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NUCLEAR NON-PROLJFERATION 
TREATY*

Mr. Speaker: Since we are starting 
at 5.35, if all of you agree, we shalf 
finish at 6.05 P.M. Mr. P. Ramamurti.

Shri p. Ramamurti  (Madurai):  I
had given this notice for a half-an- 
hour discussion on this question of 
the attitude of  the  Government of 
India on the question of the proposed 
non-proliferation  treaty on nuclear 
weapons for the simple reason that 
the Government of India's  position- 
seems to be very ambiguous.  App
rehensions are there among the peo
ple of this country as to what exac
tly is the attitude of the Government 
of Ind a on this question. From the 
statements made by our Minister for 
External Affairs in the press some
time back—since I have not got much 
time, I am not going for quotations— 
and also from the fact that an official 
of the Government of India, Mr. L 
K. Jha. had been sent to Washington 
and Moscow and other place?, and' 
from the reports of his doings there 
in the-press, it appears that the only 
objsctton that *the Government-  at 
India hM get to this tre*ty fat {bat 
this treaty doe* not* give ttMOs ft$jr
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guarantee against a  possible nuclear 
attack from some other country. (In
terruptions)

An boa. Member:  No.

Shri T. Bamamnrtl: That is what 
it appear*. I would request the Minis
ter to clarify this.  That is why I 
am giving him an opportunity.

It appears that this is the only ob
jection that the Government of India 
seems to have.  Therefore, I would 
like to draw the  attention  of this 
House to certain basic facts regarding 
this non-proJiferation treaty.

We know that the atom bomb was 
.first used when it was the monopoly 
of the United States of America again
st the Asian people in Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki, when there was no need 
whatsoever to use that terrible bomb 
and kill lakhs of people. After that, 
when it wa$ the complete monopoly 
of the United States of America, re
peated proposals  were made in the 
United Nations that America should 
destroy her stockpile of  the  atom 
bomb and that it should agree never 
to use this terrific weapon, but it was 
the United States that refused to do 
it all along.  Subsequently, after the 
United States of America's  mono
poly of atom bomb was broken, again 
and again repeated attempts had been 
made through  international organi
sations  and  through  international 
forums to get this atom bombs and 
nuclear  bombs completely banned. 
Unfortunately It  is on record that 
it is the United States that stood in 
the way of a complete renunciation 
of this weapon. On the other  hand, 
they went on making  teats after 
tests;  from  the  atom  bomb, 
they went /to the hydrogen bomb and 
to so many] sophisticated bombs; tests 
over the ground, in  the sea, under 
ttie Water, under  the (round—all 
time things have been gotag  ml 
■N*. aa far aa those big nuclear 
W*N m wwbw*. they have got 
the VMMeptty of this nuclear arrapnn

Today under thoae conditions,  a* 
far as the US are concerned,, they do 
not agree to give up these weapons 
altogether.  On the other hand, they 
are not even prepared to declare  to 
the world that they will not be the 
first to use these nuclear and ther
mo-nuclear bombs.  It ia not even a 
question of retaliation.  Even that 
simple declaration they are not pre
pared to make.

Today when they are proposing this 
non-proliferation treaty, it is not only 
a question of our getting some kind 
of guarantee against a possible nu
clear attack.  That is  not the only 
question involved in this. The ques
tion is also this that these  powers 
which have already got the monopoly 
of these weapons and the monopoly 
of nuclear research, seek to continue 
the monopoly not only of the nuclear 
and thermo-nuclear bombs, but they 
also want to prevent other  nations 
from conducting  experiments  even 
for  peaceful  uses  of  nuclear 
energy.  After all, we know that in 
future nuclear  research is going to 
play a dominant part in development. 
As our energy resources get exhaus
ted. as the water energy  resources, 
hydro-electric.energy resources, coal 
resources, as all these energy resour
ces are getting  exhausted,  nations 
will have to go in for atomic energy. 
Today those people who are proposing 
this non-proliferation treaty, seek, by 
virtu of the various  clauses in it—
I do not want to go into all the clauses 
for want of time—to prevent other 
nations from developing this poten
tial source of energy  for  peaceful 
purposes.  It is an accepted fact that 
the acceptance of this treaty would 
mean that we will ourselves t>e agree
ing not to proceed with our own ato
mic research and to utilise  atomic 
energy for our own purposes,  nay 
will have the power of veto.

