication for? He has undertaken the test purely for political reasons and not for security reasons and I say this
with a great deal of conviction.

The Prime Minister also said that we are a nuclear weapons State. He must explain the details. What does he
mean by a nuclear weapons State? This word means several things to several people. That is why it is very
important for us to understand the meaning of this word; then only we can possibly work out a detailed policy
responses.

Now I come to what we can do and what should be done because I do not think it is the duty only of the Prime
Minister. We are also a part of the system; we also want this country to survive; we also want this country to
prosper; and we also want to attempt in getting out of this rut that you have got us in. I would also suggest at the
same time - I think, it might be helpful, unless the Prime Minister has reasons to believe otherwise - you to
unilaterally declare no-first-use of nuclear weapons. We have to unilaterally declare that we will never use a
nuclear weapon against any power which does not have nuclear weapons.

He has also talked about moratorium. You may repeat it again and say it unilaterally. He also has to declare, as a
part of our declared policy, that we do not believe in proliferation. This brings me to CTBT. I talk about CTBT at
a later part of this address this afternoon because as this House knows, I have something to do with the CTBT
policy. I presented to this House that policy, when I was making it. My approach added one dimension to our
CTBT approach. We were talking all the time about denuclearisation as an ideology. I added the national
security dimension to it.

When I was discussing this with Mr. Clinton in September last year in New York, I asked Mr. Clinton to put
himself to my issues. I was Prime Minister at that time, not sitting here. I asked him to look at the map of India
and around us. I would not spell out the details here. But I only wished that that should have been the scenario



presented in the letter that the Prime Minister wrote. After listening to me for a while, Mr. Clinton said, "I
understand".

That was the approach that I have had when President Chirac came here. My friend, the then Finance Minister
was also with me. I had the same approach with the Prime Minister of Britain. They were all coming around and
seeing our point of view. For God's sake, use your diplomatic skills to present your case well. We have a case; it
is not that we do not have a case; it only needs doing well.

Here I say this to all of us, including myself: "Let the voice of sanity prevail; let us talk of peace." This has been
our commitment from the first day when we became free. We have Nehru's `Tryst with destiny'. We have a
reputation for peace-loving nations. For God's sake, preserve it; preserve the reputation. At the same time, we
must also revive our strength and our commitment to denuclearisation. The world must be told that we want
denuclearisation because then only every country will be secure and that India will also join them. `You
denuclearise, so shall we'. We have done it in the case of the chemical weapons. Nobody knew that we had
chemical weapons when we signed the Treaty.

As a matter of fact, my friends who are sitting there on that side  criticised 
me.  And Shrimati Sushma Swaraj particularly did that. I hope that she holds a 
different view now. I told them that we will sign any treaty which  meets  our 
needs  and  we will observe it. We have observed it. We have also observed the 
biological weapons treaty. We are also willing to observe this.

I would like to say one thing more. With great deal of difficulty, with great deal of effort, with great deal of
sacrifice, we have built a neighbourhood policy. Shrimati Sushma Swaraj had just gone to two such countries.
She has seen the benefits of those policies. She has seen how Dhaka responds; she has seen how Sri Lanka
responds. For God's sake, do not dismiss it because some people, without my consent, have given it my name.
You can take the name also but please sustain the policy, sustain the policy of building good neighbourliness and
good neighbourliness rules out war.

Pakistan has offered that they are willing to talk to us. Pakistan has said that they are willing to talk about a non-
aggression pact. They want something more but we do not want to cut our size to their size. We do not have any
ambition on Pakistani territory nor on Pakistan polity. Within the framework of Simla Agreement, we are willing
to talk about Kashmir also. I had said it and I had committed that with the consent of Shri Atal Behari Vajpayee.
Please continue that so that the entire issue remains confined to the bilateral framework. If you do not do it and
if Shri Jag Mohan is your advisor, then God help you because then Kashmir will go to the United Nations and
then you will have to go to New York. It will not stay in this Sub-continent.

At that time, when we made an agreement with Shri Nawaz Sharif in Male, we had identified eight items. He
said that we will talk on these eight items. And when I met him last, in Dhaka, in January this year, both of us
agreed - I repeat - Shri Nawaz Sharif and I agreed that future discussions between our Foreign Secretaries will
be on the basis that all the eight issues will be taken up together in one venue, in one place and in one building.
We both together gave these instructions to our respective Foreign Secretaries. This should be sustained. Before
I sit down, I hope that my friends sitting on that side for whom I have great respect and for some of whom I have
great love do not mind it and do not blush it....

ºÉÚSÉxÉÉ +Éè®ú |ÉºÉÉ®úhÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ iÉlÉÉ ºÉÆSÉÉ®ú ¨ÉÆjÉÒ (¸ÉÒ¨ÉiÉÒ ºÉÖ¹É¨ÉÉ º´É®úÉVÉ): +SUôä {Éc÷ÉäºÉÒ ¤ÉÊxÉªÉä ªÉ½þÉÆ ¦ÉÒ*

SHRI INDER KUMAR GUJRAL (JALANDHAR): I would only say that contingency plan should be worked
out. I would repeat that the contingency plan should have a defined objective. The objective is peace; the
objective is good neighbourliness; the objective is not entering into a nuclear weapons race and the objective is
preservation of a situation. That task has been made easier by my friend, the hon. Finance Minister. He can
definitely come heavy on us tomorrow. He can definitely do anything and the country will cooperate. But why,
have, that situation, if it can possibly be examined? I would only say this that I wish all that happened yesterday
- though was expected - had not happened. I also hope, that is not something which is unfortunate but let us not
turn into a calamity.



With this appeal, I conclude.

(ends)
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SHRI MURASOLI MARAN (MADRAS CENTRAL): Sir, after listening to the speech of the former Prime
Minister, Shri I.K. Gujral, I am compelled to think that the tests and the counter tests are dangerous and foolish
in equal proportions because Mahatma Gandhi, the Father of the nation, after Hiroshima and Nagasaki disaster,
had described nuclear weapons as the most diabolic inventions of science. They are abhorrent weapons. But at
the same time, I want to make use of this opportunity to congratulate the nuclear scientists and engineers who
made the Pokhran-II possible.

A lot of verbosity - sometimes jingoistic and sometimes partisan - was used to describe the bomb. Shri Singhal
of Vishwa Hindu Parishad has described it as Hindu bomb. But Shri Sharad Pawar has immediately commented
that it is a complete nonsense.

Who are the scientists who contributed to the Pokhran-II? Bharat Ratna Dr. Abdul Kalam, Scientific Adviser to
the Minister of Defence, Dr. R. Chidambaram, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission and Dr. K. Santhanam,
Senior Scientist of DRDO are all Tamilians. So, in a lighter vein, if they say that it is a Hindu bomb, I would say
that it is a Tamilian bomb or a Tamil bomb because it would be appropriate.

AN HON. MEMBER: A Tamilian is also a Hindu.

MR. CHAIRMAN (SHRI K. YERRANNAIDU): Do not interfere.

SHRI MURASOLI MARAN (MADRAS CENTRAL): I am saying it in a lighter vein. It is not a Hindu bomb. ...
(Interruptions) We are Tamilians also.

SHRI VAIKO (SIVAKASI): As Tamilians, we are proud of it. I agree with you.

SHRI MURASOLI MARAN (MADRAS CENTRAL): Thank you. For once, we are agreeing.

I have to congratulate the hon. Prime Minister for his magnanimity with which he traced the historic background
of our nuclear programme. It was Shri Jawaharlal Nehru who laid the foundation for our nuclear option. He
passed away before China's first nuclear explosion in 1964. That set off India's nuclear weapon debate. Then,
Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri ordered India's nuclear explosion in 1965 but he did not survive long enough. Finally, it
was Shrimati Indira Gandhi and the successors of Dr. Homi Bhabha who conducted the first Indian explosion in
1974. Even though Shrimati Gandhi called it a peaceful nuclear explosion, India became from that day a
potential nuclear weapon capability State. Then, Shri Rajiv Gandhi - even though he campaigned for global
disarmament - was pursuing this option. Then came Shri V.P. Singh and Shri Chandra Shekhar who all gave
strong support to this programme. Shri P.V. Narasimha Rao took it close to a nuclear test in 1995. He
strengthened the capacity to test at a short notice. So, the credit goes to him. Then, thanks to that effort, now we
have camouflaged it. The CIA could not detect it.

Then, came Shri H.D. Devegowda and Shri Inder Kumar Gujral. They did not test it. It was possible for them. It
was within their reach to issue a command to test but retained the option to do so by not signing the CTBT.

It is like a long relay race. Shri Atal Bihar Vajpayee ran the last lap getting the baton from one Prime Minister to
another Prime Minister, thus making India an overt nuclear weapon power. So, what Shri Vajpayee has done is
like this. What nine previous Governments have not done since Shrimati Gandhi detonated its first nuclear
device 24 years ago, has been done by Shri Vajpayee.

But the question is why has it been at this time. I share the perception of Shri Gujral. There is no security
compulsion. There is no security challenge. That is why an economist of England says that it is a brilliant
diversion. Another comment is that it is a violent political coup. It looks like that. It looks more political. So,



what is the new security rationale behind Pokhran-II? It has to be explained to us. But there seems to be none
because the RSS Secretary, Shri Sudarshan, has let the secret out. He has said, "Even during the 13-day tenure of
BJP regime in 1996, they wanted to do it. Because the time was short, they did not do it. There is no security
concern. They wanted to do it. They did it. How does the world look at us? That is a pity. You have done it at a
time when a lot of denuclearisation is taking place all over the world. This happened at a time when they have
denuclearised six nuclear weapon potential States, namely, Brazil, South Africa, Argentina, Ukraine, Belarus
and Kazakhstan.

Twenty thousand nuclear weapons were decommissioned at that time. The other countries, for example, Taiwan
to Iraq were all waiting to do this kind of nuclear explosions. Saddam Hussain and the mullahs of Teheran might
go in for nuclear explosions. At this point of time we have done this. So, there is a feeling that we have revived
the menace of a nuclear war.

Sir, here is a comment made by the Financial Times of London which says and I quote:

"The end to the Cold War has removed the menace of a nuclear war and therefore, the momentum to nuclear
disarmament".

Sir, we are guilty of reviving the menace of a nuclear war. What have we done? What has happened because of
Pokhran II? The Government has reversed the time tested policy of our nuclear strength which was supported by
a national consensus. India's nuclear policy prior to 11 May was anything but a policy of nuclear sustenance and
it has been blown off into pieces.

The South Asian region has changed after Pokhran II. India has changed. What has happened to the Gujral's
doctrine? Shri Gujral had shown some letters from the British Prime Minister, Mr. Tony Blair and other
dignitaries of the foreign countries wherein they have appreciated the benefits that we derived from out of the
Gujral's doctrine. They have mentioned the name of the `Gujral doctrine'. I saw the letter written by Mr. Tony
Blair to Shri Gujral. Bangladesh was happy; other smaller countries were happy; Sri Lanka was happy. Even our
Secretary level talks with Pakistan were going on as per schedule. A hot line was established between the Prime
Ministers of these two countries. So, there was a thaw; everything was cooling down. But why did the
Government choose to do it at this point of time? That is the question.

Our foreign policy has completely changed. It has been over-turned. What has happened to the Simla
Agreement? The Gujral doctrine seems to have been thrown into the dustbin of history. I do not know whether
we are still sticking to the Simla Agreement or not. I think, it is for the Prime Minister to give a reply.

Sir, our relations with Pakistan is at its worse since the `Operation Bluestar'. Shri Vajpayee went to China in
1979 for normalisation of relations with China. Now, our relations with China are arguably at its worse since the
1960s. What I would like hon. Prime Minister to do is to re-define the foreign policy of India after the war with
Pakistan and Pokhran II.

Sir, Pakistan's action was not unexpected. We were flexing our nuclear muscles and they were doing it. The
Newton's law has worked - every action will have a reaction, opposite and equal. They have done it. But we
knew since 1987 that they have got a bomb and they have openly agreed about it. But now, what have they
done? They have given the last turn to the screw-driver. They have got all the materials. We know from where
they have got the materials. The James weekly has made it very clear - part is acquired; part is clandestine and
part is developed. So, by begging, borrowing and stealing they have made a bomb. It is the culmination of a
clandestine programme. What is the result?

I would like to quote from, what is called, a very conservative newspaper, The Hindu. It says and I quote:

"With Pakistan's detonation of five nuclear devices yesterday, indicating an inevitable succumbing to the
pressure of the arms race initiated by India under the stewardship of the Vajpayee administration. It is painfully
clear that the region is heading for a period of grave crisis. There is little doubt that the provocative and the
chauvinistic attitudes struck by the Vajpayee Government have brought the country to the edge of a precipice".



This is what a conservative paper like The Hindu has written.

DR. SUBRAMANIAN SWAMY (MADURAI): It is a Tamil paper.

SHRI MURASOLI MARAN (MADRAS CENTRAL): No, it is not a Tamil paper. It is a paper closer to Dr.
Subramanian Swamy.

Sir, I am not going into the sanctions. We may say that the sanctions may affect Pakistan strongly and it may not
affect us. But that is not the point. Of course, Pakistan is a small country, it is small basket cake. They have got
one billion dollar of foreign exchange which is equivalent to one month's imports. They may suffer a lot. It is a
different matter.

They are raking up some kind of a mania, national hysteria. They have declared some kind of an emergency.
They are in a different direction. We cannot compare it.

There are many war doctrines. The Prime Minister's statement says that we do not intend to engage in arms race.
Consciously or unconsciously, we are responsible for an arms race; not an ordinary arms race but a nuclear arms
race. It is taking place. We have triggered it. It has started and we do not know when will it end. As Shri
Chidambaram has said, it is not stockpiling alone. It is not just preparing a bomb and putting it under the
basement. How many bombs do we have under the basement, it is not that calculation. For every bomb there is a
thing called Triton which may go on after some time. We have to renew it every time.

Not only that, the high priests of cold war have created a doctrine called MAD, that is the Mutual Assured
Destruction. Unless one reaches that level, one cannot stop producing it. So, we should have enough material to
destroy the enemies and the enemies also should have enough to destroy us. Till both will get that kind of
perception, we will not stop producing further bomb. There are several war doctrines. This is one of the
doctrines. Are we going to follow that MAD doctrine?

Nobody would wish to see a South Asian equivalent of the Cuban missile crisis. We saw the cold war. There is
all round insecurity borne out of uncertainty that we saw in the early days of East-West cold war. It took some
time to keep nuclear weapons under lock and key and to learn for the Western countries like America and the
then Soviet Union as to how to communicate in a crisis. But here, our Defence Minister says it has been
weaponised. Our former Prime Minister has asked a clarification; if so, who is having the command, who is
having the control. Is it the military General, Prime Minister or the Cabinet, we do not know. What is the
decision making time? There is no buffer between India and our neighbours. We do not have early warning
system. According to our Home Minister, we are having proxy war. There is terrorism. People are coming here
and shooting our people. We should look at it in this context. Minor skirmishes can be contained but if mis-
calculations take place, the ultimate consequence can be devastating. I would like to quote what a Pakistani
Professor feels about the nuclear bomb. He is an Associate Professor of Physics in Islamabad University. I
quote:

"The nuclear weapons are to be used in a war with India when conventional defence system fails to withstand
the Indian superiority."

He agrees that if the conventional weapon system fails, they will press the nuclear button. I again quote:

"The message too is very clear. If in any future conflagration we find that our forces are losing ground, we shall
not hesitate to use whatever nuclear arsenals we have. It may be small, but it surely will cause a damage that
cannot be acceptable to you. We also know that you have a much larger stock of nuclear weapons, and that you
can indeed inflict much worse damage onto us, but our level of desperation is such that it is acceptable to us in
comparison to a capitulation to your hegemony.

A little mistake here and there can easily lead to havoc in the two countries. Should this be allowed?"



The Pakistani professor has asked this question. I would like to ask the same question. A small mis-calculation
will lead to nuclear destruction of this ancient civilization. It would not stop with that. There is instability, a
dangerous instability. They call it as not an ordinary instability but a hat-triggered instability to any future crisis.

In 1985, when the cold war was at its peak, President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev met and made a
declaration that a nuclear war could not be won and, therefore, it should not be initiated. That was the lesson the
two superpowers have learnt. The challenge now is to make the subcontinent and the whole region free of war
and conflict. The most urgent need is to avoid a nuclear war or even the threat of nuclear weapons. We should
avoid nuclear race. New Delhi needs to propose comprehensive negotiations and a whole range of conventional
confidence building measures with Pakistan on nuclear and conventional arms fronts.

What we should do now is very important. We cannot unscramble an omelette. We cannot go back to the status
quo. The tests have already taken place; Pakistan is going to continue the same. We have to think very deeply on
what we have to do now. I do not know why we have unnecessarily invited China also into this trouble. In this
connection, I would like to quote Shri J.N. Dixit, a former Foreign Secretary. He said:

"I wish we had not been so specific in mentioning China as the reason for our nuclear weaponisation. We have
landed in an unnecessary confrontationist stand with China. It is absolutely necessary to bring our relations with
China back on the track. Escalating the current confrontations, which frankly has been begun by us, will be
detrimental to our mutual interest as well as the regional stability."

We should give top priority to this. As Shri Gujral has said, in 1993, China -- which was an acknowledged
nuclear weapon state even then -- and India signed an agreement to bring about peace and tranquility on the
border based on the principle of mutual and equal security. It was done in 1993 when Shri P.V. Narasimha Rao
was the Prime Minister. The principle of mutual security now assumes more credible dimension. This should
lead to greater understanding and mutual respect in accordance with the `Pancha Sheel' doctrine propounded 44
years ago.

I would request the Prime Minister to start the process of concluding bilateral agreements and `no first use'
commitments between China and India. China has such an agreement with Pakistan and with Russia. So, we can
also have such an agreement with China. Pakistan has offered us an agreement, more than four years ago, not to
attack population centres and economic centres. A similar proposal may be revived, even if Pakistan continues
to make hostile statements. As Shri Gujral has suggested, we should start talking with Pakistan. The need of the
hour is to seriously engage in negotiating confidence building measures with our neighbours.

The world has changed. American President, Mr. Clinton says that we are on the wrong side of the history and
we cannot be considered a nuclear weapon state. The Prime Minister, in his statement, says that we are a nuclear
weapon state. It is not possible; they would not accept us as a nuclear weapon state. As to who are they to say so,
is a different question. In the NPT, the cut-off date for admittance of a nuclear weapon power is 1-1-1967. That
is why President Clinton says that we are on the wrong side of the history. But the United States should
understand that history has changed, whether they like it or not. The myth that the world will be governed by the
five nuclear powers has been blown to smithereens.

 The  NPT has left out countries like India, Pakistan, Israel and Cuba. 
We know that Cuba is not a  party  because  of  various  reasons.  Israel  has 
already  signed the CTBT. So, India and Pakistan are left. I think, instead of 
imposing sanctions, the so called global order is to acknowledge  the  reality 
and  include  India and Pakistan and, if necessary, Israel also in the list of 
nuclear powers. The US State Department officials  have  said  that  it  is  a 
difficult  enterprise.  It may be difficult but the Prime Minister should call 
for a conference of world leaders, or  a  world  summit  to  consider  nuclear 
security  for  the  entire  world. The scenario has changed. Tomorrow Iran may 
explode a bomb;  North  Korea  may  explode  a  bomb;  and  it  may  be  bombs 
everywhere.  Therefore, for the nuclear security of the entire world, not just 
of this region, the Prime Minister should call for a  conference  or  a  world 
summit in view of the totally new situation that has arisen.



They should evolve a phased programme of elimination of all the nuclear weapons and evolve the security
norms. Special Envoys may be sent to all the countries. I would request the hon. Prime Minister to consider this.

What is the question about CTBT? Several voices are heard about CTBT. The hon. Prime Minister has given a
commitment to the British Prime Minister, Mr. Tony Blair. I want to read this news item.

`The British Prime Minister, Mr. Tony Blair conveyed what he termed the G-8's strong exception to India's
nuclear tests and claimed that he - Mr. Tony Blair - had obtained an assurance from Shri Vajpayee during the
telephonic conversation that New Delhi will start negotiations on the CTBT and that the G-8 countries were now
awaiting delivery of commitments made by Shri Vajpayee.'

We want to know as to what is the commitment.

Regarding the CTBT, the entire House rose like one and supported it. We opposed the signing of the CTBT.
Why? Because it was not comprehensive; it was discriminatory; it did not address our security concerns. There
was no time-bound programme of disarmament. We objected to the signing of the CTBT for these reasons. Now,
under the changed circumstances, we may consider it. This is my personal opinion. I think, the hon. Prime
Minister should initiate a talk with the leaders of the Opposition and with the experts in the field. I think, nothing
is out of consideration in the sense because the situation is very serious. Things have changed. If the normalcy is
restored by our signing the CTBT, then, we should reconsider it. There is nothing wrong in reconsidering it.
Once again, I repeat. If all our concerns are duly addressed under the changed circumstances, we can even
consider signing the CTBT on the basis of a consensus, after Pakistan also signs the CTBT.

Our main and only concern is peace. I am a pessimist. Already we are spending two times more money for the
military than for our education, primary health and social services. What will happen to this kind of a security
race? According to Shri N.N. Jha, our Ambassador, a bomb may cost 70 million dollars per annum. It is a small
amount. We can bear it but there are delivery systems, stockpiling and other things also. I think, our priorities
will be derailed. There is no doubt about it.

Already the hon. Prime Minister says that the bombing, the experiment, the testing is the will of the one-sixth of
the population of the world. Yes, it is very sweet to hear about it. But, what is the fact? Where are the world's
poor living? World's poor are living not in the Sub-Sahara, but they are living in South Asia; they are living in
India. India has a third of the world's poor. Half of them are illiterates with no access to written word; and half of
them are child labourers.

India was already a great nation before May 11. It should have become even greater nation if 40 per cent of its
population did not live in absolute poverty. Therefore, I would request the hon. Prime Minister to de-escalate the
tension, to have some kind of a peaceful atmosphere not only in India but also in the region and in the world.
The responsibility is on his shoulders because they started it. They have triggered off the race. Now, we should
find a way out. We should discuss about the post-Pokhran situation; post-Pakistan test situation. Therefore, in
this context, we do not know where we will lead to. They are talking about sanctions. I am also worried about
sanctions. We can have bravado, but sanctions will also affect us. It may be in a small manner or it may not be as
Pakistan may be suffering.

One of the genius elder Statesmen of America, Dr. Kissinger has told in the CNN interview:

`The long-term interests of both India and United Nations, the decades ahead coincide much more than they
divert. The United States should keep this convergence of interests in mind.'

There are also some friends of India in America. We do not have such support in the Congress, but we should
make use of it. We should try to de-escalate the tension. That is my wish. I hope the hon. Prime Minister will
initiate it.

