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What is the cholce for this country faced with
the Chinese atomie explosiont As I see i1t, we have three
possible altematives open %o us. The first is that we
should appeal to the United Nations mmd world opinion and
thus persuade the Chinese Communists %o abandon thekr
nuclear weapons. In all seriousness, in 1964, to expect
world opinion to stop Mao Tse-tung from going his own way
i3 to mistake illusion for reality., The Chinese Communist
dictatorship has shown that they care two hoots for world
opinion., Did they not offend 1t when they attacked Tibet
in 1950 and again in 1960% Did they not flout world
opinion when they attacked India in 19627 Is not every
act of theirs a flouting of world opiniont Did they not
show what they thought of world opinion when they ignored
Knrushchev's appeal to join and sign the anti-nuclear test
ban treaty? Therefore, to expect Mac Tsee-tung to show any
respect fcr world opinien and to count on world opinion to
protect us from the Chinese muclear attack is to expose the
People of the whole of Northern Indla, in a most callous and
irresponsible mmner, to destruetion and external aggression.

It 1is not without significance in this eontext that
the policy of doing nothing amd appealing to warld opinion
is the policy that 1s accepted by both wings of the Communist
Party in India « the Mosecow Wing and the Peking Wing. Surely,

that support coming from these two quarters and their affilia.

tion with Peking and Moscow should make us oconsider whether

We 48 patbiots, we as nationalists, we as lover of the



®

people of our country ean chime in with that line.

This 1ine leads to ceonceding hegemony to

commnist China in Asia. It leads to our sinking gradually
{nto a satellite status of el ther Moscow or Peking. It
would amount, if pursued, to the sbandonment of the Uniem
Govermmnt's very first duty te defend the country's

frontiers, its sovereigty and its people,

That bring us to the .uunl altemative that is

before us, and that is to make the bomb or, as somebody

has quitely aptly desoribed it, "to keep us with the

Joneses across the Himalayas®. I find that there is a
great amount of confusion about it, Would the objective

to make atom bomb be to retaliate? Would it be to drop

a bomb on Peking after Delhi is destroyed? No, that
would not be the objective. The objective would be to
have a deterrent. It would be to stop the Chinese from
dropping a bomb on us, I!hﬁ'ofnro, our bomb camot be a
retaliatory bomb but a deterrent bomb, If that 1- 8o,
let us consider whether it is feasible for us to undertaks
it,

First of all, can we afford the cost? An American

expert, Christopher Hohenhemser, estimates that the cost

of capital investment on a militarily significant nuclear
programme for us would be B 85 crores with an ammual operat-
ing cost of & 10 erores. The US Atomic Energy Commission
has given mother estimate that we can establish @ough
Plutonium production to mamifscture one crude bomb at a

08t of s 85 crores., Then somebody else has estimated

that the cost of establishing a diffusion plant for the
Separation of Uranium 235 involves a capital cest of
& 500 erores mnnunmter.m erores for running

the plant, which means & 1,000 orores.



The other day, Frunch Cabinet accepted & military
budget, defence pudget, largely for nuclear purposes, besause,
as we know, the rmimutoprmm'uhhpmnld
making their own bemb, That budget runs uu,ooo million
French francs or, let us say, mmynl.loo ‘erores for the
coming year plus an equal mmouxt, mother b 1,600 erores, on
mmmmmupu.mmiuthnmm
could be delivered to its target. These two total & 3,200
erores for one year for France, ® ocut three-quarters of the
entire outlay of our proposed Fourth Plan per year. 8o,
enly one-fourth of the Plan would be left for other purposes,
three-fourths would be eaten up by our endeavours, if we
were to put ourselves in the position of FPraee.