This is the primary queHJen, Taday 
it ia known that #»««».powers V3m %
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Germany and Italy and others who 
have a military agreement with the 
USA are opposed to this treaty for 
the simple reason that by virtue of 
this treaty their industrial develop
ment and their future will be thwar
ted by these super powers.  That is 
the prospect that is facing us in this 
issue.

When such is the situation, today, 
we seek to make it as if it is only a 
question of nuclear defence against 
'China.  I do not know why China 
should attack us with nuclear wea
pons (Interruption).  When wc are 
so touchy about it. may J point oil* 
that after all when we have a dispute 
with China over the borders and over 
that wc are prepared to say that it 
is going to be a cause of permanent 
hostility towards us and this question 
5s not going to be solved.  consider 
the position of China itself.  Ever 
sincc the birth of the People's Repub
lic of China, since that very day, even 
before that, we know that the Ame
ricans interfered in  theit* civil war 
find abetted Chiang  Kai-shek  and 
tried to thwart the emergence of the 
People’s Republic.  After that, they 
set up a regim<> in Taiwan as their 
stooge to carry out their designs . . .

Shri D. C.  Sharma  (Gurdaspurl: 
What about the cultural revolution?

Shri P. Ramamurtl:  We will talk 
about' it when the occasion arises.

Under there conditions, when Ame
rica refuses even to give a  simple 
guarantee that it will  not  be  the 
first power to use nuclear weapons, 
if China thinks that it has. to prepare 
for its own defence against American 
nuclear blackmail, why should we be 
very much touchy about it?

Shri C. K.  Bfeattaetuuyya  CRai- 
ganj):  A very ' good  defence of
China.

Shri P. tuaumtl:  But that  is
not the problem befone as today. .

Apart from the Question  whether 
*ny iudi guarantee tg going to  use

ful to this country,  how  can we 
accept such a guarantee?  We  had 
previously had that ‘umbrella' pro
posal.  Once you agree to the ‘umb
rella’ proposal, you must know that 
when you need it, it will not be ope
ned by you but by the person who 
holds it.  You must also know that 
the moment you agree to that kind of 
nuclear protection, it  means  that 
bases will have to be made available 
in our own country for their opera
tion.  Then what  happens to  our 
policy?

Therefore,  il is a  fundamental 
question.  It is a question of revising 
our fundamental policy.  Therefore, 
apart from these things, it is basically 
a question of our being able to reno
unce our right to carry on our ex
periments in nuclear energy so that 
we will be able to utilise  it for our 
own industrial development.  Are we 
going to mortgage our right because 
America brings pressure on us?  It 
is openly being talked in many coun
tries that India would ultimately be 
pressurised to accept this on  some 
kind of guarantee  against  nuclear 
attack.  That is the only thing that 
seems to be bothering the  Govern
ment of India.

Shri Balur All Mina: (Secundera
bad ): No, that is not so.

Shri P. Rjuoaaiurti:  I would like
to get a clarification and firm decla
ration from the Government of India, 
not him.  Therefore, I want a clear 
statement as to what is our stand. Is 
what I stated our stand?  Otherwise, 
why should Shri L. K. Jha be gent 
to those capitals to plead with them 
that some kind  of guarantee must 
be given, as if that is the only thing? 
(An hon. Member: He is all ever the 
place.) Is that the only thing we are 
concerned about?

Therefore, I want a firm declaration 
by the Government «f India  which 
seems to be resiling from its eaflfcnr 
position. Buliar it had taken up tt*e . 
position'that any kind of treaty nutst ',.
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lead to the complete banning of nu
clear and thermo-nuclear  weapons. 
Ttoday no such condition is linked up 
with this thing.  As far as the non
proliferation treaty proposals are con
cerned, there is no question of link
ing it up with the objective of com
plete destruction of nuclear weapons 
and the total ban of those weapons. 
These things are separate. Therefore, 
when this is not going to lead to the 
complete destruction of the  atomic 
pile, when it is not going to result in 
the complete banning of atomic wea
pons so that people who have them 
may not brandish them and frighten 
other countries, I do not. gee why the 
Government of India should accept 
that treaty.  Earlier it had taken a 
proper position.  I have seen  the 
speeches of our representatives in the 
debates in the 18 nation disarmament 
conference.  Earlier they had taken 
up the stand that unless this whole 
question is linked up with the com
plete destruction of the atomic piie 
and total ban of  nuclear weapons, 
India would not be a party to it. Un
fortunately, the image  now  beinp. 
focussed of this country in  America 
is different.  American newspapers 
are writing again and  again  that 
India will be able to accept it and 
it will not raise al] those objections. 
This is being talked  about there; 
newspapers are writing about it day 
in and day out.