It does not mean that I am against security measures. We are second to none in giving our lives, if necessary, for
the security of the nation. But at the same time, was this necessary? We are guilty of initiating a nuclear arms



race, which is not only dangerous to India, not only dangerous to this region but it is dangerous to the whole
world. So, in the name of humanity, I plead with the hon. Prime Minister to bring back normalcy to de-escalate
the tension.

I want to finish my speech with what hon. Chief Minister of Tamil Nadu has stated in the Assembly. He said:

"There can be a debate now about the correctness and the timing of the tests but when it comes to the question of
India facing danger from the rest of the world, the country will stand together transcending the political
barriers."

Thank you.

(ends)
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SHRI C. GOPAL (ARAKKONAM): Respected Chairman Sir, hon. Prime Minister has submitted to this House
India's Nuclear Policy on the 13th of this month. India has conducted totally five nuclear tests successfully.

When that happened in India, what were the suggestions put forward by the politicians of our nation, particularly
when this paper was placed before this House. The hon. Prime Minister clearly stated, "We do not intend to use
these weapons for aggression or for mounting threats against any country. These are weapons of self-defence to
ensure that India is not subjected to nuclear tests coercion. We do not intent to engage in an arms race." That was
the suggestion put forward by the hon. Prime Minister.

With regard to the point raised in the papers that every person must talk about this in this House, I am also very
happy on this occasion and on behalf of our leader Dr. Puratchi Thalaivi, I deem it a great pleasure and pride to
put on record my deep sense of appreciation to our hon. Prime Minister in having taken the courageous decision,
I say courageous decision, to conduct the nuclear tests.

Some efficient and eminent leaders from that side have said that before conducting the tests he did not consult
any politician here. Sir, I would like to draw the attention of the Members of the other side that when in 1974,
under the Prime Ministership of Shrimati Indira Gandhi, nuclear test was conducted, she did not consult any
politician at that time also. But now, they are raising this question and they are accusing the hon. Prime Minister
of not doing so, when he gets credit for all this.

I would also like to draw the attention of this House about the intention in testing nuclear tests here in this
nation.

What was the opinion of the leaders of the Congress Party on the 11th and on the 13th? What is their opinion
now, for the past ten days? I want to draw this knowledge before this hon. House. When the nuclear tests were
conducted, what was the opinion of our scientists? Our hon. Prime Minister appreciated the scientists alone. He
did not take any credit for this test. Our hon. Prime Minister magnanimously has said: "All credit goes to the
scientists, to the engineers and to the persons involved in these activities. This is not for me." He has clearly said
this. But some of the efficient and eminent leaders here, by way of political motivation, accused the Prime
Minister and said: `No. The BJP has issued sweets. The BJP has got this intention." That is not true. The Prime
Minister has clearly said to this nation that all credit goes only to the scientists, engineers and the persons
involved in these activities.

What about the opinion of our scientists? Sir, the Atomic Energy Commission Chairman, Dr. R. Chidambaram
has said: "The three tests conducted simultaneously did confuse international observers but that was not the
intention. The multiple tests were done to save cost." This is the opinion of the Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission.



Two questions were put before this House now. The first question is about the timing of these tests. Secondly,
why did India go in for these tests? What about the opinion of our politicians? I will come to this point later.

The former Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, Dr. P.S. Iyengar has said: "India should be looked
upon as an equal to five nuclear States of the world following Monday's three nuclear tests at Pokhran. The
conducting of these tests was necessary for technological and operational reasons, the objective being to lay the
foundation of India having a deployable deterrent capacity against potential threats. India had already delayed
this process which had affected its security." This is the opinion of our intellectuals in India.

The eminent and efficient leaders of the Congress Party have put forward their suggestions. What were their
suggestions on the 11th? The Congress had issued one page statement, after deliberations for more than a hour,
largely speaking of its key role in formulating the country's nuclear policy and how Shrimati Indira Gandhi and
Shri Rajiv Gandhi were instrumental in shaping them.

Shrimati Sonia Gandhi had also deputed two persons -- Shri Natwar Singh and Dr. Manmohan Singh -- to
contact the BJP immediately. That was the statement made by the Congress Party on the 11th. On the same day,
in Madras, our Leader of Opposition, Shri Sharad Pawar, had praised the activities of our scientists as well as the
nation's pride. In the same way, our former Prime Minister, Shri I.K. Gujral had said: "India has proved -- he has
not praised our scientists alone -- that it is second to none in the areas of hi-technology."

Sir, what is the point before this hon. House now? ...(Interruptions)

SHRI H.D. DEVEGOWDA (HASSAN): He has said this in the House itself. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI C. GOPAL (ARAKKONAM): I will come to that later.

Now, what is the point before this hon. House? It is, whether this nuclear test is wanted for this nation or not.

But how is it used? He has clearly said that it will not be used against other nations. It is only a safeguard for our
nation. It is a clear point from the hon. Prime Minister. But what is your opinion? What is the opinion of the
Congress leaders about these tests before this House? Why was it conducted in the year 1974? In the year 1974,
it was conducted under the Prime Ministership of Shrimati Indira Gandhi. At that time, it was said that even
though India had been under constant pressure from Western powers, particularly, the United States, it would
always use its nuclear programme for peaceful purposes.

Sir, our Father of the Nation is Mahatma Gandhi. Nobody can deny it. He was a man of Ahimsa. When he
believed in the policy of Ahimsa, was he having a gun with him? Why was this nuclear test conducted? Even
though we are saying that it is only for peaceful purposes, why was this nuclear test conducted in the year 1974?

I want to draw the attention of the Opposition Leader as well as eminent and efficient Congress leaders to a letter
written by the former President of India. In the year 1983, that is, during the Congress regime, our respected
Indira Gandhi was the Prime Minister. In 1983, Shri Venkatraman was the Defence Minister of our country.
Now, he has written a letter to the hon. Prime Minister. What has he written in the letter? Even in the year 1983,
all the arrangements were made for conducting underground nuclear tests in India. The eminent leaders from the
Congress side have cited so many things. Just now you were saying, without knowing anything, that the decision
to conduct this nuclear test was taken only 10 days before it was conducted.

Even in 1983, all the arrangements were made for conducting underground nuclear tests but due to compulsion
of major foreign nations, the test was postponed. This is the statement by the former Defence Minister. It was
not for peaceful purpose and it was not in accordance with your point. According to what he has stated now is
that due to compulsion of foreign nations, it was postponed.

What is the point behind it? What is your intention? The intention was that there was a threat to the nation from
Pakistan as well as China. But this fact was well-known to the nation. Anyhow, there must be safety to our
nation. Even Shrimati Indira Gandhi thought of it. Shri Rajiv Gandhi thought of it. But now you have become



fortunate. That is why, you are talking like this. That is why, you are not taking any interest in the policy now. It
is because when the credit goes to the hon. Prime minister, you are not in a position to bear all these things. That
is why, you are talking like this.

I want to say one thing to the hon. Member, Shri Sangma. What is the personality of our Prime Minister? Even
after the year 1962, he was the person who had created good relationship with China and Pakistan. He is such a
person. Now, what is the position? He wants to safeguard India. That is why, such a good person is taking a good
stand now. That is why, on behalf of All-India Anna DMK, I am appreciating it.

I want to say one thing. Is this not a threat? Somebody said, "no". Pakistan has done it. Why should we bother
about Pakistan? Let it do anything. Let it say anything. Let it fight for itself. We need not bother about Pakistan
but we must safeguard our nation. Our intentions are correct. We are doing our activities within our nation. We
are not aggressive against any other nation. Why Pakistan should do it? But Pakistan's intention is different. The
American Intelligence Agencies have been quoted in the media here as saying that Pakistan is very close to a
nuclear test. They are making final preparation to test.

They said that it could happen at any time. It was very precautiously given by the CIA some 20 days back even
before our conducting the test. So, what was their intention? What were the intentions of Shrimati Indira Gandhi,
Shri Rajiv Gandhi and of Shri Narasimha Rao? All their intentions are equal with our intentions now. The
decision is made by our hon. Prime Minister. But you have become opportunist. That is why you are talking
wrong things. Particularly, you are showing disinterest.

This House is a very peculiar House. What are you talking? You are talking something outside and something
else inside. You are taking a double-stand. It is not good for our nation. My humble submission to you would be
to be cooperative and fight for other nations which are interested in the aggressive policy of our nation.
Therefore, my humble request to you would be always to cooperate with the nation and support our Prime
Minister's best activity.

(ends)
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SHRI H.D. DEVEGOWDA (HASSAN): Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

The hon. Prime Minister is present in the House when I am addressing the House which is just a coincidence. I
would like to express my sincere thanks to him.

The hon. Prime Minister while replying to the Vote of Confidence Motion in the very same House had given a
categorical assurance to this House that any important decision concerning the country will be taken as a
conscientious decision. The same thing he had reiterated when he was replying to the Motion of Thanks to the
President's Address.

The question of the nuclear test which was conducted by this Government under the leadership of Shri Atal
Bihari Vajpayee is being considered. This issue has not come up before the Prime Minister for the first time. Just
now the hon. Member from Anna DMK has mentioned that in 1983 this matter came up before the then Defence
Minister Shri R. Venkataraman. In 1995 and in l996 and in 1997 when Shri Narasimha Rao was the Prime
Minister, when I was the Prime Minister then when Shri Gujral was the Prime Minister, it was considered.

Senior Member Shri Jag Mohan has mentioned that there was no courage for the previous Prime Ministers to
take a decision. I would like to just mention courage and conviction are not the issues alone when you are going
to take a decision on an issue of this type. Another argument was advanced by some members that there was no
need to take the Opposition into confidence or the House into confidence or to have any discussion with any
leaders. This was one of the arguments by senior members quoting Pokhran-I test by the late Shrimati Indira
Gandhi.



The political situation in this country is totally different today. Yes, technically and numerically you have got the
mandate of this House.

On the day of the Vote of Confidence, he had got the mandate of this House. I do not dispute it. But I would like
to remind the hon. Prime Minister that when we were heading a coalition with 13 political parties, on an
important issue like CTBT - the question was of signing the CTBT - the then Minister of External Affairs, Shri
I.K. Gujral approached Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee, approached the former Prime Minister Shri P.V. Narasimha
Rao, who was then the leader of the Parliamentary Party of the Congress, Shri Chandra Shekhar and our friend
and a senior Member, Shri Somnath Chatterjee who is sitting here. All these four or five important leaders were
consulted before we took a decision. I am only mentioning how we tried to take the House or every political
party into confidence when we decided not to sign the CTBT in 1996. I would just like to recollect how we tried
to function in a coalition Government, and his goodself is also heading a coalition Government with 18 or 19
political parties. He has taken a decision. He is courageous and bold enough. For that, I would congratulate him.

But today, he needs the cooperation of the House, he needs the cooperation of the people of this country to face
the challenge posed by our neighbours. Sir, to get our cooperation, he should also show his magnanimity. We
were not courageous to take the decision.

I wrote a letter to him on 15th. The tests were conducted on 11th and 13th. I do not want to go into the letter
which was written to the President Clinton as I do not want to take the time of the House.

 When  the  Defence  Minister  tried  to  make  a provocative statement 
against China and against Pakistan,  particularly  against  China,  the  Prime 
Minister's office issued a statement on May 6th which was reported :

"In what appears to be a damage control exercise, the Government today reiterated its commitment to the
process of dialogue for normalisation of relations and development of friendly, cooperative and good
neighbourly and mutually beneficial ties with China."

In the statement issued here today, the official spokesman of the Ministry of External Affairs--the portfolio is
held by the the Prime Minister-- emphasised the continuing relevance of the five principles of peaceful
coexistence jointly enunciated by the two countries for the development of the bilateral ties. I do not want to
read the entire news which has appeared.

Sir, he was the Minister of External Affairs in 1979. Not only as the Minister of External Affairs, even as the
Leader of the Opposition, his contribution to the foreign policy was appreciated by the whole House, and even
as Prime Minister, we did not have any grouse. But we are also equally concerned about the way in which things
have been handled from 19th March onwards. We were not so much competent or courageous to take decisions.
I was in office for 11 months.

Sir, what was the threat perception? The dispute between India and Pakistan over Kashmir and the border
dispute between India and China, as you have quoted in your letter, have been there since the last 15 years.
There is nothing new about it. The hon. Home Minister cited the reasons of militancy and insurgency. They are
also not new.

Sir, after the present Prime Minister visited China in 1979 as the then Minister of External Affairs, Shri Rajiv
Gandhi visited China in 1988, and subsequently, Shri Narasimha Rao also visited that country in 1993. When the
President of China visited our country, I broke the protocol and I had myself gone to the airport to receive him. I
think that was for the first time that a Prime Minister of the country had gone to the airport to receive the
dignitary of our neighbouring country. I broke the protocol purposely and we entered into a Treaty, the
Confidence Building Treaty. What had happened after that? The Prime Minister should enlighten the House,
because he has got every material with him. I do not want to say what the RAW report was, what the IB report
was, and what the Defence Intelligence said. The Defence Minister, Shri George Fernandes tried to cite the
reports of the Standing Committee on Defence as a reason for this. Those reports are not the only basis for
taking such a major decision.



Sir, during 1997-98, our trade with China had gone up by $1.75 billion, if I am correct. Our trade with China had
improved last year and our bilateral talks were going on. In such a situation, can you cite the security threat as
one of the major reasons for taking this courageous decision. Yesterday, the hon. Home Minister tried to
enlighten the House by saying that the Government wanted to put an end to insurgency activities which are
encouraged by our neighbouring country, Pakistan. If they are going to achieve that by showing the bomb today,
we welcome that.

Sir, the nuclear capability of this country was proved in 1974 itself. In 1974, when Madam Gandhi was the
Prime Minister the first Pokhran Test was conducted. At that time, the Congress Party did not try to take credit
by taking the sand from the test site and go round the country. Madam Gandhi did not stoop to that level or
Madam Gandhi had not asked her party to go and construct a temple there or a `Shakti Peeth'.

SHRI VAIKO (SIVAKASI): But all the Opposition political parties gave credit to her.

SHRI H.D. DEVEGOWDA: The Prime Minister is here to reply if I have said anything wrong.
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I was heading a coalition Government consisting of 13 parties and I had not secured a clear mandate. So, to take
a decision on the CTBT, we had consulted all the major political parties and took them into confidence. In a
changed political situation like this, if you want the cooperation of the entire country, the entire Opposition, you
must also have the magnanimity to take the Opposition into confidence. That is what is needed. Why is the
House divided today? Where is the need for us to speak in two voices? Are we not patriots?

SQN. LDR. KAMAL CHAUDHRY (HOSHIARPUR): There are certain issues in which official secrecy is very
important.

SHRI H.D. DEVEGOWDA: Please do not disturb me. I have been sitting in the back bench and I have never
interrupted anybody. I will be the last person to do that. I feel that I have got a right to tell this House the things
which have gone wrong.

Sir, in eleven months, we tried to follow the policies of the previous Government. We tried to solve the
Bangladesh issue and Ganga water issue with the cooperation of all the parties. We also tried to solve even the
Nepal issue and Mahalaxami Treaty. We tried to improve the relations with all our neighbours. Even with
Pakistan, the official level talks began before I resigned on 7th April, 1997 ... (Interruptions)

SHRI SATYA PAL JAIN (CHANDIGARH): Sir, the time of the House has to be extended ... (Interruptions).

SHRI H.D. DEVEGOWDA (HASSAN): There is no need for me to violate the ruling of the hon. Speaker ...
(Interruptions)

SHRI SHARAD PAWAR (BARAMATI): Sir, please extend the time up to the Prime Minister's reply.

THE MINISTER OF PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS AND MINISTER OF TOURISM (SHRI MADAN LAL
KHURANA): Sir, the time of the House has to be extended.

MR. SPEAKER: The time of the House is extended up to 7 p.m.

SHRI H.D. DEVEGOWDA (HASSAN): Sir, some people try to argue the point regarding secrecy. Yes, secrecy
is an important issue and is the most pivotal point. As per the Press reports, on April 23rd a leader in Madhya
Pradesh - I do not want to take the name of the leader - said that be ready for the sanctions. They are patriotic
because they can know these important and secret issues. We are not patriotic. The problem is this.

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE (BOLPUR): What is the level of that leader?



SHRI H.D. DEVEGOWDA (HASSAN): He is a Joint Secretary of a particular organisation. The chief of the
organisation says that the nuclear weapon is cheaper so why do you want to have conventional weapons like
Bofors Guns, Sukoi-30, etc. He asks, why do you want to spend money unnecessarily on these weapons when
the nuclear weapons are so cheaper? I am talking on the basis of the Press reports. Otherwise, there is no other
agency for me to have the information. The seniormost Member of this House from this side mentioned...
(Interruptions).

SHRI RAJESH PILOT (DAUSA): The seniormost Member is Shri Indrajit Gupta.

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA (MIDNAPORE): But I was also a Minister. So, that period is cut off.

SHRI H.D. DEVEGOWDA (HASSAN): The mouth piece and the organizer of one of the newspapers highlights
so many things.

Sir, according to them, this secrecy has to be maintained, but how could all these organisations or the media
highlight this? Please tell us how you expect cooperation from us if you have no confidence in us even to discuss
this important issue and take us into confidence, which you have promised on the very first day. You have not
kept up your words and that is all I would like to say.

How was this Pokhran-II test conducted? It was a hidden capability. I can only say that nobody has doubted
about India's capability. Otherwise, where was the need for the superpower to force us to sign the CTBT? If they
have considered that this country is not capable, they would not have put so much of pressure on us. They know
it. It was a hidden capability which we tried to maintain in the interest of maintaining our relations with our
neighbours, especially in the sub-continent. Now, we have demonstrated that capability. We must compliment
our scientists and there is no question of two opinions on that. There are some people who give different
versions, but I do not want to enter into that controversy now.

Our former Prime Minister, Shri I.K. Gujral, has mentioned about some of the steps that he had taken after he
laid down his office to improve the relations with the United States, U.K., and other countries. Not only that, just
half-an-hour ago, he has also spelt out in this House the details of the bilateral discussions which took place
between the Prime Minister of Pakistan and himself. Attempts were being made to minimise the tensions.

Now, with this test, we have demonstrated our strength and capability. On the question of whether we are going
to weaponise, which is what the Defence Minister has said, I am not going to comment, and it is for the
Government to decide on that.

Sir, in the National Agenda for Governance -- I will try to cut short my speech because I do not want to make a
lengthy speech on this -- you have made so many promises. I am not going to doubt your intentions. But today,
how are you going to keep up those promises? When the hon. Prime Minister visited the blast site, he gave a
new slogan. "Jai Jawan, Jai Kisan" was the slogan given by Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri. The hon. Prime Minister
gave the slogan of "Jai Jawan, Jai Kisan and Jai Vigyan". You have said that 60 per cent of the developmental
grants would be provided for agriculture and rural development.

Can you keep up the promise tomorrow? I would like to ask this question.

I addressed a letter to the hon. Prime Minister when this matter came up before me. I do not want to reveal the
discussion which took place between me and the two scientists. Lot of secrecy is there. I do not want to reveal
that. When I took the ultimate decision not to give permission for the test, it was my primary concern because I
am coming from rural areas and I am a farmer. I do not hesitate to tell this. My primary concern was to solve the
problem of the suffering rural masses of this country. That is the reason which I have quoted in my letter which I
have written to you on 15th May.

My friend Shri Mulayam Singh Yadav was telling certain details of our capability. Some of our friends try to
question it and say that it is going to help our enemy. Nothing is secret. Everything has been printed, what is
China's capability and our capability and Pakistan's capability, our army size and our warheads and everything. I



do not want to repeat all these things. There is nothing new. Today our country's position is known to others and
the neighbouring countries' position is also known to us.

You say that now damage is controlled. How and on what lines is it controlled? What are the measures which
you would like to take to control the damage? Please take us into confidence. We may differ in decisions
because of certain factors which I have mentioned. It is not a party issue. Is it with your consent that your Party
people have done it? I am not going to elaborate. Many of the Ministers, senior Ministers and Cabinet Ministers
have given quotations of what many of the people said about the tests and you have addressed official quarters
about the bold decision which you have taken. Is it not a fact that you have done all this to take political mileage
out of this so called euphoria that you have created? If you expect the country should be together in fighting
such a vital issue, then this type of shortsightedness is not going to help. I came to know that preparations are
going on in Rajasthan for the erection of the temple. Is it there in the national agenda for governance? What is
the promise which you have made? I am not going to raise my voice on the BJP manifesto. It is a Party
manifesto. But you have not got a clear majority for the smooth functioning of the Government. You have drawn
up your national agenda for governance. Is the point about temple construction included in that national agenda?
How can you expect us to extend our cooperation to you on these issues?

I would like to tell the hon. Prime Minister that today the House is divided. There is no question of any
hesitation to say this because of some of the events which have taken place during the last two months. Today if
you want to take us into confidence, you spell out how the damage would be controlled and what are your
strategies. By merely showing your bomb, you cannot expect the neighbouring countries to come to negotiating
table.

Mr. Prime Minister, by showing your bomb, whether it is a big bomb or a small bomb, you cannot solve the
boundary problem, the problem of Kashmir, the problem of the North-Eastern States.

When we conducted the election in Jammu and Kashmir, there was no death. Of course, there was only one
bomb blast in the Valley, that too in a thickly-populated area. The blast took place before eight of the clock. It
was only just to see that sufficient voters did not come to the booths. As I said a little while ago, there was a
bomb blast in only one thickly-populated area in the Valley. Nothing happened. 53 to 55 per cent polling took
place.

Our hon. Home Minister said yesterday that in order to deal with the insurgency and militancy problem, we must
be either reactive or pro-active. I do not know whether the policy of "proactive" is going to improve the situation
in Kashmir or solve the problem with the bomb in your hand.

Mr. Prime Minister, you have got that capacity. You have shown your capability to the whole world. With this, if
you can solve it, we will welcome it.

Lastly, I would only request the hon. Prime Minister one thing. It is for you to take the House into confidence; it
is for you to take the people into confidence. If you want to take this issue on party lines, things are going to be
further worsened. That is all what I would like to say.

I thank you very much for having given me a chance to speak.

(ends)
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SHRI K. YERRANNAIDU (SRIKAKULAM): Mr. Speaker, Sir, at the outset I would like to say that I do not
want to take much time of this House. Today, we are debating a matter of great significance - the underground
nuclear testing.

First of all, on behalf of myself and on behalf of my Party, I want to convey our warm congratulations to our
great scientists, engineers and technocrats for their achievement. In doing this, they have done us proud. I am



thankful to the hon. Prime Minister also for putting the issue in a proper perspective. He said it categorically that
the underground nuclear testing is an on-going policy. The credit goes to our scientists, engineers and
technocrats.