Then the cost of the bomb is not the only thing,
the soat of delivery is as expensive, as the French budget
points out, The vital Chinese targets are 2,500 miles away,
targets like Feking, Shanghai and the Manchurian industrial
complex, comparable to cur Bihar<BengalsOrissa industrial
complex, or is even farther, We would, therefore, require
an entire supsrsonic jet air foree to deliver the bomb, to
make it a real deterrent, On the other hand, our own targets
1ike Delhi, U.P., Bihar and Bengal are only 300 miles avay
from the Chinese communist bases in Tibet. S0, any old
conventional bomber which gets through our lines of defence
¢an drop the bomb and blew up millions of people. Therefore,
theydo not need any supersonic alr forss. As the atomic
Fase develops, we can imagine what umm‘:u figares such

budgets would invelve us in and what would/their effeet in
our econecmy,

pecple,

vhat would be their offect on the 1life of our
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Narshal Chen Y1 bossted that the Chinese mus t
pave their atom bamb even if they had to go without pants,
In the drutal, heartless dictatorship over the Uhinese
pecple such as he exeroises, he might get away with it,
But can my demooratic government, vhatever the party,
wuwﬂnunqusru asks the peopla to
&0 without food and clothing S0 that the wretched bomba
may be made? Pamine and misery would stalk the lend sud
there would be vast economic dfiscontent and people would
revolt against atarvation imposed on them,

And who weuld be the biggest beneficiaries of
that discontent? The Peking Fifth Column in this country.
Therefore, I can econceive of no more scientific, no more
thorough method of playing Peking's game to perfection
than to enter into this mad competiton with them in making
the bomb, The ¢ ase against making the bemb is a prastical
ene of the basic national interest, of what is god for
this country, for its very survival. I am pitching it as
low as that, I do not appeal to non-violence or Mahatma
Gandhi in this context. I say we should not make an attempt

%o make the bomb besause we cannot make it an effective
deterrent ,

This brings us to the third choliece. The third
cholce is to accept the principle of interdependence, to
aduit that we are living in a world where nons of us can
Stand entirely on our own, that 'no man is an Island', as

John Dorne has said, 'He ia & part of the Main', If no

NAD 18 an island, no country ¢an be independent, which means

that we are living in one world, We talk of one world. When
Statesmen send messages of greetings,

they give expression to
that very laudable ob jective.

How about striving for one
warld for a change? How sbout moulding our policies in
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that direction instead of making platonic statements?
Toat is why I urge that the only answer to the Ghiness
bemb is the acceptance of tis principle of interdependence
in puolesr affairs,

Today thore are two major nuclear powers who
can exercise that detorront on our behalf « one is the
United States and the other is the Soviet Union, Let us
esrtainly invite both of them to enter into an agreemsnt
with ue, separetely or jointly, %o guarantee to protect
us frommuclear ettack in case mich an attack 1s made
against us, Let us do so, if w like, not by ourselves;
let us do it Wi th other free sountries, the freedom-loving
countries of Asia, like Iran, Malaysia, Fhilippines,
Thailand and Jepmmn, and tell these govermments; we want
you to let the world know that if anyons threatens to drop
the bomd in any of these countries, you will see to it that
it is prevented from deing so by the first strike, If
both of them agree, lot us welcowes it, But I think 1t would
be right to ask doth thess powers to glve us this assurance.
If one of them turns it down snd the other gives it, ws should
€0 shead and asceptthat protection. THere is no reason why
we should give a veto to either of these powers in regard to
the protection of our people and their lives,

Today, if there is any one deterrent available,
sertainly it is the deterrent of the United States, a
deterrent that has in faet, whether we like it or not,
protected our Sovereignty and the sovereignty of the other

free countries of Asia and Europe during the last twenty
Jears sinee the Second World War,
deterrent,

If 1t were not for that
Stalin would have oOver-run the whole of Europe

and Mao Tse-tung the whole of Asia. Today no eountry can

guarantee its qonutpt: and independence unless it has



the good sense to pool its security and independence in
collective security with the other free ccuntries of the

world. nmnﬁuhumummmnlvor

mmtnohu“‘ndm:nndlﬁ. Is is a myth.

Some people have said; "Why ask for sn American
assurance openly? Do we not already have it? ILet us
be Machiavellisnt Let us pretend that we shall not ask for
it but we inow and they knov that they will always come $o
our rescusi” They ask; VHas not President Johnson said setr”
Let us carefully read President Johnson's very interesting
and encouraging statement of 18th Ostober. FPresident Lyndon
Johnson said;

"Nations that do not seek muclear wespons ean be
sure that, if they need US support against the threat of
nmuclear blackmail, they will have it."