Therefore, it is essential, in order 
to clear all these misconceptions that 
are there that the  Government of 
India  should make  a forthright, 
straightforward statement  that  its 
fundamental objections to that treaty 
stand, fundamental objection on the 
basis of it putting an  embargo on 
nuclear development by our country, 
fundamental objection on the  basis 
of it not leading to a total destruc
tion of nuclear weapons.  On these 
two fundamental  bases, our  basic 
objection to it stands. . Therefore, we 
cannot  be a i party to  giving  any 
encouragement or impression to any
body to iouint that India will  be 
able to leaue from the position that

she had  taken up.  I want  inch a 
forthright declaration,
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Mr. Speaker: Only a question.

Shri KiB*ir Lai G«pta:  I  am
asking question.
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Mr. Speaker: What is the question? 
You are making a speech.  The firs', 
speaker has taken ten minutes. You 
are also taking ten minute;:. I do not 
know what to do.

•ft qhrorw n«w : ott wf ̂ Tjft 
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Shri D. C. Sharma:  Taking  for
granted that we are not going to sign 
this treaty, taking also for granted 
that we are not going to have a nu
clear umbrella from ann nation, tak
ing also for granted that if we sign 
this treaty our right of technological 
development, industrial development, 
■would be curtailed, taking all these 
things into consideration, I want to 
ask the hon.  Minister whether there 
»re any other countries with which 
3te has been in touch, and if «o, what- 
we thaae countries which have told 
tile Government of Indie that they
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are also not going to sign this treaty 
in its present form, on its  present 
terms and under the present condi
tions?

Shri P. K. Deo (Kalahandi):  In
view of the continued nuclear black
mail by belligerent Red China which 
has occupied 20,000. square miles of 
Indian soil and which has been ex
ploding bomb after bomb at Lopnor 
in Sinkiang on our border threaten
ing India's security, and in view of 
the fact that there has been a virtual 
deadlock in the talks of the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee be
cause of the ofovious difference bet
ween the haves and have-nots of the 
nuclear power on  the question of 
mutual responsibilities  and  obliga
tions, and in view ot our confirmed 
stand that we will not develop our 
nuclear energy for defence purposes, 
that  it will  be restricted only  for 
peaceful  purposes,  may  I know 
if  the  Government  is  in  a 
position  to  assure the nation that 
they  would be able  to shield  the 
country against any possible nuclear 
attack out of their own resources, it 
not in collaboration with any friendly 
country?  Secondly, I want an assu
rance in this House from the Govern
ment that they will not sign such a 
non-proliferation  treaty  which will 
impede the development of nuclear 
science and technology in this coun
try or elsewhere?

Shri S. Kandappan  (Mettur): We 
have been talking of this umbrella. 
It is a common sense point that no 
country would risk the safety of its 
territory for the sake of protecting 
others.  If we had been assured by 
America or Russia that they would 
shield us in the event of any attack, 
I do not think that it would be suffi
cient enough  for us to keep  quiet. 
In the face of the Chinese threat— 
Mr. Ramamurti seems to feel assured 
and complacent on  this  point but 
I have my oWn fears—and the nuclear 
development and  proliferation  of 
the atomic weapons in their hands, 
in the face of the lurking fear and
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genuine anxiety in the minds ot our 
people, will they get a total guarantee 
from the ‘haves' that they are  not 
going to use the  atomic  weapons 
against the ‘have-nots’?

Shrl Hem  Bam  (Mangaldai): 
China is a full-fledged nuclear power 
today and I do not agree with Mem
bers who say that China is not going 
to use her atomic power against us. 
China is not  manufacturing  atom 
bombs to preserve in the 'wardrobes. 
It transpires that Pakistan also  is 
going to produce nuclear bombs by
1968.  Everybody knows  that there
is an entente cordiale between China 
and Pakistan antagonistic to  India. 
Mr. Lai Bahadur Shastrj  desired,
when  he  was our Prime Minister a
nuclear umbrella jointly guaranteed 
by the U.S.A. and U.S.S.R. That um
brella has not comc and that umbrella 
is not possible because they are not 
ready to give a joint guarantee.