There are two issues which are before us. Yesterday, Pakistan also tested its devices. In Pokhran, we tested the
underground nuclear tests on 11th and 13th May. Yesterday, the Prime Minister of Pakistan had taken into
confidence all the political parties in that country. At this juncture, my party strongly feels that we cannot afford
a division in the country on this issue. Some lapses are there. Whatever it may be, we feel proud of the
achievement. The entire credit goes to the scientists and others. It is not a one-day job. The former Prime
Ministers also had planned to do it. But, to some extent, they had not taken any decision basing our foreign
policy, basing on the national consensus and everything.

Previously also, in this House, we elaborately discussed the policy regarding the CTBT. The House was taken
into full confidence. Like that, this time also, we want to know one thing. After this, what is the contingency
plan that the Government has planned? People want to know about it. Some people are feeling that after the
nuclear weaponisation, what would happen tomorrow. Everybody in the world knows about the effect of the
atomic bombs hurled on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. That is why people want to know about the contingency plan
on the economic side and in respect of our relationship with our neighbouring countries. My Party feels that we
must maintain good neighbourly relations. Yesterday, our State Party unit also passed a resolution to maintain
good relations with the neighbouring countries.

There is a common resolution. My humble appeal to the hon. Prime Minister is that he should take the
opposition parties into confidence. We are unanimous on this issue. At this juncture, Pakistan has also gone in
for an underground nuclear test. There is no difference of opinion at this stage in the House. We have got
stalwarts and veteran politicians. My Party's policy is that you take a common view on the India's security
perception. We must congratulate our scientists and others for this. The Government that takes a decision about
such matters, normally gets the credit for it. The hon. Prime Minister has put the issue in a proper perspective.
He warned his Ministers, some individuals and organisations for taking the credit for this. He said that credit for
this goes to all the scientists and engineers. We must give full support to him for this underground nuclear test. If
there is any difference, we must sort it out unanimously. Thank you for giving me this opportunity.

(ends)

MR. SPEAKER: The time allotted for this subject was six hours and so far the time taken by the hon. Members
is 11 hours and 18 minutes. I think, all the Members have spoken.

... (Interruptions)

SHRI PRAKASH YASHWANT AMBEDKAR (AKOLA): It was mentioned that smaller parties would be given
the chance at the end...(Interruptions)

SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): What happened to my Party?

MR. SPEAKER: It is already 6.30 p.m. If you want, you can speak for two minutes each...(Interruptions)

SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): I can give a complete list of the time taken by
each Member who spoke in the House. Is it the way? Full time should be given to all the Members.

MR. SPEAKER: I have got a list of another five names.

Shri Sirpotdar to speak.
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SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): Thank you very much for giving me this
opportunity to express my viewpoint on this subject in this august House. These nuclear tests were undertaken



on the 11th and 13th of May, 1998. This decision was welcomed by practically all the people of this country. I
must congratulate the hon. Prime Minister of this country as well as the scientists Dr. Abdul Kalam, Dr.
Chidambaram, Dr. Kakodkar, Dr. Santhanam and other technicians and engineers who have participated in this
experiment.

It is a matter of pride for our country that we have undertaken this test after 24 years. The reaction of some of
the countries of the world was that they welcomed this test. Of course, the countries with vested interest
countries have always condemned it as they want to help our enemies.

I have been listening to the speeches of the hon. Members for the last two or three days. The main question
posed by most of the opposition leaders was: What was the reason for undertaking this test at this particular
juncture?

 That was  the  basic  question.  Most  of  the  people  welcomed  this 
decision.  But  at the same time, while criticising this decision, people have 
not taken the reference of the previous history of this country.  I  have  got 
some  records  with  me.  When the similar test was undertaken by China in the 
year 1964, at that time, the then Prime Minister, late Shri Shastri said:

"India was the first country to foresee military use of nuclear energy simultaneously with its entry into the select
club."

At that time, China had said:

"It detonated its first atomic bomb in 1964 that it would not be the first use of nuclear weapon but hold them in
reserves foreign counter attack."

Thereafter, it is very important to note, during the Lok Sabha Debates on Foreign Affairs in November 1964,
Members from different parties including some Congressmen had demanded a change in the Government's
Atom Bomb Policy. So, that was the demand from some of the Members of Congress party also that this country
should have the atom bomb.

While reacting to this, sharing the concerns of the Members of the Chinese blasts, Shri Shastri said:

"The Government's present stand should not be regarded as a permanent one. No Government could afford to
have a static approach to this problem."

This straightaway indicates that, this question was posed or was open to the Government. Why I am explaining
it is that while criticising this Government, most of the hon. Members of this august House persistently raised
this question as to what was the necessity of these tests... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Shri Madhukar Sirpotdar, please conclude

SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): What is this, Sir? Then I will sit down like
this?

MR. SPEAKER: We have to accommodate others also.

SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): Sir, every speaker has taken not less than 30
minutes. I have just started... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: There are three more speakers also. So, please conclude.

SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): If this is the kind of treatment, I will sit down.

MR. SPEAKER: You please conclude and sit down.



SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): I have to complete my full speech. Then I will
sit down.

MR. SPEAKER: Please conclude and then sit down.

SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): Sir, this way we become helpless.

Sir, the then Pakistan Prime Minister, Shri Z.A. Bhuto, on 19th May, 1974 described India's nuclear explosion as
a dreadful and a threat. If you see the overall situation with Pakistan particularly and China after 1962, you will
find that we have always been under the threat.

My simple question to all the Members of this House is that how many persons have died, how many persons
have been killed in Jammu and Kashmir? There is not a single MP who has come out and said that he has got
sympathy for those innocent people who have been killed by the extremists. When Shri Devegowda wanted to
have elections in Jammu and Kashmir, at that time, I just asked him that question that `Devegowdaji, it is a good
thing that you are having elections in Jammu and Kashmir but please let me know as to when you are going to
solve this extremist problem.' That is very important. Everyday they have been killing our people. All innocent
persons are being killed and on the other hand, we are always having negotiations to have peace. They are
killing and we are having negotiations!

Is it the way that this problem is going to be solved? My simple question to all the statesmen and senior
Members of Parliament over here, who have been listening to the debate and hearing about all these problems, is
how we are going to solve this problem. Now Pakistan is threatening us. People talk about Ghauri missile. Some
people call it Gauri. The word is not Gauri, it is named after Mohammad Ghori who attacked this country
sixteen times and was defeated. On the seventeenth occasion when he attacked this country, at that time
somehow Prithviraj Chauhan got into his custody and he was killed. That is the history. This particular missile
has been named after that person. This gives the indication. Who was Ghazni? Their next missile will be named
after Ghazni. Why? What is the reason?

Yesterday also when the bombs were blasted, when a trial was undertaken, that was known as India-specific.
From our side not a single person said that it was Pakistan-specific. Wherefrom it has come? Yet we are saying
all this. Yesterday the moment the information came after 4 o'clock that actually they had undertaken the trial of
a nuclear bomb, people had become panicky over here. Our entire discussion was stopped in the House and the
Leader of the Opposition wanted the House to adjourn for half-an-hour. It is really the most surprising thing. Let
them have not only one, but ten tests. If they want to explode them, let them do so. Why should we go panicky?
What was the reason for that? This is how I am looking at the problem. ...(Interruptions)

If you want to say something, you can stand up and speak. I have not interrupted anybody's speech since the start
of this debate three days back. ...(Interruptions)

Ajit Jogiji, I am saying the same thing. You can do this, there is nothing wrong in it. But we can also change our
policy and go on doing like this when you speak. But, to the extent possible we should keep patience. We had
decided, if you remember, last year when a Special Session was held that we should not do this, we should not
enter the well of the House and everyone signed that. But what have we been doing over here? Why should we
do this futile exercise in this House? We commit something and do something else. Is it the way we are going to
succeed in the Parliamentary system? This is my question. Shri Sangma is seated here. He was the Speaker at
that time.

Today when he was speaking in this House, I thought he was not pleading for our country; on the other hand he
was pleading for China and Pakistan. That was my impression about his speech. He was criticising our country. I
do not know what happened to him. I can understand your spirit. After all we are Indians. If we are going to face
any calamity, simultaneously we should face the calamity. If we have done something wrong, we can sit together
and find out some solution. But it does not mean that when there is a live telecast all over the country and people
are watching, this message should go to them. It is not a proper thing, I would like to mention this.



MR. SPEAKER: Please conclude. Should I thank you for your good speech?

SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): Shri Murli Deora has given an interview
somewhere. In that interview he had welcomed this particular suggestion. He said, instead of talking politically,
the country should stand united on such issues. That is the statement made by Shri Murli Deora. I am very much
thankful to him. Generally people expect this. It is the right of the Members of Parliament to criticise others.
There is nothing wrong in it. But a message should not go to the country as well as abroad that we are divided.
Just now Shri Devegowda said that this House is divided. Why should we give such a message? If you want to
do something, you do it, nobody stops you. After all it is your right. But it is not necessary that when particularly
there is a live telecast, when all the people of this country are watching the proceedings, we should do it.

I will try to finish. I have not taken up all the points only because the necessary time was not granted
(Interruptions) There is no need for you to worry about our party. Every party's situation is very bright. We are
capable of taking care of our own party. Do not worry.

Some hon. Members have spoken about the Simla Agreement. I would like to remind that only after the signing
of the Simla Agreement was the nuclear test conducted in 1974. Where was the Simla Agreement then? No one
criticised Shrimati Indira Gandhi. Today, we are criticised only because this Government has taken the decision.
Otherwise, they would have welcomed it. This is something surprising!

Ever since our Independence, this country has landed in problems. One should not forget that activities are going
on all over the country. As Shri Advani rightly said yesterday, the life of the people in this country is very much
insecure. A bomb blast may take place anytime, anywhere.

MR. SPEAKER : Please conclude. You have taken fifteen minutes' time. There are three or four more hon.
Members to speak.

... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER : In future, you will get more time.

SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): Justice should be done to all. Otherwise, I will
read out the names of hon. Members who have spoken and spell out the time that they have taken.

MR. SPEAKER : Please conclude now.

SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): This is not the proper way. Each and every
hon. Member should get an opportunity to speak and express his views in this House.

MR. SPEAKER : We have to accommodate other hon. Members also.

SHRI MADHUKAR SIRPOTDAR (MUMBAI NORTH-WEST): Sometimes, some hon. Members and parties
have been completely ignored. They have not been allowed to speak. This is most improper. (Interruptions) I
have heard the speeches of all hon. Members. I have been sitting here very quietly and I have paid attention very
carefully.

I know what Shri Indrajit Gupta spoke and what Shri Somnath Chatterjee spoke. I have noticed a negative signal
in those speeches. I have observed in their speeches a negative signal. It is because they are worried about the
credit. That is the only point which I have observed. If this credit goes to this Government, they do not like it.
Do not forget, when you were running the Government, we never said, `this credit is ours and so you should not
get it'. On the other hand, whenever your Government - whether it was headed by Shri H.D. Deve Gowda or Shri
I.K. Gujral - was toppled, we were prepared to support you. When Shri Gujral's Government was brought down,
at that time also we supported you. I do not know what happened to the Jain Commission Report. It has totally
disappeared. This was how, we spent our valuable time in this House on a very flimsy ground.



We should not forget about the entire country. We should not play politics when it comes to protecting the
interests of the country. When we go out of this House, we may do that but we should not play dirty politics in
this House. The nation is very important. Paramount importance should be attached to the nation and in the
interest of the nation all of us should come together. We should serve this country together. That is my humble
request to all hon. Members. Thank you very much.

(ends)

">

1849 ¤ÉVÉä

¸ÉÒ +ÉÊ®ú¡ò ¨ÉÉä½þ¨¨Énù JÉÉÆ (¤É½þ®úÉ<SÉ) : ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ +vªÉIÉ VÉÒ, ºÉ¤ÉºÉä {É½þ±Éä iÉÉä ¨Éè Æ {É®ú¨ÉÉhÉÖ +xÉÖºÉÆvÉÉxÉ Eòä EòÉ¨É ¨Éä Æ ±ÉMÉä ½þÖB +{ÉxÉä ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ +Éè®ú <ÆVÉÒÊxÉªÉ®úÉä Æ iÉlÉÉ nùÚºÉ®úä
VÉÉä EòÉ¨É Eò®úxÉä ´ÉÉ±Éä ±ÉÉäMÉ ½þè Æ =xÉ ºÉ¤É EòÉä ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùäxÉÉ SÉÉ½þÚ ÆMÉÉ* ÊxÉÊ¶SÉiÉ iÉÉè®ú {É®ú {ÉÚ®ú ä nùä¶É ¨Éä Æ BEò MÉ´ÉÇ EòÒ ¦ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ +É<Ç, ÊEò ¤ÉÉ´ÉVÉÚnù +{ÉxÉÒ ¤É½þÖiÉ ºÉÒ EòÊ¨ÉªÉÉä Æ +Éè®ú
EòÊ`öxÉÉ<ÇªÉÉä Æ Eòä, =xÉ ºÉÖÊ´ÉvÉÉ+ÉäÆ Eòä ={É±É¤vÉ xÉ ½þÉäxÉä Eòä ¤ÉÉ´ÉVÉÚnù VÉÉä nùÚºÉ®úä Ê´ÉEòÊºÉiÉ nùä¶ÉÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ EòÉ¨É Eò®úxÉä ´ÉÉ±ÉÉä Æ EòÉä ½þÉÊºÉ±É ½þè Æ, ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ xÉä, ]õèÊExÉÊ¶ÉªÉxÉÉä Æ xÉä Eò¨É
ºÉÖÊ´ÉvÉÉ+ÉäÆ Eòä ¤ÉÉ´ÉVÉÚnù =xÉEòÒ ¤É®úÉ¤É®úÒ Eò®úEòä ÊnùJÉÉ<Ç*

 Ê´ÉYÉÉxÉ Eòä IÉäjÉ ¨Éä Æ, {É®ú¨ÉÉhÉÖ +xÉÖºÉÆvÉÉxÉ Eòä IÉäjÉ ¨Éä Æ ¶ÉÉxÉnùÉ®ú Ê®úEòÉb÷Ç EòÉªÉ¨É ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè* ¨Éè Æ ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ |ÉvÉÉxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ +]õ±É Ê¤É½þÉ®úÒ ´ÉÉVÉ{ÉäªÉÒ VÉÒ EòÉä ¦ÉÒ ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùäxÉÉ SÉÉ½þÚ ÆMÉÉ ÊEò
ÊVÉºÉ ´ÉEiÉ ªÉ½þ {É®úÒIÉhÉ ½þÖ+É, =ºÉ ´ÉEiÉ ´É½þ <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú EòÉ xÉäiÞÉi´É Eò®ú ®ú½þä ½þè Æ +Éè®ú ÊxÉÊ¶SÉiÉ iÉÉè®ú ºÉä ´Éä ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç Eòä {ÉÉjÉ ½þè Æ* ¨Éä®úÒ {ÉÉ]õÒÇ xÉä VÉ°ü®ú EòÖUô ¤ÉÉiÉä Æ
Eò½þÒÆ ½þè Æ +Éè®ú EòÖUô ºÉÆnùä½þ ´ªÉEiÉ ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ =ºÉ ={É±ÉÊ¤vÉ Eòä ¤ÉÉ®úä ¨Éä Æ xÉ½þÒÆ VÉÉä ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ Eòä ¸É¨É +Éè®ú ¨Éä½þxÉiÉ EòÉ xÉiÉÒVÉÉ ½þè, ¤ÉÊ±Eò EòÖUô =xÉ MÉè®ú-
ÊVÉ¨¨ÉänùÉ®úÉxÉÉ ½þ®úEòiÉÉä Æ +Éè®ú ¤ÉªÉÉxÉÉä Æ EòÉä ±ÉäEò®ú, VÉÉä ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú ¨Éä Æ ¶ÉÉÊ¨É±É ºÉ¤ÉºÉä ¤Éc÷ä {ÉIÉ ºÉä VÉÖc÷ä ½þÖB ºÉÆMÉ`öxÉ +Éè®ú nùÚºÉ®úä ºÉÆ¤ÉÆÊvÉiÉ xÉäiÉÉ+ÉäÆ xÉä ÊnùªÉä ½þè Æ*

+ÉVÉ ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ nùä´ÉMÉÉèc÷É VÉÒ ªÉ½þÉÆ ¤ÉÉä±É ®ú½þä lÉä* =x½þÉä ÆxÉä Êb÷´ÉÉ<Êb÷b÷ +Éä{ÉÒÊxÉªÉxÉ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò½þÒ* =ºÉ Êb÷´ÉÉ<Êb÷b÷ +Éä{ÉÒÊxÉªÉxÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB EòÉä<Ç nùÚºÉ®úÉ ÊVÉ¨¨ÉänùÉ®ú xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè ¤ÉÊ±Eò
MÉè®ú-ÊVÉ¨¨ÉänùÉ®úÒ Eòä ¤ÉªÉÉxÉÉä Æ {É®ú <ºÉEòÒ ÊVÉ¨¨ÉänùÉ®úÒ VÉÉiÉÒ ½þè VÉÉä ¤É½þÖiÉ ºÉä ºÉÆMÉ`öxÉÉä Æ xÉä ÊnùB ½þè Æ* ¨ÉÖZÉä {ÉiÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ÊEò ªÉ½þÉÆ {É®ú =xÉEòÉ xÉÉ¨É ±ÉäxÉÉ =ÊSÉiÉ ®ú½þäMÉÉ ªÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ®ú½þäMÉÉ* ´Éä
Eò½þiÉä ½þè Æ ÊEò Eò±É iÉEò ¦ÉÉ®úiÉÒªÉ VÉxÉiÉÉ {ÉÉ]õÒÇ Eòä ±ÉÉäMÉ {É®úÉ¨É¶ÉÇ ±ÉäxÉä ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä {ÉÉºÉ +ÉªÉÉ Eò®úiÉä lÉä, +ÉVÉ ½þ¨É =xÉEòä {ÉÉºÉ {É®úÉ¨É¶ÉÇ nùäxÉä SÉ±Éä VÉÉBÆMÉä, EªÉÉä ÆÊEò ´Éä +ÉVÉ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú
¨Éä Æ ½þè Æ* EòÖUô ¨ÉÆjÉÒ VÉÉä <ºÉ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú ¨Éä Æ ÊVÉ¨¨ÉänùÉ®úÒ Eòä {ÉnùÉä Æ {É®ú ½þè Æ, =xÉEòä MÉè®ú-ÊVÉ¨¨ÉänùÉ®úÉxÉÉ ¤ÉªÉÉxÉÉä Æ ºÉä {ÉÚ®ú ä nùä¶É ¨Éä Æ BEò ¨ÉÉ½þÉè±É ¤ÉxÉÉ, =ºÉºÉä ªÉEòÒxÉxÉ =ºÉ ®úÉªÉ ¨Éä Æ BEò Êb÷
´ÉÒVÉxÉ +ÉªÉÉ* ªÉ½þ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉ½þÒ ½þè +Éè®ú ½þ®ú EòÉä<Ç <ºÉä VÉÉxÉiÉÉ ½þè* <ºÉ¨Éä Æ ÊEòºÉÒ EòÉä ={Énùä¶É nùäxÉä EòÒ VÉ¯û®úiÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè*

{É®úÒIÉhÉ +{ÉxÉä +É{É ¨Éä Æ EòÉä<Ç +ÉÊJÉ®úÒ SÉÒVÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè Æ* +MÉ®ú <ºÉ nùä¶É {É®ú ºÉÆEò]õ ½þÉäMÉÉ, +MÉ®ú <ºÉ nùä¶É {É®ú Eò½þÒÆ ºÉä JÉiÉ®úÉ ½þÉäMÉÉ, iÉÉä ºÉ¤É ±ÉÉäMÉ nùä¶É Eòä +Ænù®ú +Éè®ú nùä¶É Eòä
¤ÉÉ½þ®ú ¦ÉÒ VÉÉxÉiÉä ½þè Æ ÊEò {ÉÚ®úÉ nùä¶É BEò ´ªÉÊEiÉ ¤ÉxÉEò®ú =ºÉ JÉiÉ®úä EòÉ ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉÉ Eò®úxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB JÉc÷É ½þÉäMÉÉ* <ºÉÊ±ÉB ÊEòºÉÒ EòÉä ={Énùä¶É ¨ÉiÉ nùÒÊVÉB* BEò BäºÉÒ ={É±ÉÊ¤vÉ ÊVÉºÉ
{É®ú ºÉÉ®úÉ nùä¶É MÉ´ÉÇ Eò®úiÉÉ ½þè, +MÉ®ú =ºÉEòÉä ºÉÉ¨|ÉnùÉÊªÉEòiÉÉ EòÉ VÉÉ¨ÉÉ {É½þxÉÉxÉä EòÒ EòÉäÊ¶É¶É Eò®úä ÆMÉä, +É{É Eò½þä ÆMÉä ÊEò ´É½þÉÆ {É®ú ¨ÉÆÊnù®ú ¤ÉxÉÉªÉÉ VÉÉBMÉÉ, iÉÉä <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÉä ¤ÉÉÆ]õxÉä
EòÉ EòÉ¨É +É{É Eò®úä ÆMÉä* ªÉ½þ {É½þ±ÉÒ nù¡òÉ +É{É xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®ú ®ú½þä ½þè Æ, ¤ÉÊ±Eò <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÉä ¤ÉÉÆ]õxÉä EòÒ +É{ÉEòÒ {É®ú¨{É®úÉ ½þè* ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ +vªÉIÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ, ¨Éè Æ +É{ÉEòÉä Ê´É¶´ÉÉºÉ Ênù±ÉÉiÉÉ
½þÚ Æ ÊEò +MÉ®ú ªÉ½þ Eòä´É±É <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÉ ¨ÉÉ¨É±ÉÉ ½þÉäiÉÉ, iÉÉä ¨Éè Æ ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùäEò®ú ¤Éè`ö VÉÉiÉÉ, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ªÉ½þÉÆ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÒ MÉªÉÒ ½þè ®úÉ¹]Å Eòä MÉÉè®ú´É EòÒ, ®úÉ¹]Å Eòä ºÉ¨¨ÉÉxÉ EòÒ*
Eò±É ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ MÞÉ½þ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ VÉÒ ¤ÉÉä±É ®ú½þä lÉä +Éè®ú Eò½þ ®ú½þä lÉä ÊEò Ê´Énùä¶ÉÉä Æ ºÉä ±ÉÉäMÉ ¡òÉäxÉ Eò®úEòä Eò½þ ®ú½þä ½þè Æ ÊEò +¤É EòÖUô MÉÉè®ú´É EòÒ +xÉÖ¦ÉÚÊiÉ ½þÉäiÉÒ ½þè* +MÉ®ú ªÉ½þ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ
Eòä´É±É MÉÉè®ú´É +Éè®ú ºÉ¨¨ÉÉxÉ EòÉ ¨ÉÉ¨É±ÉÉ ½þè iÉÉä ¨Éè Æ BEò ºÉ´ÉÉ±É {ÉÚUôxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ EòÉ EòÉä<Ç ¦ÉÒ ¤Éc÷ä ºÉä ¤Éc÷É +Éè®ú iÉÉEòiÉ´É®ú ¨ÉÖ±Eò EªÉÉä Æ xÉ ½þÉä, EªÉÉ ½þ¨É =ºÉEòä
ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉä Eò]õÉè®úÉ ±ÉäEò®ú ¦ÉÒJÉ ¨ÉÉÆMÉxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB JÉc÷ä ®ú½þä, <ºÉ b÷®ú ºÉä ÊEò Eò½þÒÆ ´Éä ½þ¨É {É®ú |ÉÊiÉ¤ÉÆvÉ xÉ ±ÉMÉÉ nùä Æ* +É{É EòÊ½þªÉä ÊEò ½þ¨Éä Æ iÉÖ¨½þÉ®úÒ ¨Énùnù EòÒ EòÉä<Ç VÉ¯û®úiÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè*
ªÉ½þ EòÉèxÉ ºÉÉ MÉÉè®ú´É ½þè ÊEò ´Éä |ÉÊiÉ¤ÉÆvÉ ±ÉMÉÉ ®ú½þä ½þè Æ +Éè®ú ºÉ®úEòÉ®úÒ {ÉIÉ +Éè®ú ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ |ÉvÉÉxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ Eòä ºÉ±ÉÉ½þEòÉ®ú Eò½þ ®ú½þä ½þè Æ ÊEò

"Economic restrictions will not come in the way of Indo-US relations".