Please mark the words carefully. There is an 'if', It i»
& conditional offer. It is an invitation to anyone who
feels like it to go and say so, to get up and say; "Yes,

I want your support because I am exposed to nuclear blackmail.”
In that event, President Johnson says that the United States
is pledged to guarantee freedom from nuclear attack by glving
the protection of their own superior muclear force.

Therefors, 1t is quite clear that to rely on that
offer and read somsthing more in it than there is would be
misleading and unfair both to curselves and to the persen
"o made the offer. It 1s not encugh to leave the offer in
the air. We have to come forward and agoept. It is not
ough if we shout after being attacked, "Please come and
Ne1p us®, as we 41 the last tims, and ask the United States
to drop the bombd on Peking because, as we agreed earlier,

What we want 1s to deter an attack and not to retaliate.

'l,.-
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lovﬁtmlluutanuuhnontu that no boamk i»
‘gver dropped o uS and we Want to do 1% in & way without
destroying the econamic 1life, the hopes and dreams of

our people md without putting ourselves in a mad attempt
to compete with China, That is the way to do it, That
people and independence and, at the same time, without

any cost $o curselves,

on whose mind must a deterrent work? We may know
that the Americans will come to help us. The Americans
may know it., Let us say that we privately settle that
with them, But that is not geod encugh., It is the mind
of the person who is to be deterred that counts, It is
the man in Peking with his finger on the trigger who must
know that, before his bomd ecan drop on us, he will be
destroyed, That is the deterrent. That can only be done
by a public agreement, publicly announced, There is no
other way to do it., Hence, the absolute necessity for
the survival end protection of Northern India is sn open
Matual Security arrangement entersd into with the United
States aad, if possible, with the Soviet Government.

.-.-.-.,-.-.-.- -
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what 18 the choice for this eountry faced with
the Chinese atomie explosion? As 1 see 1%, we have three
possible altematives open to us. The first is that we
should appesl to the United Nations mnd world opinion snd
thus persuade the Chinese Communists to abandon their
nuclear weapons. In all sericusness, in 1964, te sxpect
Ml.ﬂﬂﬂhlm”ﬂ.—mmmul own way
is to mistake illusion for reality., The Chinese Communist
dictatorship has shown that they care two hoots for world
opinien, Did they mot offend it when they attacked Tibet
in 1960 and again in 19607 Did they not flout world
opinion when they attacked India in 19687 Is not every
act of theirs a flouting of world opinion? Did they not
show what they thought of world opinion when they ignored
Ehrushehev's appeal to join and sign the antienusclear test
ban treaty? Therefore, to expect Mao Tseetung to show any
respect for world opinien and to count on world opinien to
protect us from the Chinese muclear attack is to expose the
People of the whole of Northern Indla, in a most callous end
irresponsible mmner, to destruetion and external aggression.

It 1is not without significance in this context that
e poliecy of doing nothing amd appealing to werld eopinion
is the poliecy that is accepted by both wings of the Communist
M:hldﬂ-thhpmth.mh Peking Wing. Surely,
that support eeming from these two quarters and their arrilia.

tion with Peking and Moscow should make us oconsider whether
We 48 patpiots, we as nationalists, we as lover of the
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pm-rmmwimmunﬁnnu-.

This line leads to conceding hegemony to
._ﬂllw- 4n Asis. It leands to our sinking gradually

{nto a satellite status of elther Moscow or Peking. It
would amount, if pursued, to the sbandonment of the Uniem
Governmsnt's very first duty to defend the ocountry's
frontiers, its sovereignty and its people.