Mr. Speaker: My difficulty is this. 
The hon. Member is going  into the 
whole  background—Lai  Bahadur 
Shastri and Jawaharlal Nehru and all 
that. J have to give ten minutes to 
the Minister.  What js the question?

Shrl Hem Barua:  On  the other
hand, both the USA and the USSR 
have proposed the  non-proliferation 
treaty. Now, from American sources, 
it has transpired  that the treaty is 
going to toe between these-two mono
polists of nuclear power and we do 
not come into the picture at all. 
the face of this, because ot the threat 
posed against us by our neighbours 
Jand because we are not counted by 
the  big monopolists  may I  know 
whether  our Government are in a 
-position to îve us an assurance that 
we reserve the right to produce the 
.atom bomb when necessary and that 
we have not abdicated that right?

Hie Minister of Foreign Attain (Shri 
M. C. Chagla): Mr. Speaker, I do not 
agree with  my friend  Bamamurtl 
that there is any ambiguity whatso
ever in the policy of  Government

with  regard to ' non-proliferation 
treaty. 1 made * statement on the 
27th of March 1967 which  clearly 
sets  out the  Government policy. 
And in the press conference to which 
my ’hon. friend was kind enough to 
refer, I reiterated what I had stated' 
in this House. May I now sum up 
what our policy is? It is perfectly 
true that this committee of IK was 
primarily appointed for the purpose 
of advancing the cause of  disarma>- 
ment.

18 hrs.

Shri Nath Pal (Rajupur): General 
disarmament.

Shri M. C. Chagla:  General dis-
a> manment and universal disarmament. 
The non-proBferation treaty was to 
be a step towards disarmament;  we 
find in this treaty that it is not a step 
towards disarmament. This  treaty 
merely aims at preventing the hori
zontal proliferation without preven
ting the vertical proliferation.  In 
other words, it prevents the have-nots 
from acquiring nuclear power with- 
ou.1 any obligation being cast upon 
th<> haves either to freeze then stock
pile or to reduce it. That is the first 
objection to this treaty.

The  second  objection  wlii.-h  is 
equally serious is that it stnious'.y 
impedes the peaceful research or re
search for peaceful purposes.  No'* 
we are  told  tnat the non-nuclear 
countries  should  not have peaceful 
explosions; it is suggested - that it is 
very difficult to make out a distinction 
between  peaceful  explosions  and 
military  explosions.  With  great 
respect, to my 'mind, this is an absurd 
argument. In one sense, all nuclear 
technology can lead to military pû 
poses, just as 3dence can be cseti or 
abused. Any technological develop* 
ment can be used for good putpoims 
or {or bad purposes. Therefore, this 
argument does not convinoe the non
nuclear countries.
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Thirdly, thi* treaty on the face of 
it is discriminatory!. Whereas the non
nuclear powers are expected to sub
ject  themselves to  inspection and 
supervision, the nuclear powers will 
not be subject to supervision.

Shri Nath Pal: Why don’t you put 
the draf.t treaty on the Table of the 
House?

Shri M. C.  There  is  no
draft.

Shri Nath Pai: I will produce it and 
place it here. We know all this.

Shri M. C. Chagla: The draft treaty 
has not been placed before the com
mittee of 18.

Shri Nath Pal: You received .simul
taneously from USSR, and the USA.

Shri M. C. Chagla: They are being 
changed, and USA  and USSR have 
not agreed on clause 3, as Shrj Nath 
Pai knows. Now, this House should 
bear jn mind that India occupies a un
ique position.

Shri Ranga  (Srikakulam):  Very
unique.

Shrl M. C. Chagla: I do not know
whether he says it sarcastically or he 
agrees with me.

Shri Nath Pai: He is realistic.

Shri M. C. Chagla: Our position is 
unique in three respects. First of all, 
we are a non-aligned country; we arc 
under nobody’s nuclear umbrella. We 
have no military alliance with any
body. Germany, Italy and other coun
tries are protected  by  the nuclear 
might of the United States. There is 
nobody to protect us; we stai& alone; 
we stand on our own legs.

An hon. Member: Alone and aloof.