´Éä ½þ¨Éä Æ MÉÉ±ÉÒ ¤ÉEò ®ú½þä ½þè Æ +Éè®ú Eòä´É±É |ÉÊiÉ¤ÉÆvÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ±ÉMÉÉ ®ú½þä ½þè Æ, ¨ÉÉxªÉ´É®ú, º]õä]õ Êb÷{ÉÉ]õÇ¨Éä Æ]õ Eòä º{ÉÉäEºÉ¨ÉèxÉ xÉä ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ MÞÉ½þ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ Eòä ´ÉEiÉ´ªÉ EòÉä ±ÉäEò®ú Eò½þÉ ÊEò ªÉ½þ
¤ÉªÉÉxÉ ¤Éä´ÉEòÚ¡òÒ EòÉ +Éè®ú JÉiÉ®úxÉÉEò ¤ÉªÉÉxÉ ½þè*

This statement is foolish and dangerous. I am not going into the merits of the acquisition.

 ¨Éè Æ =ºÉ¨Éä Æ xÉ½þÒÆ VÉÉ ®ú½þÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò ªÉ½þ ¤ÉªÉÉxÉ ¤Éä´ÉEòÚ¡òÒ EòÉ ½þè ªÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ÊxÉÊ¶SÉiÉ iÉÉè®ú {É®ú ¨Éè Æ +¨ÉäÊ®úEòÉ Eòä ÊEòºÉÒ |ÉÊiÉÊxÉÊvÉ EòÉä ÊEòºÉÒ º{ÉÉäEºÉ¨ÉèxÉ EòÉä ªÉ½þ +ÊvÉEòÉ®ú
nùäxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB iÉèªÉÉ®ú xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò ´É½þ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä MÞÉ½þ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ Eòä ¤ÉªÉÉxÉ EòÉä ¤Éä´ÉEòÚ¡òÒ ¦É®úÉ Eò½þä Æ* +MÉ®ú ´É½þ BäºÉÉ Eò½þiÉä ½þè iÉÉä ¨Éè Æ +É{ÉºÉä BEò ºÉ´ÉÉ±É {ÉÚUôxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ* +MÉ®ú
+É{ÉEòÉä ªÉEòÒxÉ xÉ ½þÉä iÉÉä ¨Éè Æ ´É½þ ¤ÉªÉÉxÉ ÊxÉEòÉ±É Eò®ú ÊnùJÉÉ ºÉEòiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ* ´É½þ 21 iÉÉ®úÒJÉ Eòä +JÉ¤ÉÉ®úÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ Uô{ÉÉ ½þè* ¨Éè ÆxÉä {É½þ±Éä ½þÒ Eò½þ ÊnùªÉÉ ½þè ÊEò ¨Éè Æ =ºÉEòÒ ¨ÉèÊ®ú]ºÉ ¨Éä Æ xÉ½þÒÆ
VÉÉ ®ú½þÉ* ¨Éè Æ ÊºÉ¡òÇ ªÉ½þ Eò½þ ®ú½þÉ ½þÚ Æ-

I cannot give this right to the spokesman of the State Department of the USA to describe the statement of the
Home Minister of my country as foolish and dangerous. That may be foolish, but he has no right to describe it as
foolish.



¨Éä®úÉ +É{ÉEòä ¨ÉÉvªÉ¨É ºÉä +xÉÖ®úÉävÉ ½þè ÊEò +MÉ®ú +É{ÉEòÉä ®úÉ¹]ÅÒªÉ MÉÉè®ú´É EòÒ ÊSÉxiÉÉ ½þè iÉÉä Ê¡ò®ú JÉc÷ä ½þÉä VÉÉ<B* VÉÉä ¤Éä´ÉEòÚ¡ò Eò½þxÉä EòÒ Ê½þ¨¨ÉiÉ Eò®úiÉÉ ½þè, =ºÉºÉä EòÊ½þB ÊEò
½þ¨Éä Æ +ÉÊlÉÇEò |ÉÊiÉ¤ÉÆvÉÉä Æ EòÒ {É®ú´ÉÉ½þ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè, ½þ¨É +É{ÉEòÉä ªÉ½þ Eò½þxÉä EòÉ +ÊvÉEòÉ®ú xÉ½þÒÆ nùä ºÉEòiÉä* +{ÉxÉÉ Ê¤ÉºiÉ®ú ¤ÉÉÆvÉÉä +Éè®ú <ºÉ nùä¶É ºÉä VÉÉ+Éä* +É{É +{ÉxÉä +¨¤ÉèºÉb÷®ú
EòÉä ´É½þÉÆ ºÉä ¤ÉÖ±ÉÉ<B* VÉ¤É iÉEò +¨ÉäÊ®úEòÉ EòÒ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú EòÒ iÉ®ú¡ò ºÉä +ÉìÊ¡òÊ¶ÉªÉ±ÉÒ <ºÉ ¤ÉÉ®úä ¨Éä Æ ¨ÉÉ¡òÒ xÉ½þÒÆ ¨ÉÉÆMÉ ±ÉÒ VÉÉiÉÒ, iÉ¤É iÉEò +É{É =xÉºÉä ºÉ¨¤ÉxvÉ Ê´ÉSUôänù ®úÊJÉB*
¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ +Éb÷´ÉÉhÉÒ VÉÒ EòÉ <ºÉ |ÉEòÉ®ú ºÉä +{É¨ÉÉxÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB* ªÉ½þ +Éb÷´ÉÉhÉÒ VÉÒ EòÉ xÉ½þÒÆ, ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú EòÉ +{É¨ÉÉxÉ ½þè* ªÉ½þ <ºÉ nùä¶É Eòä MÉÉè®ú´É {É®ú ½þ¨É±ÉÉ ½þè,
ºÉ¨¨ÉÉxÉ {É®ú ½þ¨É±ÉÉ ½þè* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÉ xÉÉMÉÊ®úEò ½þÉäxÉä Eòä xÉÉiÉä +Éè®ú ºÉÆºÉnù EòÉ ºÉnùºªÉ ½þÉäxÉä Eòä xÉÉiÉä ¨Éè Æ ÊxÉÊ¶SÉiÉ iÉÉè®ú {É®ú <ºÉEòÉä ¤ÉnùÉÇ¶iÉ Eò®úxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB iÉèªÉÉ®ú xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè Æ* ªÉ½þ
=xÉEòÉ ÊxÉVÉÒ +{É¨ÉÉxÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* ªÉ½þ BEò ®úÉ¹]ÅÒªÉ +{É¨ÉÉxÉ ½þè* ¨Éè Æ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò +MÉ®ú +É{ÉEòÉä MÉÉè®ú´É +Éè®ú ºÉ¨¨ÉÉxÉ EòÒ Ê¡òFò ½þè iÉÉä JÉc÷ä ½þÉäEò®ú º]õè Æb÷ ±ÉÒÊVÉB +Éè®ú EòÊ½þB
+É{É SÉÉ½þä ÊEòiÉxÉä iÉÉEòiÉ´É®ú

½þÉä, ½þ¨É +É{ÉEòÉä b÷Ò±É Eò®úxÉÉ VÉÉxÉiÉä ½þè Æ*

¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ |ÉvÉÉxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ VÉÒ, ¨ÉÖZÉä ªÉEòÒxÉ ½þè ÊEò +É{É <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÉä ¤Éä½þiÉ®ú ºÉ¨ÉZÉä ÆMÉä* +É{É VÉ®úÉ <ÊiÉ½þÉºÉ {É®ú MÉÉè®ú EòÊ®úB* <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÉä Eò½þÉÆ ºÉä JÉiÉ®úÉ {ÉènùÉ ½þÖ+É
½þè? ¨ÉÖZÉä +ÉìlÉ®ú EòÉ xÉÉ¨É ªÉÉnù xÉ½þÒÆ ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ¤É½þÖiÉ ºÉÉ±É {É½þ±Éä ¨Éè ÆxÉä BEò ÊEòiÉÉ¤É {ÉgøÒ lÉÒ ÊVÉºÉ EòÉ ¶ÉÉªÉnù xÉÉ¨É nùÒ ±ÉÉº]õ ºÉÉèb÷Ç +Éì¡ò ]õÒ{ÉÚ ºÉÖ±iÉÉxÉ lÉÉ* =ºÉ ÊEòiÉÉ¤É ¨Éä Æ
+ÉÊJÉ®úÒ SÉè{]õ®ú ½þè, =ºÉ¨Éä Æ ¤É½þÖiÉ ¨ÉÉÊ¨ÉÇEò ¶É¤nù ½þè Æ* ]õÒ{ÉÚ ºÉÖ±iÉÉxÉ xÉä ¨É®úiÉä ½þÖB +{ÉxÉä |ÉvÉÉxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ {ÉÖ®úxÉ<ªÉÉ EòÉä Eò½þÉ ÊEò ªÉ½þ nùä¶É iÉ¤É MÉÖ±ÉÉ¨É ¤ÉxÉäMÉÉ VÉ¤É <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÉä +xnù®ú
ºÉä JÉiÉ®úÉ {ÉènùÉ ½þÉäMÉÉ* <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÉä JÉiÉ®úÉ =xÉ ±ÉÉäMÉÉä Æ ºÉä ½þè Æ VÉÉä <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÉä +xnù®ú ºÉä ¤ÉÉÆ]õ Eò®ú ®úJÉxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉä ½þè Æ* ¨Éè Æ ÊºÉ¡òÇ |ÉvÉÉxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ VÉÒ ºÉä ÊxÉ´ÉänùxÉ Eò®ú ®ú½þÉ ½þÚ Æ +Éè®ú
=xÉºÉä VÉÉxÉxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò +É{ÉEòÒ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú +ÉxÉä Eòä ¤ÉÉnù nùä¶É +xnù®ú ºÉä EòèºÉä ¨ÉVÉ¤ÉÚiÉ ½þÉäMÉÉ, ®úÉ¹]ÅÒªÉ BEòiÉÉ EòèºÉä ¨ÉVÉ¤ÉÚiÉ ½þÉäMÉÒ? ´É½þ ¦ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ ¦ÉÉ<ÇSÉÉ®úä ºÉä {ÉènùÉ ½þÉäiÉÒ ½þè*
¦ÉÉ<ÇSÉÉ®úä EòÒ ¦ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ +{ÉxÉÉ<ÇªÉiÉ ºÉä {ÉènùÉ ½þÉäiÉÒ ½þè* ÊVÉºÉ ºÉ¨ÉÉVÉ ¨Éä Æ ½þVÉÉ®úÉä Æ ºÉÉ±É ºÉä VÉx¨É Eòä +ÉvÉÉ®ú {É®ú ªÉ½þ Eò½þÉ VÉÉiÉÉ ½þè ÊEò <ºÉEòÉ {Éè®ú UôÖ+É VÉÉBMÉÉ, <ºÉEòÉä {Éè®úÉä Æ Eòä
xÉÒSÉä ®úMÉc÷É VÉÉBMÉÉ, ªÉ½þ >ðÆSÉÉ ½þè, ªÉ½þ xÉÒSÉÉ ½þè, ªÉ½þ ¤Éc÷É ½þè, ªÉ½þ UôÉä]õÉ ½þè, ªÉ½þ +UôÚiÉ ½þè, ªÉ½þ ¨É±ÉÒSÉ ½þè* ªÉ½þ ºÉÉ¨ÉÉÊVÉEò ´ªÉ´ÉºlÉÉ

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

MR. SPEAKER : Please conclude.

SHRI ARIF MOHAMMAD KHAN (BAHRAICH): Kindly permit me to speak, Sir.

¨Éè Æ VÉ±nùÒ ½þÒ EòxÉE±ÉÚb÷ Eò°üÆMÉÉ* BEò ´ªÉ´ÉºlÉÉ xÉä <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÉä Eò¨ÉVÉÉä®ú Eò®úEòä ®úJÉÉ ½þè* +MÉ®ú nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÉä JÉiÉ®úÉ ½þè iÉÉä <ºÉ ´ªÉ´ÉºlÉÉ ºÉä ½þè* +MÉ®ú <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÒ
ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÉä EòÉä<Ç JÉiÉ®úÉ ½þè iÉÉä =xÉ +ÉxnùÉä±ÉxÉÉä Æ ºÉä ½þè VÉÉä Ê´ÉPÉ]õxÉEòÉ®úÒ |É´ÞÉÊiiÉ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ Ê¨É±ÉEò®ú ¨ÉÆÊnù®ú ¤ÉxÉÉxÉä Eòä xÉÉ¨É {É®ú, Eò½þÒÆ ÊEòºÉÒ +Éè®ú xÉÉ¨É {É®ú <ºÉ nùä¶É ¨Éä Æ
+ÉxnùÉä±ÉxÉ SÉ±ÉÉiÉä ½þè Æ*

¨Éè Æ +É{ÉEòä ¨ÉÉvªÉ¨É ºÉä ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú ºÉä VÉÉxÉxÉÉ SÉÉ½þÚ ÆMÉÉ ÊEò =ºÉ +Ænù°üxÉÒ Ê´ÉPÉ]õxÉ EòÉä ®úÉäEòxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB, =ºÉ Eò¨ÉWÉÉä®úÒ EòÉä nùÚ®ú Eò®úxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB <ºÉ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú xÉä EªÉÉ Eònù¨É =`öÉB
½þè Æ? ¨Éè Æ +É{ÉEòä ¨ÉÉvªÉ¨É ºÉä BEò ºÉÖZÉÉ´É nùäxÉÉ SÉÉ½þÚ ÆMÉÉ* MÞÉ½þ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ VÉÒ EòÒ ®úlÉ-ªÉÉjÉÉBÆ ÊxÉEòÉ±ÉxÉä ¨Éä Æ ¤É½þÖiÉ nùIÉiÉÉ ½þè* +É{É vªÉÉxÉ Eò®úä Æ iÉÉä +ªÉÉävªÉÉ EòÒ ®úlÉ-ªÉÉjÉÉ ÊxÉEòÉ±ÉxÉÉ
EòÉèxÉ ºÉÉ ¦ÉÉ®úÒ EòÉ¨É lÉÉ, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ¨ÉÉxÉºÉ®úÉä´É®ú iÉEò ®úlÉ-ªÉÉjÉÉ ±ÉäEò®ú SÉ±Éä Æ iÉÉä ¨Éè Æ =xÉEòä ºÉÉlÉ ®úlÉ {É®ú ¤Éè`öÚ ÆMÉÉ* +MÉ®ú +É{É Ê½þ¨¨ÉiÉ xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®úiÉä iÉÉä +É{ÉEòä ¤ÉMÉ±É ¨Éä Æ VÉÉä¶ÉÒ VÉÒ
¤Éè`öä ½þè Æ, ´É½þ Eò¨É ºÉä Eò¨É ZÉÆb÷É ¡ò½þ®úÉxÉä SÉ±Éä Æ* +ÉÊJÉ®úEòÉ®ú ¨ÉÉxÉºÉ®úÉä´É®ú <ºÉ nùä¶É Eòä {ÉÊ´ÉjÉiÉ¨É ºlÉ±ÉÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ ºÉä BEò ½þè* nùä¶É Eòä Eò¤WÉä ¨Éä Æ ½þè* EòÉªÉnùä ¨Éä Æ ¤ÉÉiÉ ªÉ½þ ½þè ÊEò
¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ +Éb÷´ÉÉhÉÒ VÉÒ EòÉä SÉ±ÉxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

¸ÉÒ Ê´ÉVÉªÉ MÉÉäªÉ±É (SÉÉÆnùxÉÒ SÉÉèEò): EªÉÉ ªÉä xªÉÚE±ÉÒªÉ®ú <¶ªÉÚ {É®ú ¤ÉÉä±É ®ú½þä ½þè Æ? ...

(´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

MR. SPEAKER: Please conclude.

SHRI ARIF MOHAMMAD KHAN (BAHRAICH): Sir, if they do not disturb me, I will conclude in five
minutes. ... (

´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

¸ÉÒ ®úÉVÉ´ÉÒ®ú ÊºÉÆ½þ (+ÉÆ´É±ÉÉ): +É{É Ê´É¹ÉªÉ {É®ú ¤ÉÉäÊ±ÉªÉä*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

¸ÉÒ +ÉÊ®ú¡ò ¨ÉÉä½þ¨¨Énù JÉÉÆ (¤É½þ®úÉ<SÉ) : +vªÉIÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ, <x½þä Æ ¤ÉºÉ <iÉxÉÉ ¤ÉiÉÉ nùÒÊVÉB ÊEò ºÉnùxÉ EòÉ ºÉÆSÉÉ±ÉxÉ ®úÉVÉ´ÉÒ®ú ÊºÉÆ½þ xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®ú ®ú½þä ½þè Æ, ªÉ½þ +É{ÉEòÒ ÊWÉ¨¨ÉänùÉ®úÒ ½þè*
... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)



¸ÉÒ ÊnùxÉ¶ÉÉ {É]õä±É (JÉäc÷É) : ªÉä +É{ÉEòÉä ªÉÉnù Ênù±ÉÉ ®ú½þä ½þè Æ VÉÉä +É{ÉxÉä ´ÉÉªÉnùÉ ÊEòªÉÉ lÉÉ nùä¶É EòÒ VÉxÉiÉÉ ºÉä, ´É½þ iÉÉä {ÉÚ®úÉ Eò®ú ±ÉÒÊVÉB*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

MR. SPEAKER: Please take your seat.

¸ÉÒ +ÉÊ®ú¡ò ¨ÉÉä½þ¨¨Énù JÉÉÆ (¤É½þ®úÉ<SÉ) : ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ +vªÉIÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ, ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ºÉÉlÉÒ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉä ½þè Æ ÊEò ¶ÉÉªÉnù nùä¶É EòÉä SÉ±ÉÉxÉä EòÉ ¨ÉÉ¨É±ÉÉ ¦ÉÒ BäºÉä ½þè VÉèºÉä ÊEò +É{É ÊEòºÉÒ ºÉÚ¤Éä ¨Éä Æ
JÉÉEòÒ ÊxÉEò®ú {É½þxÉÉEò®ú {É®úäb÷ Eò®úÉ nùÒÊVÉB* nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ Eòä ¨ÉÉ¨É±Éä {É®ú VÉ¤É ½þ¨É SÉSÉÉÇ Eò®úä ÆMÉä, iÉÉä ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ºÉ¨ÉÉVÉ Eòä +Ænù®ú VÉÉä Eò¨ÉWÉÉäÊ®úªÉÉÆ ´ªÉÉ{iÉ ½þè Æ, =xÉ {É®ú vªÉÉxÉ nùäxÉÉ
{Éc÷äMÉÉ ÊEò EòÉèxÉ ºÉÒ BäºÉÒ SÉÒVÉä Æ ½þè Æ VÉÉä ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ºÉ¨ÉÉVÉ EòÉä Eò¨ÉWÉÉä®ú ¤ÉxÉÉiÉÒ ½þè Æ, EòÉèxÉ ºÉÒ SÉÒVÉä Æ BäºÉÒ ½þè Æ VÉÉä ½þ¨Éä Æ ¨ÉWÉ¤ÉÚiÉ ¤ÉxÉxÉä ºÉä ®úÉäEòiÉÒ ½þè Æ*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

MR. SPEAKER: Please wind up.

SHRI ARIF MOHAMMAD KHAN (BAHRAICH): I will just take two minutes and I will conclude with it.

¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ ¤É®úxÉÉ±ÉÉ ºÉÉ½þ¤É xÉä ¤É½þÖiÉ nùnùÇ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ {ÉÆVÉÉ¤É EòÒ PÉ]õxÉÉ+ÉäÆ EòÉ ÊWÉFò ÊEòªÉÉ* ¨Éè Æ +É{ÉEòä ¨ÉÉvªÉ¨É ºÉä ¤É®úxÉÉ±ÉÉ ºÉÉ½þ¤É ºÉä ºÉ´ÉÉ±É Eò®úiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò +MÉ®ú 1984 EòÒ
EòÖUô PÉ]õxÉÉBÆ ±ÉÉäMÉÉä Æ Eòä Ênù±ÉÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ <iÉxÉÒ ¤Éc÷Ò nù®úÉ®ú {ÉènùÉ Eò®ú ºÉEòiÉÒ ½þè Æ, VÉÉä ºÉ½þÒ lÉÉ, iÉÉä ¨ÉÖZÉä ¤ÉiÉÉ<B EªÉÉ <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ Eòä´É±É {É®ú¨ÉÉhÉÖ ¤É¨É ¤ÉxÉÉxÉä ºÉä ºÉÖÊxÉÊ¶SÉiÉ
½þÉäMÉÒ?