Shri M. C. Chagla: The second res
pect in which our country occupies a 
unique position is that we are under 
an imminent threat of Chinese nuclear 
attack I agree with Shri Hem Barua 
that China la ' not  making nuclear

Non-Proliferation 2166 
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bombs to put them on a shelf or, *sh« 
put it, to put them .in the wardrobe, 
and there, I disagree with Mr. P. 
Ramamurti.  We  cannot ignore or 
minimise the risk we run from Chinese 
nuclear advance.

An bon. Member: Why don't  you 
make it?  (Interruption).

Aa boo. Member; Hot from Ame
rica?

Shri M. C. Chagla: At present tne 
threat is from China,—I do not know 
what the future holds for us, if  you 
Iook a'  the  world landscape—and 
Pakistan also, but Pakistan is not a 
nuclear country.  These are the two 
countries from whom we might expcct 
an attack and who are openly hostile’ 
to us.  The third rcspect in whicn 
India's position is unique is that we 
are nuclearly  a  potential country. 
We are an advanced nuclear country 
and we are in a position to manufac
ture 1he bomb.

Shri Namblar (Tiruchirappalli): Do 
manufacture it.

Shri M. C. Chagla: In that respect,- 
our oositinn is  similar to that  of 
Sweden. Therefore, if we sign this 
treaty, we have got to consider whe- 
. thor it satisfies our national interests, 
our national security and is in confor-- 
mity with the Ulf resolution, which 
has set up this Committee of 18.

There is another serious defect  to 
which I would draw attention. In the 
partial atom banning treaty, there is- 
a simple clause that any country may 
withdraw at any time. If you look at 
the draft provisions here, this  is  a- 
treaty of indefinite duration and under' 
the withdrawal clause, you can only 
withdraw after three months’ notice to 
the Security Council and satisfying the 
Security Council that there are special 
reasons why we want  to withdraw 
from this trwtry.

These are some of the defects which 
this treaty has and I want to assure 
the House that we will not sign thfr
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treat}' in its present form. We  will 
wait, and see what shape and torn this 
treaty will have at the end  ot the 
discussions in the Committee of 18. Our 
representative has been instructed to 
put forward all the objections we have 
to the treaty and we hope the treaty 
will be modified and amendsd so as 
to statisfy-our national interests  and 
national security.

Shri P. Kgmanrartl: Unless all the 
four criteria that you have laid down 
are satisfied, you will not sign  the 
treaty?

Shri M. C. Chagla: I have pointed 
out what the defects are and what our 
position is.  1 agree with hon. mem- 
"bers that no Government has a right 
to foreclose the destiny of future gene
rations. Our policy has been clearly 
stated that at present we have no in
dention of manufacturing  the atcrm 
tomb. I do not know what the condi
tions will be in future.

Shri Hem Barua: Is it in reply to 
my suggestion that we  reserve  the 
right to produce the atom bomb when
ever we think it necessary and we do 
not abdicate our right to produce it?

Mr. 1H. C. Chagla: That is exactly 
what I have been saying. I think this 
has been said by the prime Minister 
also.  When she was asked, she said 
that at present we have no intenion 
to manufacture the nuclear bomb. But 
the most important thing which goes 
against this treaty is nuclear techno
logy. The big powers have the mono
poly of nuclear weapons.  Under this 
treaty, they want to acquire the mono
poly of nuclear technology  and  we 
seriously object to it. As I said,  we 
«re an advanced country in nuclear 
technology. We do not want anythin* 
til this treaty which will impede the 
progress of our nuclear advance. We 
f trongly resist any attempt at  pre
senting this country from making pro- 
? reiis towards betterment and improve
ment of nudear technology.

I want to disabuse this House of one 
thing. There is no connection what* 
ever between this treaty and the ques
tion of security. Mr. L. K. Jha’s name 
was mentioned. He visited certain 
countries in order to explore the 
opinion there, what their view  was 
with regard to our security and def
ence if we sign the -treaty. Thereforê 
this House will not mix up these two 
questions.  Apart from security  and 
guarantee, we have got to look at the 
treaty on its  own  merits.  As the 
treaty stands, it does not satisfy some 
of the most important criteria which 
the UN has laid down and which we 
ourselves have applied to the provi
sions of this treaty.