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

|ÉÉä. |Éä¨É ÊºÉÆ½þ SÉxnùÚ¨ÉÉVÉ®úÉ ({ÉÊ]õªÉÉ±ÉÉ) : 1984 Eòä ¤ÉÉ®úä ¨Éä Æ +É{ÉxÉä ¤ÉÉä±ÉÉ ½þè ÊEò ´É½þ ºÉ½þÒ lÉÉ =ºÉEòÉä WÉ®úÉ BäEºÉ{±ÉäxÉ Eò®ú nùä Æ* VÉÉä Eòi±Éä-+É¨É ½þÖ+É lÉÉ +Éè®ú ½þWÉÉ®úÉä Æ ±ÉÉäMÉ
¨ÉÉ®úä MÉB lÉä

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

¸ÉÒ +ÉÊ®ú¡ò ¨ÉÉä½þ¨¨Énù JÉÉÆ (¤É½þ®úÉ<SÉ) : ¨Éè Æ iÉÉä +É{ÉEòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÉä +Éè®ú +É{ÉEòÒ ¦ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ EòÉä ºÉ½þÒ Eò½þ ®ú½þÉ lÉÉ*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

¸ÉÒ¨Éx, ¨ÉÖZÉä +{ÉxÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ JÉi¨É Eò®úxÉä nùä Æ, ¨Éè ÆxÉä |ÉÉèÊ¨ÉºÉ ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè ÊEò ¨Éè Æ nùÉä Ê¨ÉxÉ]õ ¨Éä Æ EòxÉE±ÉÚb÷ Eò®ú ®ú½þÉ ½þÚ Æ*

SÉÚ ÆÊEò ¤É®úxÉÉ±ÉÉ ºÉÉ½þ¤É ¦ÉÒ <ºÉ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú Eòä BEò ¨É½þi´É{ÉÚhÉÇ +ÆMÉ ½þè Æ, =xÉºÉä ¨Éä®úÉ ÊxÉ´ÉänùxÉ +Éè®ú +xÉÖ®úÉävÉ ½þè ÊEò WÉ®úÉ =xÉEòä Ênù±É EòÒ ½þÉ±ÉiÉ {É®ú ¦ÉÒ MÉÉè®ú Eò®úä Æ ÊEò VÉ½þÉÆ
¦ÉÉ®úiÉÒªÉ VÉxÉiÉÉ {ÉÉ]õÒÇ Eòä ¤Éc÷ä-¤Éc÷ä xÉäiÉÉ ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉä JÉc÷ä ½þÖB lÉä +Éè®ú BEò <¤ÉÉnùiÉMÉÉ½þ EòÉä +ªÉÉävªÉÉ ¨Éä Æ {É±ÉEò ZÉ{ÉEòiÉä ÊMÉ®úÉEò®ú iÉ½þºÉ-xÉ½þºÉ Eò®ú ÊnùªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

=ºÉEòä ¤ÉÉ®úä ¨Éä Æ ¨Éä®úÉ Eò½þxÉÉ ÊºÉ¡òÇ ªÉ½þ ½þè ÊEò +ÉVÉ EòÒ iÉÉ®úÒJÉ ¨Éä Æ ¦ÉÒ ¨É®ú½þ¨É ±ÉMÉÉxÉä EòÉ EòÉä<Ç EòÉ¨É Eò®ú ÊnùªÉÉ VÉÉB iÉÉä ¶ÉÉªÉnù <ºÉ nùä¶É ¨Éä Æ VÉÉä +Ænù®ú EòÉ ¤ÉÆ]õ´ÉÉ®úÉ ½þè ´É½þ
JÉi¨É ½þÉä VÉÉB*

´ÉèºÉä ¦ÉÒ xÉ ¦ÉÒ JÉi¨É ½þÉä iÉÉä ¦ÉÒ +MÉ®ú <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÉä JÉiÉ®úÉ ½þÉäMÉÉ iÉÉä ¨ÉÖZÉä {ÉÚ®úÉ Ê´É¶´ÉÉºÉ ½þè ÊEò <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÉ BEò-BEò +Énù¨ÉÒ, ºÉÉ®úä nùä¶É´ÉÉºÉÒ BEò ´ªÉÊEiÉ
¤ÉxÉEò®ú JÉc÷ä ½þÉä VÉÉªÉä ÆMÉä +Éè®ú =ºÉ JÉiÉ®úä EòÉ EòÉ¨ÉªÉÉ¤ÉÒ ºÉä ¨ÉÖEòÉ¤É±ÉÉ Eò®úä ÆMÉä* vÉxªÉ´ÉÉnù*

(<ÊiÉ)
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SHRI PRAKASH YASHWANT AMBEDKAR (AKOLA): Mr. Speaker, Sir, I would not like to go into the post
mortem of the explosion. But, I think, we have to look at a situation which is going to develop after the
explosions have taken place both in India and Pakistan. What worries me is the situation that we faced in some



parts of the country, basically in the North-Eastern States. We have made China a target. We have also made
Pakistan a target. We have said that there is an internal and external security problem with us. I think, this
explanation given by the Prime Minister is unsuitable and unconvinceable. Even last time, when they were in
power for 13 days, they had made efforts to go in for nuclear explosions. Had they been in power for two more
days, I think, we would have had an explosion during that period itself. Whatever has been projected today as a
security angle, I think, does not have any relevance. But the basic relevance, which I come to, is a theory that is
being followed by the RSS.

If you look at a map published in 1950, there was an agreement between Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel and the then
RSS President that they will be released on the 26 January, 1950. Everybody was released. A book was released
at that time. Even the map of the world was published in that book. In that book, the name of Pakistan was
missing. The border of India was shown to be touching Afghanistan.

May I know from the Prime Minister about it? Everybody has said that when he was in China in 1979, he made
efforts to normalise the relations. Yes, he made the efforts. But at the same time, Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee had
to leave China because China had declared a war on some other country. May I know from the hon. Prime
Minister that when you are looking at China or when you are looking at Pakistan, why are you making China a
target? Is it a sort of personal revenge? If that is so, then, I have my own doubts as to what we are going to
achieve. The whole international scenario is going to change now. As soon as India has exploded and Pakistan
has also exploded, there are nations in the world which are going to the same path. A new situation which is
going to arise again, the NPT and even the CTBT will have no relevance as such in that situation. How do we
look at the things?

Then, I would like to know from the Prime Minister that Pakistan has already declared that it is an Islamic bomb
and we know from the reports that have emanated not only today but also for the last many years that the Gulf
countries have been making an effort to develop a nuclear weapon in that part of the country. After the trend of
the cold war, new theories have been circulated. The theories that have been circulated are that if there is a world
war, it might be one on an issue of water or it might be on an issue of civilisation.

Sir, the opening speaker from the ruling side, Shri Jagmohan referred to civilization. I do not know what he
means by civilization in this country. It is because we have many civilizations in this country and many things of
civilizations.

What is the thinking of the RSS? I do not know whether they are thinking in terms of a Muslim civilization war
or a Hindu civilization war. This is a point on which I would like to seek a clarification from the hon. Prime
Minister.

Sir, the information that I have been getting is very disturbing. I would like to know categorically from the hon.
Prime Minister whether the Government is planning for a war some times in the month of June or July. If that is
so, then let me point out that today the situation in the North-Eastern region is such that the petroleum products
which are to be stocked for a period of four months - because one cannot go to the North-Eastern region during
the rainy season - have not even reached the North-Eastern region. If the Government is thinking in terms of any
adventurous theory then let me point out that - from the other side, the country which has been identified as the
first enemy by your Government - the things would go to the waters that we have created; it would go to the
ponds that we have created.

The Government have never got culturally united with the people of the North-Eastern States. The Government
have neglected the region. The Government have left out a tiger. Only, time will tell whether it is going to have
teeth or it is not going to have teeth. It is because, along the borders we are surrounded by unfriendly countries.

Sir, I would like to submit that the Government have started one thing as a nation and we have to be with the
Government. We cannot speak in a different voice. But let me also request the hon. Prime Minister that
irrespective of whatever internal differences that we have in this country, please show political statesmanship
and try to settle them at a political level and then speak in one voice.



(ends)
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SHRI G.M. BANATWALLA (PONNANI): Sir, the Prime Minister was kind enough to invite me to meet him
earlier. At that time, I had given him our statement. Today, I have only one or two more points to add to it.

Sir, Pakistan has detonated its nuclear devices. The entire world failed to dissuade Pakistan from doing so. This
is a dangerous situation. I only hope that it does not lead to any race for nuclear weapons. Happily, our Prime
Minister has said in his own statement and I quote:

"We do not intend to engage in arms race".

Sir, I want to empahsise that this clear statement deserves due consideration and respect from the entire world
including China and Pakistan. Perhaps, we have still to convince the world, including Pakistan and China, that
we do not want any war. We are committed to global peace.

Yes, we had our own nuclear tests. We congratulate the scientists and all others for the successful completion of
those tests and for bringing glory to the nation. We also congratulate the Government for having given the green
signal, the `go ahead' to the scientists to bring this glory to our nation. But it must be understood that the goal of
our nuclear policy is to be able to prevail upon the nuclear powers to correct their flawed thinking with respect
to having a non-nuclear world.

That remains and that has always been the nuclear policy that we have followed.

The Prime Minister has put forward several proposals for the world and even for Pakistan. Pakistan has also
proposed negotiations and talks. It is for the Prime Minister to react to it.

I would be failing in my duty if I do not take strong exceptions to and express my deep indignation at the total
and utter mishandling of the post-Pokhran-II scenario. Time does not permit me to go into the details with
respect to them but then it was shocking to find in the post-Pokhran-II scenario, the Government speaking with
different voices. Somebody pointed out unnecessarily at China and other pointed out unnecessarily at Pakistan
when the goals of our nuclear policy, as I have stated earlier, are for a global peace through nuclear control. It
was sought to politicize and even communalise the achievement through talks about a temple at Pokhran. I do
not want to go into the details of that. There were attempts to pat on the back, have party celebrations for
political exploitation of the glorious achievement of our scientists and ignoring the contributions of the
successive Governments since Independence. It is a fact. Pokhran-II would not have been possible without
Pokhran-I. Pokhran-II would not have been possible without the nuclear policies successively followed by all
the Governments since the Independence. Shocking it was that intoxicated with the achievement, even
responsible Ministers of the Government indulge into reckless and provocative statements. One Minister even
challenged Pakistan to select the venue, day, time and everything for the fourth war. He used a language that
may suit a professional wrestler but not a responsible politician or a Minister of a country that claims to be now
a nuclear power.

Sir, I must submit that I am afraid that the Pakistan's nuclear tests are a reaction to the utter mishandling of the
post-Pokhran-II scenario and the Government is speaking in different languages, in different voices.

I would now conclude with only one point. The hon. Prime Minister has stressed upon a policy of consensus.
Beautifully the Prime Minister has said and I quote: "It is vital to maintain the consensus as we approach the
next millennium". It is a beautiful language, well put and well expressed sentiments. I must appreciate and
welcome these sentiments. But then, Sir, has the policy of consensus really been pursued? That is the question. I
do not know. You can enlighten me whether the offer about moratorium on further explosions which closes our
nuclear options, was based on any consensus or not? I do not know. Yesterday, the Prime Minister even said, "we
will have to review this offer of moratorium on our further nuclear tests".



I do not know whether there was any consensus. I must, therefore, emphasise that when we state that we follow
a policy of consensus, we must really be true both to our words and to our actions and not have a unilateral
closure of options that may be available.

There is the question of sanctions, I do not want to say much, from some of the protesting nuclear powers. I only
want to say that we need not panic. The situation is there. But if any situation of any type whatsoever is forced
upon the country, Insha Allah!, the country and its people will stand firm with determination, with faith and with
iron unity - let there be no mistake about that. That is with respect to any situation - economic situation is also
there. But let us know, if you have any blueprint of any strategy that needs to be followed and our cooperation
will always be there.

But then, I conclude by saying that really a policy of consensus should be followed and it is only through this
policy that the country will be able to stand united and will be able to face any challenge that may come before
us.

Thank you.

(ends)
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SHRI PRAMOTHES MUKHERJEE (BERHAMPORE) (WB): Thank you, Sir, for the opportunity given to me
to express our view on the Prime Minister's suo motu statement on the nuclear tests in Pokhran range.

This is a very important debate which is initiated by our senior-most leader Shri Indrajit Gupta as mover of the
Motion on Prime Minister's statement in respect of nuclear tests in Pokhran range. Sir, I have heard many
valuable speeches on the topic and I shall be very brief on my legs to express my views on this topic in such a
grave situation.

Before I enter into the depths of the national security calculus, I should express my thanks and gratitude; I
should express my warm greetings and ovation and congratulations to the Indian scientists and engineers who
have successfully conducted the nuclear tests in Pokhran range. I express my congratulations specially to Dr.
A.P.J. Abdul Kalam, Dr. Santhanam, Dr. Chidambaram and other scientists. It is really an endowment to the
nation by Indian scientists and engineers.

Whether there was any threat from Pakistan or from China is a lost question today when Pakistan had
successfully conducted nuclear tests in Baluch hilly region. The area of tension, the area of conflict, has been
increased after the nuclear tests in Pokhran which is followed by the nuclear tests in Baluch hilly region. This is
a preparation not for proxy war, but war directly. The whole Indo-Pak subcontinent has been turned into a war
zone and the preparation for war material is going on. This is not good for the mankind living in this
subcontinent.

I was listening yesterday, to the speech made by our hon. Home Minister Shri L.K. Advani. That was a very
eloquent speech just to rouse the patriotism in defence of national sublimity or in the name of national security
question.

We are united. We stand for the defence of India's national sovereignty and security. Definitely, we are united.

I wish to remind a very simple proposition. Emotion is good, but the reason is better. The patriotism is good,
love for the country is good, but love for peace, love for world peace and love for the mankind is better.

With your kind permission, I wish to refer to an incident: What is the message of Pokhran issue today? The
message of nuclear tests in Pokhran region is very simple. India is now a nuclear weapon State. The hon. Prime
Minister I have the highest regards for him - has claimed that India can now enter into the Nuclear Club as the



sixth member. Today, Pakistan can also claim that they can enter into the Nuclear Club as the seventh member.
This is the arms race. This is the arms competition which is going on.

With your kind permission, I quote from our famous poet, Annada Shankar Roy, a famous name in Bengali
literature, a great personality and a great poet of Calcutta. He has termed the Nuclear Club as a Suicide Club and
that has published in many papers. There was a Suicide Club in France. In France, Lords and Aristocrats joined
such a Suicide Club to commit suicide in a hilarious laughter and that was their bliss. Today, the nuclear weapon
States joined the Nuclear Club to commit suicide in hilarious laughter in respect of their peoples.

Sir, to prepare for the nuclear tests or to join the nuclear club does not add to the glory of the Indian tradition and
culture. It is a complete departure from the principles of non-alignment, from the principle of nuclear
disarmament. It is a complete departure. It is our opinion.

MR. SPEAKER: Please conclude.

SHRI PRAMOTHES MUKHERJEE (BERHAMPORE) (WB): It is the opinion of many eminent persons that
nuclear weapon alone cannot save the country from the crisis. What does the fall of the Soviet Russia indicate?
That was a mighty State; that was a powerful nuclear weapon State. Why does it fall? Why does it disintegrate in
spite of having so many nuclear weapons in its arsenal? This disintegration of Soviet Russia indicates that the
people of Russia have no sympathy for the nuclear policy of the Government of Russia. What is the chief
component of the national security calculus? Can a man be secure with a revolver? A man goes to sleep with the
revolver beneath the pillow. Does it indicate the best structure of that man? A man sleeping in the kingdom of
fire arms with only a revolver beneath the pillow is not the security given to him. It is my opinion and I express
my opinion that the national security is impossible without the economic security of the people.

 The  money  wasted  for  the  nuclear  tests or for the conduct of the 
nuclear tests can be invested, can be utilized  for  the  restoration  of  the 
economic  security  of  the  country.  Only the economic security can give the 
people and a nation absolute national security. So, the question  of  national 
security  should  be settled, should be resolved fast and only the question of 
national security will come. ... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Please wind up.

SHRI PRAMOTHES MUKHERJEE (BERHAMPORE) (WB): Yes, Sir.

In 1974, in the month of May, under the leadership of the then Prime Minister, Shrimati Indira Gandhi an
experiment was successfully completed. That was a brilliant experiment that was done in the name of the
defence of national sovereignty. But after one year, in 1975 on 25th June, Emergency was declared by Shrimati
Gandhi at that time to save the country from internal problems. The experiment was a prelude to the declaration
of Emergency. May I ask the hon. Prime Minister and the Government whether the nuclear tests in Pokhran are a
prelude to the change of the system?

Today, there are many discussions taking place in the country for the changeover or the switchover of the
parliamentary system to Presidential form of Government. Does it indicate that? It should not be a prelude. It is
expected that it should not be a prelude. Be cautious please.

So, I will be concluding by saying that the national security can be preserved only after the economic security is
achieved. Thank you for the opportunity given to me.

Thank you.

(ends)

">
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|ÉvÉÉxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ (¸ÉÒ +]õ±É Ê¤É½þÉ®úÒ ´ÉÉVÉ{ÉäªÉÒ): +vªÉIÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ, {ÉÉäJÉ®úhÉ Eòä ¤ÉÉ®úä ¨Éä Æ ±É¨¤ÉÒ SÉSÉÉÇ ºÉ¨ÉÉ{iÉ ½þÉäxÉä VÉÉ ®ú½þÒ ½þè* <ºÉ SÉSÉÉÇ ¨Éä Æ ÊVÉxÉ ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ ºÉnùºªÉÉä Æ xÉä ¦ÉÉMÉ Ê±ÉªÉÉ
½þè, ¨Éè Æ =xÉEòÉ +É¦ÉÉ®úÒ ½þÚ Æ* ºÉÉ®úÉ ºÉnùxÉ <ºÉ ºÉ¨¤ÉxvÉ ¨Éä Æ BEò¨ÉiÉ ½þè ÊEò ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ xÉä, <ÆVÉÒÊxÉªÉ®úÉä Æ xÉä, iÉEòxÉÒÊ¶ÉªÉxÉÉä Æ xÉä +Éè®ú ºÉäxÉÉ Eòä VÉ´ÉÉxÉÉä Æ xÉä {ÉÉäJÉ®úhÉ Eòä {É®úÒIÉhÉ
¨Éä Æ VÉÉä ¨É½þi´É{ÉÚhÉÇ ¦ÉÚÊ¨ÉEòÉ ÊxÉ¦ÉÉ<Ç ½þè, =ºÉEòÉ ºÉ¤É +Ê¦ÉxÉÆnùxÉ Eò®úiÉä ½þè Æ, =xÉEòÉä ¤ÉvÉÉ<Ç nùäiÉä ½þè Æ*

<ºÉ ºÉ´ÉÉ±É {É®ú ¦ÉÒ ±ÉMÉ¦ÉMÉ BEò ®úÉªÉ ½þè ÊEò +MÉ®ú +ÉÊlÉÇEò IÉäjÉ ¨Éä Æ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä >ð{É®ú +xÉÖÊSÉiÉ nù¤ÉÉ´É b÷É±ÉxÉä EòÉ |ÉªÉÉºÉ ÊEòªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ, ½þ¨ÉÉ®úÒ +ÉÊlÉÇEò |É¦ÉÖºÉiiÉÉ EòÉä ºÉÒÊ¨ÉiÉ
Eò®úxÉä EòÒ EòÉäÊ¶É¶É EòÒ MÉ<Ç +Éè®ú VÉÉä Ê´É¶´É ºÉÆºlÉÉ+ÉäÆ ºÉä ºÉ½þªÉÉäMÉ ½þ¨Éä Æ +¦ÉÒ iÉEò Ê¨É±ÉiÉÉ lÉÉ, =ºÉEòÉä ®úÉäEòxÉä EòÉ |ÉªÉÉºÉ ½þÖ+É, iÉÉä nùä¶É {É®ú ÊVÉiÉxÉÒ ¦ÉÒ ¨ÉÖºÉÒ¤ÉiÉä Æ +ÉBÆMÉÒ
ºÉÉ®úÉ nùä¶É Ê¨É±ÉEò®ú =xÉEòÉ ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉÉ Eò®úäMÉÉ* º´ÉÉ¦ÉÉÊ´ÉEò °ü{É ºÉä <ºÉ SÉSÉÉÇ ¨Éä Æ ªÉ½þ |É¶xÉ JÉc÷É ÊEòªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ ½þè ÊEò +ÉÊJÉ®ú {ÉÉäJÉ®úhÉ ¨Éä Æ {É®úÒIÉhÉ EòÒ +É´É¶ªÉEòiÉÉ EªÉÉ lÉÒ?
BEò ¤ÉÉiÉ ¨ÉÖZÉä ªÉÉnù +É ®ú½þÒ ½þè VÉ¤É {ÉÉäJÉ®úhÉ `|ÉlÉ¨É' {É®ú SÉSÉÉÇ ½þÖ<Ç lÉÒ 1974 ¨ÉäÆ, iÉÉä =ºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ ¨Éè Æ SÉSÉÉÇ ¨Éä Æ ={ÉÊºlÉiÉ lÉÉ, EòÉ¨É®úäb÷ <xpùVÉÒiÉ MÉÖ{iÉ ¦ÉÒ ={ÉÊºlÉiÉ lÉä +Éè®ú
ºÉÆºÉnù ¨Éä Æ nùÉä ½þÒ ºÉnùºªÉ ½þè Æ VÉÉä =ºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ ¦ÉÒ ={ÉÊºlÉiÉ lÉä, +ÉVÉ ºÉnùxÉ ¨Éä Æ ¨ÉÉèVÉÚnù ½þè Æ*

=ºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ ¨Éè ÆxÉä VÉÉä ¤ÉÉiÉä Æ Eò½þÒÆ +Éè®ú +ÉVÉ VÉÉä ¤ÉÉiÉä Æ Eò½þxÉä VÉÉ ®ú½þÉ ½þÚ Æ, =xÉ¨Éä Æ EòÉä<Ç +xiÉ®ú xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* 1974 ¨ÉäÆ <ÆÊnù®úÉ VÉÒ xÉä {É®úÒIÉhÉ EòÒ <WÉÉVÉiÉ nùÒ lÉÒ, ºÉÉ®úä nùä¶É ¨Éä Æ
=ºÉEòÉ º´ÉÉMÉiÉ ½þÖ+É lÉÉ* =xÉEòÉ ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ EòÉä<Ç ºÉÉ¨ÉÚÊ½þEò ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ xÉ½þÒÆ lÉÉ, =xÉEòÉ ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ |ÉÊiÉ{ÉIÉ ºÉä Ê´ÉSÉÉ®ú-Ê´ÉÊxÉ¨ÉªÉ Eò®úxÉä Eòä ¤ÉÉnù ÊEòªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ ½þÉä, BäºÉÉ ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ xÉ½þÒÆ lÉÉ
±ÉäÊEòxÉ ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ ºÉ½þÒ lÉÉ, nùä¶É EòÒ ®úIÉÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB lÉÉ* ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ EòÉä BEò +É´É¶ªÉEò +´ÉºÉ®ú nùäxÉä EòÒ nÞùÊ¹]õ ºÉä lÉÉ, <ºÉÊ±ÉB =ºÉEòÉ º´ÉÉMÉiÉ ½þÖ+É* ¨ÉÖZÉä ªÉÉnù ½þè, VÉÉä
SÉSÉÉÇ ½þÖ<Ç lÉÒ, =ºÉ¨Éä Æ ¸ÉÒ¨ÉiÉÒ <ÆÊnù®úÉ MÉÉÆvÉÒ VÉÒ xÉä ¦ÉÉ¹ÉhÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ÊnùªÉÉ lÉÉ* =xÉEòÒ +Éä®ú ºÉä, ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú EòÒ +Éä®ú ºÉä, ÊEòºÉÒ BEò +Éè®ú ¨ÉÆjÉÒ xÉä ¦ÉÉ¹ÉhÉ ÊnùªÉÉ lÉÉ* ºÉÉ®úä nùä¶É ¨Éä Æ
ºÉÆiÉÉä¹É lÉÉ* +¦ÉÒ {Éc÷ÉèºÉ ºÉä <¶ÉÉ®úÉ ½þÖ+É ½þè ÊEò 1974 ¨ÉäÆ ½þ¨É iÉèªÉÉ®ú xÉ½þÒÆ lÉä, <ºÉÊ±ÉB ½þ¨É SÉÖ{É ®ú½þä ±ÉäÊEòxÉ +¤É ½þ¨É iÉèªÉÉ®ú ½þè Æ*

EòÖUô ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ ºÉnùºªÉÉä Æ xÉä Eò½þÉ ÊEò ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ xÉä {É®úÒIÉhÉ ÊEòªÉÉ, <ºÉEòä VÉ´ÉÉ¤É ¨Éä Æ {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ xÉä {É®úÒIÉhÉ ÊEòªÉÉ* EªÉÉ ºÉÉä±É½þ ÊnùxÉ Eòä ¦ÉÒiÉ®ú {É®ú¨ÉÉhÉÖ {É®úÒIÉhÉ ºÉÆ¦É´É ½þè? ªÉ½þÉÆ
{É®ú¨ÉÉhÉÖ {É®úÒIÉhÉ ºÉä {ÉÊ®úÊSÉiÉ ±ÉÉäMÉ ¦ÉÒ ¤Éè`öä ½þè Æ, VÉÉxÉEòÉ®ú ={ÉÊºlÉiÉ ½þè Æ, {Éxpù½þ ÊnùxÉ Eòä ¦ÉÒiÉ®ú EòÉä<Ç nùä¶É {É®ú¨ÉÉhÉÖ {É®úÒIÉhÉ EòÒ iÉèªÉÉ®úÒ xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®ú ºÉEòiÉÉ* ªÉ½þ iÉèªÉÉ®úÒ ´É¹ÉÉä Ç Æ ºÉä
SÉ±É ®ú½þÒ lÉÒ* Eò±É {É®úÒIÉhÉ ½þÖ+É, +ÉVÉ JÉ¤É®ú +É<Ç ½þè ÊEò =x½þÉä ÆxÉä nùÚ®ú¨ÉÉ®ú Eò®úxÉä ´ÉÉ±ÉÒ EòÉä<Ç Ê¨ÉºÉÉ<±É +ÉEòÉ¶É ¨Éä Æ ¦ÉäVÉÒ ½þè* ªÉ½þ ÊºÉ±ÉÊºÉ±ÉÉ Eò¤É ºÉä SÉ±É ®ú½þÉ ½þè, ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä
xÉäiÉÉ+ÉäÆ EòÉä <ºÉEòÒ VÉÉxÉEòÉ®úÒ ½þè +Éè®ú nùä¶É EòÉä iÉèªÉÉ®ú Eò®úxÉä EòÉ EòÉ¨É ¦ÉÒ =x½þÉä ÆxÉä ÊEòªÉÉ* ¨Éè ÆxÉä BEò ÊnùxÉ ¨Éä Æ +ÉEò®ú ¡òèºÉ±ÉÉ Eò®ú ÊnùªÉÉ +Éè®ú {É®úÒIÉhÉ ½þÉä MÉªÉÉ, BäºÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ
½þ Ö+É ½þè* VÉèºÉÉ ¨Éè ÆxÉä {É½þ±Éä Eò½þÉ lÉÉ, +ÉVÉ ¨Éè Æ Ê¡ò®ú ºÉä =ºÉä nùÉä½þ®úÉxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊEò <ºÉEòä {ÉÒUôä {ÉSÉÉºÉ ºÉÉ±É EòÉ +x´Éä¹ÉhÉ, +xÉÖºÉÆvÉÉxÉ, {ÉÊ®ú¸É¨É, ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ EòÉ |
ÉªÉÉºÉ, {ÉÉäJÉ®úhÉ EòÒ ÊSÉ±ÉÊSÉ±ÉÉiÉÒ vÉÚ{É ¨Éä Æ, MÉ¨ÉÇ ¤ÉÉ±ÉÚ ¨Éä Æ, {ÉSÉÉºÉ Eòä Eò®úÒ¤É ]õä¨|ÉäSÉ®ú ¨Éä Æ VÉÉä ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEò EòÉ¨É Eò®úiÉä ®ú½þä Æ, VÉÉä VÉ´ÉÉxÉ EòÉ¨É Eò®úiÉä ®ú½þä, =xÉEòä ¨ÉxÉ ¨Éä Æ BEò ½þÒ ¦ÉÉ
´ÉxÉÉ lÉÒ +Éè®ú BEò ½þÒ ¦ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ ½þè ÊEò nùä¶É EòÒ ®úIÉÉ ½þÉäxÉÒ SÉÉÊ½þB*

 nùä¶É EòÉ ºÉ¨¨ÉÉxÉ ¤ÉgøxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB* ¨Éè Æ xÉ½þÒÆ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉÉ ÊEò <ºÉ ¦ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ EòÉä ±ÉäEò®ú ºÉnùxÉ ¨Éä Æ EòÉä<Ç ¨ÉiÉ¦Éänù ½þè* ½þ¨É ºÉ¤ÉEòÒ ¦ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ ½þè +Éè®ú <ºÉ nùä¶É EòÒ Ê´É¶Éä¹ÉiÉÉ ®ú½þÒ ½þè ÊEò
VÉ¤É-VÉ¤É ºÉÆEò]õ +ÉiÉÉ ½þè, iÉÉä nùä¶É ºÉÉ®úä ¨ÉiÉ¦Éänù ¦ÉÚ±ÉÉ nùäiÉÉ ½þè - ±ÉÉäEòiÉxjÉ´ÉÉnùÒ nùä¶É ½þè, ¨ÉiÉ¦Éänù ½þÉäxÉÉ º´ÉÉ¦ÉÉÊ´ÉEò ½þè - "¨ÉÖhb÷ä-¨ÉÖhb÷ä ¨ÉiÉ Ê¦ÉxxÉ:*"

+¦ÉÒ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè, ¨Éè Æ nùäJÉ ®ú½þÉ lÉÉ ÊEò 1985 ¨Éä Æ - ¶ÉÉªÉnù ÊEòºÉÒ xÉä ¸ÉÒ ®úÉVÉÒ´É MÉÉÆvÉÒ Eòä ´ÉEiÉ´ªÉ EòÉä =rÞiÉ ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè - 11 +E]õÚ¤É®ú EòÉä Ênù±±ÉÒ Eòä |ÉèºÉ E±É¤É ¨Éä Æ
BEò |ÉèºÉ EòÉx£òè ÆºÉ ¨Éä Æ ¸ÉÒ ®úÉVÉÒ´É MÉÉÆvÉÒ xÉä VÉÉä EòÖUô Eò½þÉ ½þè, ¨Éè Æ =ºÉä =rÞiÉ Eò®úxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ -

"As I have said on a number of occasions, we have to consider our security and there is no question of allowing
New Delhi or for that matter any other city in India to be flattened out. We will not allow that to happen. What is
even more worrying about Pakistan's programme is that we are fairly sure that at least part of the finances of this
programme have come from other countries. Now what we worry about is that the nuclear weapon when
developed will also have to go to these countries. I did not say that we are going to wait on your decision, on
your response. For Pakistan to explode their device, I said, that we have to take certain measures to protect
ourselves. There are a number of measures, apart from making a nuclear weapon ourselves."

ªÉ½þ =xÉEòÉ 1985 ¨Éä Æ ÊnùªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ |ÉèºÉ EòÉx£òè ÆºÉ EòÉ ´ÉEiÉ´ªÉ ½þè* ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú Eòä ¨ÉxÉ ¨Éä Æ ÊSÉxiÉÉ lÉÒ +Éè®ú ºÉÒ¨ÉÉ Eòä {ÉÉ®ú EªÉÉ ½þÉä ®ú½þÉ ½þè, <ºÉEòÒ VÉÉxÉEòÉ®úÒ ¦ÉÒ lÉÒ* <ºÉÒÊ±ÉB VÉ¤É
ºÉ´ÉÉ±É +ÉªÉÉ ÊEò Ê´É¶´É EòÒ ¨É½þÉ¶ÉÊEiÉªÉÉÆ, ÊVÉx½þÉä ÆxÉä +hÉÖ +ºjÉÉä Æ Eòä +¨¤ÉÉ®ú ±ÉMÉÉ ®úJÉä ½þè Æ, <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB iÉèªÉÉ®ú xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè ÊEò BEò ºÉ¨ÉªÉ¤Ér EòÉªÉÇFò¨É Eòä +xiÉMÉÇiÉ =xÉ
ºÉÉ®úä +hÉÖ +ºjÉÉä Æ Eòä Ê´ÉxÉ¹]õ Eò®úxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB º´ÉÒEÞòÊiÉ nùä* ´Éä ¦Éänù¦ÉÉ´É{ÉÚhÉÇ ºÉÆÊvÉ EòÉä nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ {É®ú ±ÉÉnùxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉä ½þè Æ, iÉÉä ºÉ¤ÉxÉä Ê¨É±É Eò®ú ¡òèºÉ±ÉÉ ÊEòªÉÉ, <Eò_ä ¡òèºÉ±ÉÉ ÊEòªÉÉ
ÊEò
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{É®ú ½þºiÉÉIÉ®ú xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®úä ÆMÉä* b÷®ú lÉÉ ÊEò ½þ¨É +±ÉMÉ-lÉ±ÉMÉ {Éc÷ VÉÉªÉä ÆMÉä* Eò¦ÉÒ-Eò¦ÉÒ +±ÉMÉ-lÉ±ÉMÉ {Éc÷xÉÉ ¦ÉÒ VÉ°ü®úÒ ½þÉäiÉÉ ½þè, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ¡òèºÉ±ÉÉ ºÉ½þÒ ½þÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB +Éè®ú ½þ¨É +
±ÉMÉ-lÉ±ÉMÉ ½þè Æ, ªÉ½þ <iÉxÉÉ ¨É½þi´É{ÉÚhÉÇ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* Ê´ÉEò±{É ½þ¨ÉxÉä JÉÖ±ÉÉ ®úJÉÉ* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ¤ÉÉnù ¨Éä Æ VÉÉä ºÉ¨ÉÉSÉÉ®ú |ÉÉ{iÉ ½þÖB, =xÉºÉä BäºÉÉ ±ÉMÉÉ ÊEò <ºÉ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ ¨Éä Æ EòÖUô Eò®úxÉÉ +É
´É¶ªÉEò ½þÉäMÉÉ* ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ EòÒ ¦ÉÒ ºÉ±ÉÉ½þ ±ÉÒ MÉ<Ç ÊEò EòÉèxÉ ºÉä Eònù¨É =`öÉB VÉÉªÉä Æ* ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä Ê±ÉB +hÉÖ +ºjÉ Ê´ÉxÉÉ¶É Eòä +ºjÉ ½þè Æ* +MÉ®ú VªÉÉnùÉ ºÉä VªÉÉnùÉ =xÉEòÒ ±ÉÉ¦É ½þè, iÉÉä
=xÉEòÉ ±ÉÉ¦É ®úIÉÉ ¨Éä Æ ½þè Æ, +Éi¨É-®úIÉÉ ¨Éä Æ ½þè* ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä Ê´É®úÉävÉÒ VÉÉxÉ ±Éä Æ ÊEò ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä {ÉÉºÉ +hÉÖ +ºjÉ ½þè +Éè®ú ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä >ð{É®ú ½þ¨É±ÉÉ Eò®úxÉä EòÒ =xÉEòÒ Ê½þ¨¨ÉiÉ xÉ ½þÉä* <ºÉ iÉ®ú½þ EòÒ
{ÉÊ®úÊºlÉÊiÉ {ÉènùÉ ½þÉäxÉÒ SÉÉÊ½þB, ½þÉäMÉÒ*



 50 ºÉÉ±É ¨Éä Æ iÉÒxÉ ¤ÉÉ®ú ½þ¨É ½þ¨É±ÉÉä Æ Eòä Ê¶ÉEòÉ®ú ½þÖB* ¶ÉÉÆÊiÉ EòÉ ºÉÆnùä¶É nùäxÉä ´ÉÉ±ÉÉ ªÉ½þ nùä¶É ½þè* <ºÉxÉä Eò¦ÉÒ ÊEòºÉÒ EòÒ ¦ÉÚÊ¨É xÉ½þÒÆ SÉÉ½þÒ, <ºÉxÉä ÊEòºÉÒ {É®ú +ÉFò¨ÉhÉ xÉ½þÒÆ
ÊEòªÉÉ, ¤ÉÊ±Eò ªÉ½þ +ÉFò¨ÉhÉ EòÉ Ê¶ÉEòÉ®ú ½þÖ+É* +{ÉxÉÒ VÉ¨ÉÒxÉ ½þ¨Éä Æ UôÉäc÷xÉÒ {Éc÷Ò* ½þ¨É =ºÉä Ê¡ò®ú ºÉä ´ÉÉ{ÉºÉ ±ÉäxÉä EòÒ EòÉäÊ¶É¶É Eò®ú ®ú½þä ½þè, ¤ÉÉiÉSÉÒiÉ Eò®ú ®ú½þä ½þè Æ +Éè®ú ´É½þ
¤ÉÉiÉSÉÒiÉ Eòä uÉ®úÉ ½þÒ ºÉÆ¦É´É ½þè* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ºÉÉè Eò®úÉäc÷ EòÉ ªÉ½þ nùä¶É <ºÉ ÊºlÉÊiÉ ¨Éä Æ xÉ½þÒÆ b÷É±ÉÉ VÉÉ ºÉEòiÉÉ ÊEò +{ÉxÉÒ ®úIÉÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB nùÚºÉ®úÉä Æ EòÒ nùªÉÉ {É®ú ÊxÉ¦ÉÇ®ú Eò®úä*

½þ¨É ¶ÉÉÆÊiÉ Eòä {ÉÖVÉÉ®úÒ ½þè Æ, ½þ¨Éä Æ xªÉÉªÉ {É®ú +ÉvÉÉÊ®úiÉ Ê¨ÉjÉiÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB* {ÉÉ®úº{ÉÊ®úEò Ê½þiÉÉä Æ EòÉ ºÉÆ´ÉvÉÇxÉ Eò®úxÉä ´ÉÉ±ÉÒ Ê¨ÉjÉiÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ ¤Éc÷É ½þè, ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ ¶ÉÊEiÉ¶ÉÉ±ÉÒ ½þè, ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ
{Éc÷ÉèºÉÒ nùä¶ÉÉä Æ EòÒ iÉÖ±ÉxÉÉ ¨Éä Æ ºÉ¨ÞÉr ½þè, <ºÉÊ±ÉB ¦ÉÒ ½þ¨ÉxÉä Eò¦ÉÒ +xÉÖÊSÉiÉ ±ÉÉ¦É =`öÉxÉä EòÒ EòÉäÊ¶É¶É xÉ½þÒÆ EòÒ* +ÉÊJÉ®ú MÉÖVÉ®úÉ±É b÷ÉìE]õ®úÒxÉ EòÉ ÊxÉSÉÉäc÷ iÉÉä ªÉ½þÒ lÉÉ, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ
<ºÉä º´ÉÒEòÉ®ú Eò®úxÉä ¨Éä Æ MÉÖVÉ®úÉ±É ºÉÉ½þ¤É EòÉä ¦ÉÒ ºÉÆEòÉäSÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB ÊEò VÉ½þÉÆ iÉEò {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ EòÉ ºÉ´ÉÉ±É ½þè =xÉEòÒ b÷ÉìE]õ®úÒxÉ xÉ½þÒÆ SÉ±ÉÒ* {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ xÉä xÉ½þÒÆ SÉ±ÉxÉä
nùÒ* nùä¶É Eòä ¦ÉÒiÉ®ú +ÉiÉÆEò´ÉÉÊnùªÉÉä Æ EòÉ |É´Éä¶É, ºÉÒ¨ÉÉ {É®ú ºÉÆEò]õ ¤ÉxÉÉ ®ú½þÉ* ¤ÉÉiÉSÉÒiÉ SÉ±É ®ú½þÒ lÉÒ +Éè®ú ¨Éè Æ <ºÉ +´ÉºÉ®ú {É®ú =ºÉ |ÉºiÉÉ´É EòÉä nùÉä½þ®úÉxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ- ½þ¨É
{ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ ´ÉÉiÉÉÇ EòÉä +ÉMÉä ¤ÉgøÉxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB iÉèªÉÉ®ú ½þè Æ* {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úÉ {Éc÷ÉèºÉÒ nùä¶É ½þè, <ºÉÊ±ÉB ¨ÉiÉ¦Éänù Eòä |É¶xÉÉä Æ EòÉä ½þ¨Éä Æ +É{ÉºÉ ¨Éä Æ ¤Éè`ö Eò®ú ½þ±É Eò®úxÉÉ
SÉÉÊ½þB, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ VÉÉä føÉEòÉ ¨Éä Æ |ÉºiÉÉ´É ´ÉÉiÉÉÇ Eòä Ê±ÉB ¨ÉÆVÉÚ®ú ½þÖB lÉä, VÉÉä ºÉ½þ¨ÉÊiÉ ¤ÉxÉÒ lÉÒ =ºÉ ºÉ½þ¨ÉÊiÉ {É®ú {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ SÉ±ÉxÉä EòÉä iÉèªÉÉ®ú xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* Eò±É {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ Eòä |ÉvÉÉxÉ
¨ÉÆjÉÒ VÉÒ xÉä Ê¡ò®ú ªÉ½þ |ÉºiÉÉ´É nùÉä½þ®úÉªÉÉ ½þè ÊEò ´É½þ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ ´ÉÉiÉÉÇ Eòä Ê±ÉB iÉèªÉÉ®ú ½þè- ¤Éc÷Ò +SUôÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ½þè, ´ÉÉiÉÉÇ ½þÉäxÉÒ SÉÉÊ½þB*

¨ÉÖZÉä ªÉÉnù ½þè, ¨Éè ÆxÉä BEò ¤ÉÉ®ú {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉÒ ®úÉVÉxÉäiÉÉ ºÉä Eò½þÉ lÉÉ ÊEò <ÊiÉ½þÉºÉ ¤Énù±É ºÉEòiÉÉ ½þè ¨ÉMÉ®ú ¦ÉÚMÉÉä±É xÉ½þÒÆ ¤Énù±ÉÉ VÉÉ ºÉEòiÉÉ* ½þ¨É +Éè®ú +É{É {Éc÷ÉèºÉÒ ½þè Æ, ªÉ½þ iÉlªÉ
EòèºÉä ¤Énù±ÉÉ VÉÉBMÉÉ* Ê¨ÉjÉiÉÉ ºÉä ®ú½þä Æ, ¤É½þÖiÉ +SUôÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ½þè ±ÉäÊEòxÉ +MÉ®ú Ê¨ÉjÉiÉÉ ]õÚ]õiÉÒ ½þè iÉÉä {Éc÷ÉèºÉ iÉÉä xÉ½þÒÆ UôÚ]õ ºÉEòiÉÉ, ¦ÉÚMÉÉä±É iÉÉä ½þ¨Éä Æ ¤ÉÉÆvÉä ½þÖB ½þè* ¨Éè Æ <ºÉ +´ÉºÉ®ú {É®ú
{ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ Eòä Ê¨ÉjÉÉä Æ ºÉä BEò ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò½þxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ* ¤É½þÖiÉ ºÉä ±ÉÉäMÉ {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ VÉÉiÉä ½þè Æ, {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ EòÒ VÉxÉiÉÉ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ =xÉEòä ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ ½þè Æ, ´Éä ¨ÉèjÉÒ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉÉä Æ EòÉ Ê´ÉEòÉºÉ
Eò®úiÉä ½þè Æ +Éè®ú ±ÉÉè]õxÉä Eòä ¤ÉÉnù ªÉ½þÉÆ +ÉEò®ú Eò½þiÉä ½þè Æ ÊEò {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ Eòä ¨ÉxÉ ¨Éä Æ +ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ EòÒ ¦ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ ½þè ÊEò ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ xÉä {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ EòÉä º´ÉÒEòÉ®ú xÉ½þÒÆ ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè, BäºÉÒ ¦ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ
½þÉäxÉä EòÉ EòÉä<Ç EòÉ®úhÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* nùä¶É EòÉ Ê´É¦ÉÉVÉxÉ ½þÉä MÉªÉÉ, {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ +±ÉMÉ ¤ÉxÉ MÉªÉÉ* ´Éä ºÉÖJÉÒ ®ú½þä Æ, ºÉÆiÉÖ¹]õ ®ú½þä Æ, ºÉ¨{ÉxxÉ ®ú½þä Æ, ½þ¨Éä Æ ¶ÉÉÆÊiÉ ºÉä ®ú½þxÉä nùä Æ +Éè®ú ½þ¨É nùÉäxÉÉä Æ Ê¨É±É
Eò®ú <ºÉ ¦ÉÚJÉÆb÷ ºÉä ½þÒ EªÉÉä Æ ºÉÉ®úä ºÉÆºÉÉ®ú ºÉä MÉ®úÒ¤ÉÒ, ¤Éä®úÉäVÉMÉÉ®úÒ, ¤ÉÒ¨ÉÉ®úÒ, +Ê¶ÉIÉÉ Eòä ÊxÉ®úÉEò®úhÉ Eòä Ê±ÉB |ÉªÉÉºÉ Eò®úä Æ*

 <ºÉ¨Éä Æ BEò BäºÉä Ê´É¶´É EòÒ Eò±{ÉxÉÉ ¦ÉÒ EòÉªÉ¨É ½þè, BäºÉä Ê´É¶´É EòÒ Eò±{ÉxÉÉ EòÉ ºÉ¨ÉÉ´Éä¶É ½þè ÊVÉºÉ¨Éä Æ +hÉÖ-+ºjÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉä ÆMÉä* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ EòÉä ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ EªÉÉä Æ Eò®úxÉÉ {Éc÷É? EªÉÉ ½þ¨É
Ê¡ò®ú ¤ÉäJÉ¤É®ú ½þÉä VÉÉiÉä? Eò±É ¨Éè ÆxÉä {ÉjÉEòÉ®úÉä Æ ºÉä Eò½þÉ ÊEò VÉÉä EòÖUô ½þÖ+É ½þè, =ºÉ {É®ú ¨ÉÖZÉä +É¶SÉªÉÇ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* ½þ¨É VÉÉxÉiÉä lÉä ªÉ½þ ½þÉä ®ú½þÉ ½þè +Éè®ú <ºÉÒ EòÒ ®úÉäEòlÉÉ¨É ½þ¨É Eò®úxÉÉ
SÉÉ½þiÉä lÉä +Éè®ú ½þ¨ÉxÉä Eònù¨É =`öÉªÉÉ ½þè* ¨ÉMÉ®ú <ºÉEòÒ <ºÉ iÉ®ú½þ ºÉä ´ªÉÉJªÉÉ Eò®úxÉÉ ÊEò =x½þÉä ÆxÉä <ºÉÊ±ÉB {É®úÒIÉhÉ ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè ÊEò +É{É {É½þ±Éä {É®úÒIÉhÉ Eò®ú SÉÖEòä lÉä* iÉÉä ´Éä EªÉÉ
iÉèªÉÉ®úÒ Eò®ú ®ú½þä lÉä?