Mr. Sharma asked whether any 
countries have supported this.  I was 
in Geneva and I had talks with impor
tant representatives of other countries. 
I cannot disclose the conversation . . .

Shri Nath Pai:  Was there  any
counterpart |of jtcturs? There  were 
only Secretaries; not a single Foreign 
Minister was there.

Shri M. C. Chagla: That is not true.

Shri Nath Pai:  Who was  there?

Shri M. C. Chagla: Mr. Foster was 
there.

Shri Nath Pai: What is his status? 
Is he the Secretary of State?

Shri M. C. Chagla: He is the repre
sentative of United States.
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Shri M. C. Chagla; He i8 the repre
sentative of United States.

Shri Nath tai: I know it. I know 
who were present there. You 'shoUM 
have sent your  subordinate.  India"* 
Foreign Minister goes. There were n* 
counter-perts, no men of hi4  stttos 
there.  We are  huiribled by ewsrtr
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State.  You should neat only  your  of the Business Advisory Committee
igtfaii aarf Mt anybody lower then  has also been pitied before the House,
ydu.

MM S. C. Umimi: I entirely agree 
#lth BkH Nath PaL When you go out. 
Shrl L. X. flu goes out, Shrl C. S. Jha 
(K« out. Yon should only go to meet 
yew counterpart* and not these men.

Shri M. C- Chagla: Mr. Foster is the 
representative of the United States on 
this Committee.

Mr. Speaker: What they  mean is 
that the Foreign Minister of no other 
country  was present there. Every 
country  has  got  its representative. 
They say that there was no Foreign 
Minister equal in status to you. But 
that is a different question. You need 
not answer that now.

Shri M. L. Sondht  (New Delhi): 
Shri Jha goes and meets President 
De Gaulle, but the Minister of Exter
nal Affairs has only met Mr. Foster.

"Mt. Speaker: The Discussion is over. 
Let us go to the next item.

18.1* hn.

BUSINESS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Skond Report

The  of Parliamentary Af
fairs and Communications (Dr.  Ran 
Safchag Singh): Sir, I beg to present 
the Second Report of the Business Ad
visory Committee.

ShH Nath Pai (Rajapur): Sir, let 
not the Minister of Parliamentary Af
fairs so rudely interrupt the proceed
ings.  Slhri Chagla is in possession of 
the House.

Mr. sfMker: He has  concluded. 
Saw, I would like to give some inf or - 

station:

Bhzl Nath Pal: What about  Shri 
Chagla’s reply?

Mr. Speaker: The Half-an-hour Dis- 
euadaa Ipuwr and the second Report

Vtt (Al) LSD—10.

18.13 hn.

RJE: FOOD SITUATION IN KERALA

Mr. Speaker: Now, before we  ad
journ, there is one other point which 
I would like to tell the House. I would 
like to hwke an appeal to Shri Qopa- 
lan and other friends. I have written 
to them just now. They knew pretty 
well that the Speaker cannot give them 
food, he can only make appeals  to 
them.

The Minister of Food and Agrieal- 
tare  (Shri Jagjlwan  Ram):  Sir,
with your permission, I would like to 
say something. I wanted to intervene 
at that time when Shri Ranga spolf* 
During this period I hove tried to as
certain the correct position from An* 
dhra so that I may make some firm 
commitment.  I had been trying  to 
get in touch with the Chief Minister 
of Madras, Shri Annadurai, but I have 
not been able to contact him because 
he is outside attending some functions. 
In the night I shall try to get in touch 
with him.

Shri S. M. Banerjee (Kanpur): And 
you should inform them here.

Shrl Jagjiwan ■«— Apart  from 
that, I would like to give one or two 
pieces of information. The stock  of 
rice In Kerala is 1187 tons. 3800 tons 
are on the move and may arrive in 
Kerala in the next two or three days. 
We have submitted indents for  800 
wagons. That means 12,000 tons  of 
rice from Andhra are to he moved 
to Kerala. We are making  arrange
ments to run two specials every day 
carrying 2000 tons from Andhra  to 
Kerala. These are 12,000 tons in our 
hands, rice that is procured in Andhra, 
for movement to Kerala. But procure
ment is proceeding. This is the flm 
tiling that I have. More than that ( 
am not in a position to say. I with to 
make an appeal to the hon. Members. 
Today you can say that we may not 
be able to fulfil ouî assurances  and