½þ¨ÉÉ®úä Ê±ÉB iÉÉä +Éè®ú ¦ÉÒ ºÉÆEò]õ ½þè Æ* =xÉEòä Ê±ÉB iÉÉä +Eòä±Éä ½þ¨É ½þè Æ* =xÉEòä +hÉÖ-{É®úÒIÉhÉ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ÊJÉ±ÉÉ¡ò ½þè Æ*

India is specific.

½þ¨É VÉ¤É +hÉÖ {É®úÒIÉhÉ Eò®úiÉä ½þè Æ +Éè®ú +hÉÖ {É®úÒIÉhÉ Eòä ¨ÉÉ¨É±Éä ¨Éä Æ VÉ¤É +xªÉ nùä¶ÉÉä Æ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ Ê¨É±ÉEò®ú +É´ÉÉVÉ =`öÉiÉä ½þè Æ +Éè®ú ¨É½þÉ-nùä¶ÉÉä Æ EòÉä Eò½þiÉä ½þè Æ ÊEò +É{É +{ÉxÉä +ºjÉ
xÉ¹]õ EòÊ®úªÉä* BEò ºÉÉlÉ xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®ú ºÉEòiÉä ½þè Æ iÉÉä SÉ®úhÉ¤Ér EòÉªÉÇFò¨É Eòä +xiÉMÉÇiÉ EòÊ®úªÉä* iÉ¤É Ê¡ò®ú Eò½þÉ VÉÉiÉÉ ½þè ÊEò ªÉ½þ ®ú´ÉèªÉÉ <Ç¨ÉÉxÉnùÉ®úÒ ºÉä xÉ½þÒÆ +{ÉxÉÉªÉÉ VÉÉ ®ú½þÉ ½þè*
<Ç¨ÉÉxÉnùÉ®úÒ {É®ú ºÉÆnù ä½þ Eò®úxÉä ºÉä EòÉ¨É xÉ½þÒÆ SÉ±ÉäMÉÉ* ½þ¨É iÉÉä SÉÉ½þiÉä ½þè Æ ÊEò {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ ¦ÉÒ <ºÉ ¨ÉÉÆMÉ ¨Éä Æ ¶ÉÉÊ¨É±É ½þÉä* +hÉÖ-+ºjÉ Ê´ÉxÉÉ¶É Eòä +ºjÉ ½þè Æ, ªÉ½þ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò±É ¤ÉÉ®ú-¤ÉÉ®ú
Eò½þÒ MÉªÉÒ ½þè, Ê¡ò®ú +hÉÖ-+ºjÉÉä Æ EòÉä ºÉ¨ÉÉ{iÉ Eò®úxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB Ê¨É±ÉEò®ú Eònù¨É EªÉÉä Æ xÉ½þÒÆ =`öÉªÉä VÉÉ ºÉEòiÉä ½þè Æ* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä +hÉÖ-{É®úÒIÉhÉ EòÉä iÉÒºÉ®úÒ nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ Eòä nùä¶ÉÉä Æ EòÉ
ÊVÉºÉ iÉ®ú½þ ºÉä ´ªÉÉ{ÉEò ºÉ¨ÉlÉÇxÉ Ê¨É±ÉÉ ½þè +Éè®ú Eò½þÒÆ ºÉ¨ÉlÉÇxÉ ´ªÉEiÉ ½þè +Éè®ú Eò½þÒÆ +´ªÉEiÉ ½þè, =ºÉºÉä ±ÉMÉiÉÉ ½þè ÊEò Ê´É¶´É EòÉ ¤Éc÷É ¦ÉÉMÉ, ¨ÉÉxÉ´ÉiÉÉ EòÉ ¤Éc÷É Ê½þººÉÉ ºlÉÉ<Ç
¶ÉÉÆÊiÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þè* BäºÉÒ ¶ÉÉÆÊiÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þè VÉÉä +hÉÖ-+ºjÉÉä Æ Eòä EòÉ®úhÉ JÉÆÊb÷iÉ xÉ ½þÉä, ÊVÉºÉºÉä ¶ÉÉÆÊiÉ Ê´É¦ÉÉÊVÉiÉ xÉ ½þÉä* ½þ¨É =ºÉ¨Éä Æ +{ÉxÉÒ ¦ÉÚÊ¨ÉEòÉ +{ÉxÉä PÉ®ú EòÉä ºÉÖ®úÊIÉiÉ
®úJÉEò®ú +nùÉ Eò®úxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉä ½þè Æ* ½þ¨É +{ÉxÉä PÉ®ú EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ +Éè®ú Ê´É¶´É EòÒ ºÉÖ®úIÉÉ, nùÉäxÉÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ ¡òEòÇ xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®úiÉä ½þè Æ* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉÖxÉÒ VÉÉB, ½þ¨É <ºÉ ±ÉÉªÉEò ½þÉä Æ ÊEò
EòÉä<Ç MÉÉè®ú ºÉä ½þ¨Éä Æ ºÉÖxÉä +Éè®ú ½þ¨É ½þ´ÉxÉ Eò®úxÉä VÉÉBÆ +Éè®ú ½þÉlÉ VÉ±ÉÉ ±Éä Æ, BäºÉÒ ÊºlÉÊiÉ ½þ¨É =i{ÉxxÉ ½þÉäxÉä nùäxÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ SÉÉ½þiÉä ½þè Æ +Éè®ú EòÉä<Ç xÉ½þÒÆ SÉÉ½þäMÉÉ*

¸ÉÒ nùä´ÉMÉÉèc÷É VÉÒ ªÉ½þÉÆ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè Æ*

... (´ªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

BEò ¨ÉÉxÉxÉÒªÉ ºÉnùºªÉ: ½þè Æ, {ÉÒUôä ¤Éè`öä ½þÖB ½þè Æ*

¸ÉÒ +]õ±É Ê¤É½þÉ®úÒ ´ÉÉVÉ{ÉäªÉÒ: ¨Éè Æ =xÉEòä VÉxÉiÉÉ nù±É EòÉ 1996 EòÉ ¨ÉèxÉÒ¡òäº]õÉä nùäJÉ ®ú½þÉ ½þÚ Æ* ¶ÉÉªÉnù ¨Éè Æ ÊVÉºÉ VÉxÉiÉÉ nù±É EòÉ xÉÉ¨É ±Éä ®ú½þÉ ½þÚ Æ =ºÉºÉä nùä´ÉMÉÉèc÷É VÉÒ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆÊvÉiÉ ½þè Æ*

"We will formally give a pledge of first non-use of nuclear capability against Pakistan."

½þ¨É ªÉ½þ MÉÉ®úÆ]õÒ nùäxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB iÉèªÉÉ®ú ½þè Æ ÊEò ½þ¨É +{ÉxÉÒ +ÉhÉÊ´ÉEò IÉ¨ÉiÉÉ EòÉ {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ Eòä Ê´É°ür {É½þ±Éä <ºiÉä¨ÉÉ±É xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®úä ÆMÉä, ¤ÉÉnù ¨Éä Æ +É´É¶ªÉEòiÉÉ ½þÖ<Ç iÉÉä Eò®úä ÆMÉä* ¨ÉMÉ®ú
|ÉªÉÉäMÉ Eò®úxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB {É½þ±Éä +É{ÉEòÉä +hÉÖ-IÉ¨ÉiÉÉ EòÉ Ê´ÉEòÉºÉ Eò®úxÉÉ ½þÉäMÉÉ*

 ªÉ½þ ¦ÉÒ <ºÉ iÉEòÇ EòÒ {ÉÖÊ¹]õ Eò®úxÉä ´ÉÉ±ÉÒ =ÊEiÉ ½þè ÊEò ®úÉVÉxÉÒÊiÉEò nù±ÉÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ <ºÉ ºÉ¨¤ÉxvÉ ¨Éä Æ BEò ´ªÉÉ{ÉEò ®úÉªÉ ®ú½þÒ ½þè, BEò +É¨É ®úÉªÉ ®ú½þÒ ½þè* <ºÉä Eò¤É ÊEòªÉÉ VÉÉB? Eò±É
VÉÉä EòÖUô ½þÖ+É, =ºÉEòä ¤ÉÉnù ªÉ½þÉÆ BäºÉÉ |É¶xÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè, ÊVÉºÉ EòÉ =iiÉ®ú nùäxÉä EòÒ +É´É¶ªÉEòiÉÉ ½þÉä* ªÉ½þ ÊxÉhÉÇªÉ ÊEòºÉ xÉä ÊEòªÉÉ, EòÉèxÉ Eò®úäMÉÉ? ªÉ½þ +É{É º´ÉªÉÆ ºÉÉäSÉ ºÉEòiÉä ½þè Æ, Ê
´ÉSÉÉ®ú Eò®ú ºÉEòiÉä ½þè Æ* ¨Éä®ú ä ¤Éc÷ä-¤Éc÷ä ºÉ½þªÉÉäMÉÒ VÉ¤É ªÉ½þ Eò½þiÉä ½þè Æ ÊEò =x½þä Æ <ºÉEòÒ VÉÉxÉEòÉ®úÒ xÉ½þÒÆ lÉÒ iÉÉä <ºÉ¨Éä Æ ªÉ½þ ¦ÉÉ´É |ÉEò]õ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉäiÉÉ ÊEò =xÉ {É®ú ¨ÉÖZÉä Ê´É¶´ÉÉºÉ xÉ½þÒÆ



lÉÉ* <ºÉÊ±ÉB ªÉ½þ ¦ÉÉ´É OÉ½þhÉ Eò®úxÉÉ ÊEò +É¨É ºÉ½þ¨ÉÊiÉ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ Eò®úiÉä ½þè Æ, ºÉ±ÉÉ½þ xÉ½þÒÆ EòÒ, =ºÉ IÉhÉ VÉ¤É {É®úÒIÉhÉ ½þÉäxÉÉ lÉÉ, ºÉ±ÉÉ½þ Eò®úxÉÉ ºÉ¨¦É´É xÉ½þÒÆ lÉÉ* <ºÉEòÒ ¤É½þÖiÉ
ºÉÒÊ¨ÉiÉ ±ÉÉäMÉÉä Æ EòÉä VÉÉxÉEòÉ®úÒ lÉÒ* VÉèºÉÉ Eò±É +Éb÷´ÉÉhÉÒ VÉÒ xÉä Eò½þÉ ÊEò VÉ½þÉÆ ½þ®ú SÉÒVÉ ±ÉÒEò ½þÉä VÉÉiÉÒ ½þè, Eò¨ÉÒ¶ÉxÉ EòÒ Ê®ú{ÉÉä]õÇ ä Æ {ÉÚ®úÒ EòÒ {ÉÚ®úÒ |ÉEòÉÊ¶ÉiÉ ½þÉä VÉÉiÉÒ ½þè, ´É½þÉÆ
EòÉä<Ç <ºÉEòÉ {ÉiÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ±ÉMÉÉ ºÉEòÉ* Ê´Énùä¶ÉÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ <ºÉEòÉä ±ÉäEò®ú EòÉ¡òÒ +É±ÉÉäSÉxÉÉ-|ÉiªÉÉ±ÉÉäSÉxÉÉ ½þÉä ®ú½þÒ ½þè* ªÉ½þ ¦ÉÒ ®úÉ¹]Å EòÒ ¶ÉÊEiÉ EòÉ BEò {ÉÊ®úSÉÉªÉEò ½þè* +MÉ®ú ½þ¨É SÉÉ½þä Æ,
{ÉÊ®úÊºlÉÊiÉ EòÉ iÉEòÉVÉÉ ½þÉä +Éè®ú nùä¶É Eòä ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉä ºÉÆEò]õÉä Æ EòÒ SÉÖxÉÉèiÉÒ ½þÉä iÉÉä <ºÉ nùä¶É Eòä ±ÉÉäMÉ ¤Éc÷Ò ºÉä ¤Éc÷Ò EòÖ¤ÉÉÇxÉÒ Eò®úxÉä Eòä Ê±ÉB iÉèªÉÉ®ú ½þè Æ, ¤Éc÷Ò ºÉä ¤Éc÷Ò ºÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉÒ ¤É®úiÉxÉä
Eòä Ê±ÉB iÉèªÉÉ®ú ½þè Æ* ªÉ½þ BEò ={É±ÉÊ¤vÉ ½þè* <ºÉEòÉ ºÉ¨ÉÉnù®ú ½þÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB*

¨ÉÖZÉä ¤Éc÷É nùÖJÉ ½þÖ+É, VÉ¤É ªÉä +É®úÉä{É ±ÉMÉÉB MÉB ÊEò ºÉÖnÞùgø ®úÉVÉxÉÒÊiÉEò º´ÉÉlÉÇ EòÒ {ÉÚÊiÉÇ Eòä Ê±ÉB ªÉ½þ EòÉ¨É ÊEòªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ* ¨Éè Æ {É½þ±Éä ¦ÉÒ Eò½þ SÉÖEòÉ ½þÚ Æ +Éè®ú +ÉVÉ Ê¡ò®ú nùÉä½þ®úÉxÉÉ
SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ* ¨Éè Æ 40 ºÉÉ±É iÉEò |ÉÊiÉ{ÉIÉ ¨Éä Æ lÉÉ +Éè®ú |ÉÊiÉ{ÉIÉ Eòä ºÉnùºªÉ Eòä xÉÉiÉä, xÉäiÉÉ Eòä xÉÉiÉä ¨Éä®úÒ ¦ÉÚÊ¨ÉEòÉ EòÒ |É¶ÉÆºÉÉ ½þÉäiÉÒ ®ú½þÒ ½þè +Éè®ú Eò½þÉ VÉÉiÉÉ ½þè ÊEò +É{ÉxÉä Eò¦ÉÒ
{ÉÉ]õÒÇ Eòä º´ÉÉlÉÇ EòÉä +Éc÷ä +ÉxÉä xÉ½þÒÆ ÊnùªÉÉ, nùä¶É Eòä ´ªÉÉ{ÉEò º´ÉÉlÉÇ EòÉä +ÊvÉEò ¨É½þi´É ÊnùªÉÉ* +ÉVÉ VÉ¤É ¨Éè Æ |ÉvÉÉxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ Eòä {Énù {É®ú ¤Éè`öÉ ½þÚ Æ ªÉÉ ¤Éè`öÉ ÊnùªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ ½þÚ Æ iÉÉä EªÉÉ
¨Éè Æ UôÉä]õÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ, º´ÉÉlÉÇ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ, nù±ÉMÉiÉ º´ÉÉlÉÇ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ¤ÉÒSÉ ¨Éä Æ +ÉxÉä nùÚ ÆMÉÉ* ªÉ½þ MÉÖxÉÉ½þ ¨ÉÖZÉ ºÉä Eò¦ÉÒ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉäMÉÉ* ¦ÉMÉ´ÉÉxÉ ¨ÉÖZÉä BäºÉÉ {ÉÉ{É Eò¦ÉÒ xÉ Eò®úxÉä nùä* EòÉä<Ç ¡òèºÉ±ÉÉ
MÉ±ÉiÉ ½þÉä ºÉEòiÉÉ ½þè, EòÉä<Ç ¡òèºÉ±ÉÉ ÊEòºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ ÊEòªÉÉ VÉÉB, ÊEòºÉ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ xÉ ÊEòªÉÉ VÉÉB, <ºÉEòä ¤ÉÉ®úä ¨Éä Æ nùÉä ®úÉªÉ ½þÉä ºÉEòiÉÒ ½þè Æ ±ÉäÊEòxÉ |ÉÉ¨ÉÉÊhÉEòiÉÉ {É®ú ºÉÆnù ä½þ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉäxÉÉ
SÉÉÊ½þB* ªÉ½þ 1974 ¨ÉäÆ EªÉÉä Æ ÊEòªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ lÉÉ, ½þ¨ÉxÉä BäºÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ {ÉÚUôÉ, nùä¶É xÉä xÉ½þÒÆ {ÉÚUôÉ EªÉÉä ÆÊEò ´É½þ BEò `öÒEò Eònù¨É lÉÉ* `öÒEò Eònù¨É EòÉä<Ç ¦ÉÒ =`öÉB +Éè®ú <Êxnù®úÉ VÉÒ =ºÉä
=`öÉ ºÉEòiÉÒ lÉÒÆ* ¤ÉÆMÉ±ÉÉ nùä¶É Eòä ÊxÉ¨ÉÉÇhÉ Eòä ºÉ¨ÉªÉ, ¤ÉÆMÉ±ÉÉ nùä¶É EòÒ ¨ÉÖÊEiÉ Eòä ºÉ¨ÉªÉ, ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä EòÉÆOÉäºÉ Eòä Ê¨ÉjÉÉä Æ xÉä <Êxnù®úÉ VÉÒ EòÉ ºÉ¨¨ÉÉxÉ ÊEòªÉÉ* ½þ¨É ±ÉÉäMÉ ¦ÉÒ =ºÉ¨Éä Æ
¶ÉÉÊ¨É±É lÉä* =ºÉ¨Éä Æ ºÉÉ®úÉ nùä¶É ¶ÉÉÊ¨É±É lÉÉ* <ºÉEòä ¤ÉÉnù SÉÖxÉÉ´É Eò®úÉxÉä EòÉ ¡òèºÉ±ÉÉ Eò®ú Ê±ÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ* ½þ¨ÉxÉä <ºÉEòÒ +É±ÉÉäSÉxÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ EòÒ* ½þ¨ÉxÉä <ºÉEòä Ê±ÉB ÊEòºÉÒ EòÉä nùÉä¹É
xÉ½þÒÆ ÊnùªÉÉ* ½þ¨ÉxÉä Eò½þÉ ÊEò <Êxnù®úÉ VÉÒ xÉä ¤Éc÷É +SUôÉ EòÉ¨É ÊEòªÉÉ* ¨Éä®ú ä ¶É¤nù lÉä ªÉÖMÉ {ÉÊ®ú´ÉiÉÇxÉEòÉ®úÒ EòÉ¨É ÊEòªÉÉ ½þè* +MÉ®ú ½þ¨É SÉÖxÉÉ´É ½þÉ®úä ÆMÉä iÉÉä ½þÉ®ú VÉÉBÆMÉä* SÉÖxÉÉ´É iÉÉä
½þÉ®úä VÉÉiÉä ½þè Æ, VÉÒiÉä VÉÉiÉä ½þè Æ* ºÉ®úEòÉ®úä Æ ¤ÉxÉiÉÒ ½þè Æ, ¤Énù±ÉiÉÒ ½þè Æ*

ºÉ®úEòÉ®úä Æ ¤ÉxÉiÉÒ ½þè Æ, ¤Énù±ÉiÉÒ ½þè Æ ¨ÉMÉ®ú nùä¶É BEò ®ú½þä, ªÉ½þ nùä¶É MÉ´ÉÇ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ ºÉÆ{ÉxxÉ ½þÉä,

ªÉ½þ nùä¶É +{ÉxÉÒ +xÉ¨ÉÉä±É +ÉWÉÉnùÒ EòÉä ¤ÉSÉÉ ºÉEòä - ªÉ½þ Eòä´É±É BEò {ÉÉ]õÒÇ EòÉ EòÉ¨É xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè, ªÉ½þ ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú EòÉ EòÉ¨É xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* {ÉÉäJÉ®úxÉ ¨Éä Æ ¨Éè ÆxÉä +{ÉxÉä ¦ÉÉ¹ÉhÉ ¨Éä Æ, ¶ÉÖ°ü ¨Éä Æ ªÉ½þ
Eò½þÉ lÉÉ ÊEò ¨Éè Æ <ºÉEòÉ ¸ÉäªÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ±ÉäiÉÉ, xÉ {ÉÉ]õÒÇ ¸ÉäªÉ ±ÉäiÉÒ ½þè* VÉÉä EòÖUô ÊEòªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ, nùä¶ÉÊ½þiÉ ¨Éä Æ ÊEòªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ* ¨ÉÖZÉä +É¶SÉªÉÇ ½þÖ+É VÉ¤É ªÉ½þ ºÉ´ÉÉ±É =`öÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ ÊEò +É{ÉxÉä
+{ÉxÉä xÉä¶ÉxÉ±É BäVÉähb÷É ¨Éä Æ VÉÉä EòÖUô Ê±ÉJÉÉ ½þè =ºÉEòä +xÉÖºÉÉ®ú EòÉ¨É xÉ½þÒÆ ÊEòªÉÉ* +ÉVÉ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä xÉä¶ÉxÉ±É BäVÉähb÷É EòÒ EòÉ¡òÒ ÊSÉxiÉÉ EòÒ VÉÉ ®ú½þÒ ½þè* ½þ¨É <ºÉ {É®ú +¨É±É Eò®ú
®ú½þä ½þè Æ ªÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®ú ®ú½þä ½þè Æ <ºÉ {É®ú xÉWÉ®ú ®úJÉxÉä ´ÉÉ±Éä ±ÉÉäMÉ ½þè Æ, ªÉ½þ VÉÉxÉEò®ú ½þ¨Éä Æ JÉÖ¶ÉÒ ½þÖ<Ç ½þè ±ÉäÊEòxÉ =x½þÉä ÆxÉä +lÉÇ EòÉ +xÉlÉÇ Eò®ú b÷É±ÉÉ* VÉÉä Ê½þººÉä +±ÉMÉ-+±ÉMÉ ½þè Æ,
=xÉEòÉä =x½þÉä ÆxÉä <Eò_É Eò®ú ÊnùªÉÉ* ´É½þ Eò½þä ÆMÉä ÊEò BäºÉÉ Uô{ÉÉ ½þè iÉÉä ¨Éè Æ Eò½þÚ ÆMÉÉ ÊEò ´É½þ `öÒEò xÉ½þÒÆ Uô{ÉÉ ½þè* =ºÉ¨Éä Æ iÉÒxÉ ¨ÉÖqä ½þè Æ -- ºÉ¶ÉºjÉ ¤É±ÉÉä Æ EòÉä ºÉÖvÉÉ®úxÉÉ*

"The state of preparedness, morale and combat effectiveness of the Armed Forces shall receive early attention
and appropriate remedial action."

<ºÉEòä ¤ÉÉnù Eòä ´ÉÉEªÉ ¨Éä Æ Eò½þÉ MÉªÉÉ ½þè ÊEò --

 "We will establish a National Security Council."

+Éè®ú =ºÉEòÉ Ê´É´É®úhÉ ÊnùªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ ½þè* +ÆiÉ ¨Éä Æ ªÉ½þ Eò½þÉ MÉªÉÉ ½þè, ºÉSÉ¨ÉÖSÉ ¨Éä Æ ´É½þ {Éè®úÉ +±ÉMÉ ½þÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB lÉÉ, iÉÉä {ÉgøxÉä ¨Éä Æ EòÊ`öxÉÉ<Ç xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉäiÉÒ, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ºÉ¨ÉZÉxÉä ¨Éä Æ iÉÉä
EòÊ`öxÉÉ<Ç xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉäxÉÒ SÉÉÊ½þB*

"Towards that end, we will re-evaluate the nuclear policy and exercise the option to induct nuclear weapons."

ªÉ½þ ¦ÉÉ´É xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè ÊEò {É½þ±Éä ºÉäxÉÉ ºÉ¤É±É Eò®ú ±ÉÒ VÉÉBMÉÒ, ÊºÉEªÉÚÊ®ú]õÒ EòÉ=ÆÊºÉ±É ¤ÉxÉÉ ±ÉÒ VÉÉBMÉÒ +Éè®ú ºÉÉ®úÒ EòºÉ®úiÉ Eò®úxÉä Eòä ¤ÉÉnù +MÉ®ú {ÉÊ®úÊºlÉÊiÉ EòÉ iÉEòÉWÉÉ ½þÉäMÉÉ ÊEò
Eò±É Eò®úÉä iÉÉä ¦ÉÒ ½þ¨É ªÉ½þ Eò½þä ÆMÉä ÊEò +¦ÉÒ ½þ¨É BäºÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ Eò®ú ºÉEòiÉä EªÉÉä ÆÊEò +¦ÉÒ ºÉäxÉÉBÆ ºÉ¶ÉºjÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè, +¦ÉÒ ÊºÉEªÉÚÊ®ú]õÒ EòÉ=ÆÊºÉ±É EòÉ ÊxÉ¨ÉÉÇhÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÖ+É ½þè - EòÉä<Ç
¦ÉÒ ªÉ½þ +lÉÇ xÉ½þÒÆ ÊxÉEòÉ±É ºÉEòiÉÉ* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ªÉ½þ +lÉÇ ÊxÉEòÉ±ÉxÉä EòÉ |ÉªÉÉºÉ ½þÖ+É* ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ºÉÉlÉ +xªÉÉªÉ ½þÖ+É ½þè* <ºÉ +´ÉºÉ®ú EòÉä ±ÉäEò®ú |ÉÊiÉ{ÉIÉ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ ÊVÉiÉxÉÉ Ê´ÉSÉÉ®ú-Ê
´ÉÊxÉ¨ÉªÉ ºÉÆ¦É´É lÉÉ, ÊVÉiÉxÉÉ {É®úÉ¨É¶ÉÇ +É´É¶ªÉEò lÉÉ, ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ ÊVÉºÉ iÉ®ú½þ EòÒ ¨ÉÖ±ÉÉEòÉiÉä Æ =xÉEòÒ +ÉªÉÉäÊVÉiÉ EòÒ MÉ<ÇÆ, ¨Éè Æ xÉ½þÒÆ VÉÉxÉiÉÉ +ÉÊJÉ®ú BäºÉÉ {É½þ±Éä Eò¦ÉÒ
½þÖ+É ½þÉä* ½þ¨É ¤ÉÆMÉ±ÉÉnùä¶É EòÒ ±Éc÷É<Ç ±Éc÷ä, ½þ¨É SÉÒxÉ ºÉä ªÉÖr ¨Éä Æ ¡òÆºÉä lÉä, ½þ¨ÉxÉä {ÉÉäJÉ®úxÉ ¨Éä Æ {É®úÒIÉhÉ ¦ÉÒ ÊEòªÉÉ lÉÉ, ªÉ½þ ÊEòªÉÉ iÉÉä EòÉä<Ç +½þºÉÉxÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ÊEòªÉÉ* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ¨ÉÖZÉä +
¡òºÉÉäºÉ <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÉ ½þè ÊEò ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEò ¸ÉÒ ÊSÉnù¨¤É®ú¨É ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä ®úÉVÉxÉÒÊiÉEò ÊSÉnù¨¤É®ú¨É ºÉÉ½þ¤É EòÉä ºÉ¨ÉZÉÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ºÉEòä* ±ÉäÊEòxÉ ¦ÉÉ´É =ºÉEòÉ ªÉ½þ xÉ½þÒÆ lÉÉ*

+vªÉIÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ, SÉSÉÉÇ ¨Éä Æ +Éè®ú ¦ÉÒ |É¶xÉ =`öÉB MÉB ½þè Æ, ¤Éc÷Ò ±ÉÆ¤ÉÒ SÉSÉÉÇ SÉ±ÉÒ ½þè* ¨Éè Æ =xÉ ºÉ¤ÉEòä ¤ÉÉ®úä ¨Éä Æ Ê´ÉºiÉÉ®ú ºÉä xÉ½þÒÆ Eò½þÚ ÆMÉÉ* ½þ¨ÉxÉä EòÖUô ¡òèºÉ±Éä ÊEòªÉä ÊVÉxÉEòÉ
+ÉÆÊ¶ÉEò °ü{É ºÉä =±±ÉäJÉ ½þÉä SÉÖEòÉ ½þè*

We are disappointed that U.S. has displayed a lack of appreciation of India's legitimate security concerns. I wish
to reiterate Government's commitment to engage with all principal interlocutors in a responsible dialogue. We
remain ready to discuss and explain our position.

Since 11th May, the Government have taken certain initiatives, which I am going to enlist here.



1. We are already observing a voluntary moratorium and are ready to consider and discuss converting it into a de
jure commitment.

2. We have volunteered to engage in negotiations on AFMCT.

3. India will undertake stringent export controls on nuclear and missile-related technologies as well as those
relating to other weapons of mass destruction.

We had already announced and reiterate our offer to discuss a `No-First-Use' agreement with Pakistan and also
with other countries bilaterally or in a multilateral forum.

+vªÉIÉ ¨É½þÉänùªÉ, ºÉ®úEòÉ®ú EòÒ xÉÒÊiÉ SÉÒxÉ Eòä ºÉÉlÉ Ê¨ÉjÉiÉÉ Eòä ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ ®úJÉxÉä EòÒ ½þè* SÉÒxÉ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úÉ {Éc÷ÉäºÉÒ ½þè, nùÉäxÉÉä Æ nùä¶É BÊ¶ÉªÉÉ Eòä nùä¶É ½þè, ¤Éc÷ä nùä¶É ½þè Æ* nùÉäxÉÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ {É®úº{É®ú
Ê¨ÉjÉiÉÉ ½þÉä +Éè®ú {ÉÆSÉ¶ÉÒ±É Eòä ÊºÉrÉÆiÉÉä Æ Eòä +xÉÖºÉÉ®ú ´Éä ´ªÉ´É½þÉ®ú Eò®úä Æ, <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÒ +É´É¶ªÉEòiÉÉ ½þè* ºÉÒ¨ÉÉ EòÉä ±ÉäEò®ú EòÖUô ÊSÉÆiÉÉ EòÒ ¤ÉÉiÉä Æ VÉ°ü®ú ½þè Æ* ºÉÒ¨ÉÉ {É®ú ¶ÉÉÆÊiÉ ½þè*
½þ¨É ¤ÉÉiÉSÉÒiÉ Eòä uÉ®úÉ ºÉÒ¨ÉÉ EòÉ |É¶xÉ ½þ±É Eò®úxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉä ½þè Æ* ¤ÉÉiÉSÉÒiÉ VÉÉ®úÒ ½þè, =ºÉEòÒ MÉÊiÉ EòÉä ¤ÉgøÉªÉÉ VÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB +Éè®ú ºÉÒ¨ÉÉ EòÉ BEò ºÉÆiÉÉä¹ÉVÉxÉEò ½þ±É ÊxÉEòÉ±ÉxÉä EòÉ
|ÉªÉÉºÉ ½þÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÊ½þB* SÉÒxÉ {ÉÉÊEòºiÉÉxÉ EòÉä ÊVÉºÉ iÉ®ú½þ ºÉä ºÉ½þÉªÉiÉÉ nùäiÉÉ ½þè, =ºÉºÉä ¦ÉÒ ÊSÉÆiÉÉ {ÉènùÉ ½þÉäiÉÒ ½þè* EªÉÉä ÆÊEò ´É½þ ºÉ½þÉªÉiÉÉ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä Ê´É¯ûr EòÉ¨É ¨Éä Æ +ÉiÉÒ ½þè* ½þ¨ÉÉ®úÒ
ÊSÉÆiÉÉ+ÉäÆ EòÉ ¦ÉÒ SÉÒxÉ vªÉÉxÉ ®úJÉä, <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÒ VÉ°ü®úiÉ ½þè* ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ +Éè®ú SÉÒxÉ Ê¨É±ÉEò®ú EòÉ¨É Eò®úä Æ, ºÉ½þªÉÉäMÉ ºÉä +ÉMÉä ¤Égøä Æ, ªÉ½þ nùÉäxÉÉä Æ nùä¶ÉÉä Æ Eòä ½þÒ Ê½þiÉ ¨Éä Æ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè, BÊ¶ÉªÉÉ
Eòä Ê½þiÉ ¨Éä Æ ½þè, ºÉÉ®úÒ nùÖÊxÉªÉÉ Eòä Ê½þiÉ ¨Éä Æ ½þè* EòÖUô ´ÉEiÉ´ªÉÉä Æ EòÉä ±ÉäEò®ú MÉ±ÉiÉ¡ò½þ¨ÉÒ {ÉènùÉ Eò®úxÉä EòÒ EòÉäÊ¶É¶É ½þÖ<Ç lÉÒ* EòÊ`öxÉÉ<Ç ªÉ½þ ½þè ÊEò +MÉ®ú ´ÉEiÉ´ªÉ MÉ±ÉiÉ °ü{É ¨Éä Æ Uô{É
VÉÉB +Éè®ú Ê¡ò®ú =ºÉEòÉä ºÉ½þÒ Eò®úxÉä EòÉ |ÉªÉÉºÉ ÊEòªÉÉ VÉÉB iÉÉä VÉÉä ºÉ½þÒ ´ÉEiÉ´ªÉ ½þè ´É½þ =ÊSÉiÉ ºlÉÉxÉ xÉ½þÒÆ {ÉÉiÉÉ +Éè®ú VÉÉä SÉ]õ{É]õÉ ¨ÉºÉÉ±ÉänùÉ®ú ¨ÉÉ¨É±ÉÉ ½þè ´É½þ ºÉÖÊJÉÇªÉÉÆ |ÉÉ{iÉ
Eò®ú ±ÉäiÉÉ ½þè* ½þ¨ÉÉ®úÒ xÉÒÊiÉ Ê¨ÉjÉiÉÉ EòÒ xÉÒÊiÉ ½þè, <ºÉ ¦ÉÚJÉhb÷ ¨Éä Æ ¶ÉÉÆÊiÉ ¤ÉxÉÉªÉä ®úJÉxÉä EòÒ xÉÒÊiÉ ½þè, Ê´ÉEòÉºÉ EòÒ xÉÒÊiÉ ½þè* +{ÉxÉÒ ®úIÉÉ EòÒ iÉèªÉÉ®úÒ ®úJÉiÉä ½þÖB ½þ¨É ºÉ¦ÉÒ nùä¶ÉÉä Æ
Eòä ºÉÉlÉ Ê¨ÉjÉiÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉä ½þè Æ +Éè®ú ¨ÉÖZÉä Ê´É¶´ÉÉºÉ ½þè ÊEò VÉÉä +ÉVÉ ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä +É±ÉÉäSÉEò ½þè, =xÉEòä ¦ÉÒ nÞùÊ¹]õEòÉähÉ ¨Éä Æ {ÉÊ®ú´ÉiÉÇxÉ +ÉªÉäMÉÉ* ½þ¨ÉxÉä {É®úÒIÉhÉ ÊEòªÉÉ, nùä¶É ¨Éä Æ EòÉä<Ç
ªÉÖrÉäx¨ÉÉnù {ÉènùÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ÊEòªÉÉ* nùä¶É ¨Éä Æ {É®úÒIÉhÉ ½þÖ+É iÉÉä ÊºlÉÊiÉ ºÉÉ¨ÉÉxªÉ lÉÒ* ¨Éè Æ JÉÖnù {ÉÉäJÉ®úxÉ MÉªÉÉ lÉÉ, ´É½þÉÆ ®úäÊb÷ªÉÉävÉÊ¨ÉÇiÉÉ ¦ÉÒ xÉ½þÒÆ lÉÒ, ½þ¨É ´É½þÉÆ Eò<Ç PÉÆ]õä lÉä* ªÉ½þ JÉ¤É®ú ¦ÉÒ
Uô{É MÉ<Ç ÊEò ´É½þÉÆ xÉÉEò ¨Éä Æ ºÉä JÉÚxÉ ÊxÉEò±É ®ú½þÉ ½þè* ÊEòºÉEòÒ xÉÉEò ¨Éä Æ ºÉä JÉÚxÉ ÊxÉEò±ÉÉ, ÊEòiÉxÉÉ JÉÚxÉ ÊxÉEò±ÉÉ, ªÉ½þ ¤ÉiÉÉxÉä ´ÉÉ±ÉÉ EòÉä<Ç xÉ½þÒÆ lÉÉ* ¨ÉMÉ®ú ªÉ½þ JÉ¤É®ú ºÉÖÊJÉÇªÉÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ
Uô{ÉÒ +Éè®ú Ê´Énùä¶ÉÉä Æ ¨Éä Æ JÉÉºÉ iÉÉè®ú ºÉä UôÉ{ÉÒ MÉ<Ç* ´É½þÉÆ VÉ´ÉÉxÉ ®ú½þ ®ú½þä ½þè Æ, <ºÉ ´ÉÉiÉÉ´É®úhÉ ¨Éä Æ ®ú½þ ®ú½þä ½þè Æ*

 ®úäÊb÷ªÉÉä vÉÊ¨ÉÇiÉÉ EòÉ iÉÉä ºÉ´ÉÉ±É ½þÒ {ÉänùÉ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉäiÉÉ* <ºÉEòÉ ½þ¨É ®úÉVÉxÉèÊiÉEò ±ÉÉ¦É =`öÉBÆ, <ºÉEòÉ iÉÉä |É¶xÉ ½þÒ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* ºÉ¤ÉEòä ºÉ½þªÉÉäMÉ ºÉä +É¨É ºÉ½þ¨ÉÊiÉ Eòä +ÉvÉÉ®ú {É®ú
xÉÒÊiÉªÉÉä Æ EòÉ ÊxÉvÉÉÇ®úhÉ Eò®úiÉä ½þÖB ½þ¨É +ÉMÉä ¤ÉgøxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉä ½þè Æ* ¨Éä®ú ä EòÆvÉÉä Æ {É®ú VÉÉä nùÉÊªÉi´É +ÉªÉÉ ½þè, =ºÉ nùÉÊªÉi´É EòÉä ¨Éè Æ BäºÉÒ ÊVÉ¨¨ÉänùÉ®úÒ ºÉ¨ÉZÉiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ ÊVÉºÉEòä ÊxÉ´ÉÉÇ½þ Eòä
ºÉÉ¨ÉxÉä +Éè®ú ºÉ¤É ´ÉºiÉÖBÆ MÉÉèhÉ ½þÉä VÉÉiÉÒ ½þè Æ* +¤É ´ªÉÊEiÉ EòÉ, {ÉÊ®ú´ÉÉ®ú EòÉ, nù±É EòÉ, Ê¤É®úÉnù®úÒ EòÉ +Éè®ú ¨ÉVÉ½þ¤É EòÉ ºÉ´ÉÉ±É xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* ªÉ½þ nùä¶É ¤É½þÖvÉ¨ÉÒÇ ½þè*

¨ÉÖZÉä ºÉÖxÉEò®ú iÉÉVVÉÖ¤É ½þÖ+É, Eò±É ½þ¨ÉÉ®úä {Éc÷ÉèºÉÒ nùä¶É Eòä |ÉvÉÉxÉ ¨ÉÆjÉÒ xÉä ]õä±ÉÒ´ÉÒVÉxÉ {É®ú VÉxÉiÉÉ EòÉä ºÉÆ¤ÉÉäÊvÉiÉ Eò®úiÉä ½þÖB ÊEòºÉ iÉ®ú½þ ¦Éc÷EòÉxÉä ´ÉÉ±ÉÉ ¦ÉÉ¹ÉhÉ ÊnùªÉÉ* ´Éä +{ÉxÉÒ
VÉxÉiÉÉ EòÉä =¦ÉÉc÷ ®ú½þä lÉä* =x½þÉä ÆxÉä ªÉ½þ xÉ½þÒÆ ºÉÉäSÉÉ ÊEò =xÉEòä {Éc÷ÉèºÉ ¨Éä Æ ¦ÉÒ Eò®úÉäc÷Éä Æ ±ÉÉäMÉ ®ú½þiÉä ½þè Æ* =ºÉ¨Éä Æ <º±ÉÉ¨É EòÉä ¨ÉÉxÉxÉä ´ÉÉ±Éä ¦ÉÒ Eò®úÉäc÷Éä Æ ±ÉÉäMÉ ½þè Æ VÉÉä ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ Eòä
xÉÉMÉÊ®úEò ½þè Æ* ºÉ¨ÉÉxÉ +ÊvÉEòÉ®ú EòÉ ={É¦ÉÉäMÉ Eò®úxÉä ´ÉÉ±Éä ½þè Æ* +¤É BEò VÉÖxÉÚxÉ {ÉènùÉ Eò®úxÉä EòÒ EòÉäÊ¶É¶É EòÒ MÉ<Ç* ªÉÉ iÉÉä ½þ¨É ºÉVÉMÉ ½þè Æ, ºÉiÉEòÇ ½þè Æ, BäºÉÒ UôÉä]õÒ ºÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ ½þÉä
VÉÉiÉÒ, ¨ÉÒÊb÷ªÉÉ ¨Éä Æ =ºÉEòÒ SÉSÉÉÇ ½þÉäiÉÒ +Éè®ú Ê¡ò®ú VÉÉä ¤ÉÉiÉ ¶ÉÖ°ü Eò®úiÉä ½þè Æ, =x½þä Æ {ÉiÉÉ ±ÉMÉ VÉÉiÉÉ ½þè ÊEò ªÉ½þ ¤ÉÉiÉ `öÒEò xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉä ®ú½þÒ ½þè, iÉÉä =ºÉEòÉä UôÉäc÷ nùäiÉä ½þè Æ, ±ÉäÊEòxÉ
+MÉ®ú ]õä±ÉÒÊ´ÉVÉxÉ {É®ú JÉc÷É ½þÉäEò®ú ¨Éè Æ nùä¶É EòÒ VÉxÉiÉÉ EòÉä ¦Éc÷EòÉxÉä ±ÉMÉÚ Æ, BäºÉÉ Eò¦ÉÒ xÉ½þÒÆ ½þÉäMÉÉ, +Éè®ú ÊVÉºÉ ÊnùxÉ ªÉ½þ Eò®úxÉä EòÒ xÉÉè¤ÉiÉ +ÉBMÉÒ, =ºÉ ÊnùxÉ ¨Éè Æ +{ÉxÉä {Énù {É®ú
xÉ½þÒÆ ®ú½þÚ ÆMÉÉ, ªÉ½þ ¨Éè Æ +É{ÉEòÉä Ê´É¶´ÉÉºÉ Ênù±ÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉ½þiÉÉ ½þÚ Æ*

nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉä´ÉÉ Eò®úxÉä EòÉ +´ÉºÉ®ú ¨ÉÖZÉä Ê¨É±ÉÉ ½þè* ´É½þ ºÉ¨ÉªÉ `öÒEò |ÉEòÉ®ú ºÉä nùä¶É EòÒ ºÉä´ÉÉ ¨Éä Æ ±ÉMÉä +Éè®ú <ºÉ¨Éä Æ ºÉ¤ÉEòÉ ºÉ½þªÉÉäMÉ Ê¨É±Éä, ªÉ½þÒ ¨Éä®ú ä ½ÞþnùªÉ EòÒ EòÉ¨ÉxÉÉ ½þè*

{ÉÉäJÉ®úxÉ-BEò EòÉ ¨Éä®úÉ ¦ÉÉ¹ÉhÉ =rÞiÉ Eò®úiÉä ½þÖB ÊEòºÉÒ xÉä Eò½þÉ lÉÉ- =ºÉ¨Éä Æ ¨Éè ÆxÉä Eò½þÉ lÉÉ ÊEò ´ÉèYÉÉÊxÉEòÉä Æ +Éè®ú ºÉèÊxÉEòÉä Æ xÉä +{ÉxÉÉ EòÉ¨É Eò®ú ÊnùªÉÉ, +¤É ®úÉVÉxÉäiÉÉ+ÉäÆ EòÉä +
{ÉxÉÉ EòÉ¨É Eò®úxÉÉ ½þè- iÉÉä ®úÉVÉxÉäiÉÉ ºÉä Eòä´É±É ¨Éä®úÉ ¨ÉiÉ±É¤É xÉ½þÒÆ ½þè* ®úÉVÉxÉäiÉÉ+ÉäÆ ºÉä ¨ÉiÉ±É¤É ºÉ¤É ±ÉÉäMÉÉä Æ ºÉä ½þè* +¤É ½þ¨É +{ÉxÉä nùÉÊªÉi´É EòÉ {ÉÉ±ÉxÉ Eò®úä Æ, <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ EòÒ +É
´É¶ªÉEòiÉÉ ½þè* vÉxªÉ´ÉÉnù*

(<ÊiÉ)

SHRI SHARAD PAWAR (BARAMATI): The Prime Minister of Pakistan has made a suggestion that Pakistan is
ready to discuss No-War-Pact with India. What is your thinking? Are you ready to discuss with other political
parties also to take some definite view on this?

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE: This is not a new offer. But whenever talks were held, we reached the
conclusion that they want No-War-Pact but only after the solution of the Kashmir problem, according to their
wishes. But if a new offer has been made, we are prepared to probe it.

SHRI SHARAD PAWAR (BARAMATI): The suggestion has been made only yesterday.

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH (BHARATPUR): May I respectfully ask the Prime Minister as to how does your
letter to President Clinton find a place in The New York Times? Who drafted the absurd letter?!



¸ÉÒ +]õ±É Ê¤É½þÉ®úÒ ´ÉÉVÉ{ÉäªÉÒ; +vªÉIÉ VÉÒ, BäºÉä ºÉ´ÉÉ±É {ÉÚUôä VÉÉ ®ú½þä ½þè Æ, ÊVÉxÉEòÉ ¨Éè Æ =iiÉ®ú xÉ½þÒÆ nùä ºÉEòiÉÉ*

 