That bring us to the second alternative that is
before us, and that is to make the bomd or, & Semebody

bas quitely sptly described it, "to kesp us with the

Joneses across the Himalayas". I find thas there is a
great amgunt of confusion about it, Would the objective

to make atom bomb be to retaliate? Would it be to drep

a bomdb on Peking after Delhi is destroyed? Ne, that
would net be the objective. The objestive weuld be te

have a deterrent, It would be to steop the Chinese from
dropping & bomb on us, Therefore, cur bomb camot be a
retaliatory bomb but a deterrent bomb, If that is so,
let us consider whether it is feasible for us to undertals
it,
First of all, can we afford the cost? An American

expert, Christopher Hohenhemser, estimates that the cost

of capital investment on a militarily signifieant nuclear
programme for us would be & 85 erores with an ammual operat-
ing cost of & 10 erores. The US Atomic Energy Commission
bas given mother estimate that we ean establish encugh
plutonium produstion to mamufesturs one crude bomd at a
008t of & 25 crores, Then scmebody else has estimated

that the coet of establishing a diffusion plant for the



budget, defence budget,
unnﬂ.mm'l’ﬂuhptﬁu‘m&pmud'

making their own bemb, That budget runs te 16,000 =million
mm.,htum.mmhl,mmt’h
coming year plus an equal smount, saother & 1,600 erores, on
hmmbmmminMUhlﬂ
could be delivered to its target. These two total & 3,800
erores for one year for France, & cut threeequarters of the
satire outlay of our proposed Fourth Plan per year, 8o,
enly oneefourth of the Plan would be left for other purposes,
three-fourths would be eaten up by our emdeavours, if we
were to put ourselves in the positieon of Prace.

Then the cest of the bemd 1s not the enly thing,
the cost of delivery 1is as expensive, as the Prench budget
peints out. The vital Chinese targess are 2,500 miles away,
targets 1ike Peking, Shanghal and the Manchurian industrial
oomplex, comparable to our Bihar<BengalsOrissa industrial
complex, or is even farther, We would, therefore, require
an entire supersenic Jet air fores to deliver the bomb, to
make 1t a real deterrent., Om the other hand, our owmn targets
1ike Delhi, U.P., Bihar and Bengal are only 300 miles avay
from the Chinese comminist bases in Tibet. So, any old

conventional bomber which gets through our lines of defence
SAn drop the bomd and blew up millions of pecple. Therefore,
they do net need any supersonic air force. As the atomio
FaSe develops, we can imagine what astronomicdl figures such
budgets would invelve us in and what nm‘/:hh effeet in

N"H-r-'h"-hh-mmm....m,,m
People,
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mn chen Yi boasted that the Chinese st
have their mmmummupunut’m-.
In the brutal, heartless diotatorship over the Chinese
people suoh as ho exercises, he might gt sway with 1%,
But can sy demcoratic government, whatever the party,
hﬂ'“ﬂﬂhltﬂﬂqﬂu“ﬁnwu
nwﬂuﬂﬁmmuﬁnmmww
may be made? Pauine and misery would stalk the lmnd snd
there would be vast econcmic @iscontent and people would
revelt against starvation impesed on them.

And who would be the biggest bemeficiaries of
that discontent? The Pelking Fifth Column in this country.
Therefore, I cen ecneeive of no more scientific, no more
thorough method of playing Feking's game to perfection
than to enter into this mad competiton with them in maring
the bomb., The ¢ ase against making the bomb is a prastical
ene of the basic national interest, of what is good for
this eountry, for 1its very survival, I am pitching it as
low as that, I do not appeal to noneviclence or Mahatma
Gandhi in this context, I say we should not make an attempt

%o make the bomd because we cannot make it an effective
deterrent ,

This brings us to the third eholes. The third
cholce 1is to mccept the principle of interdependence, to
Admit that we are living in & world whers none of us can
Stand entirely on our own, that 'no msn i{s an Island', as
Jobn Donne has said, 'He 1s o part of the Main', If neo
RAn 18 am islemnd, no eountry ean be independent, whiech means

that wo are living in ons world., We talk of one world, %hen

Statesmen send MeSsages of greetings, they give expression to
tWhat very laudable objective, How about striding for one

warld for a change? How ®out moulding our policies in
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that direction tustead of making platonic statements?

That is why I urge ﬁﬁthooﬂ:ulnrhtomuu

mt.mm-’mdhlm,h'f“w
in ouclesr affairs,

Today there are two major nuclear POwers who
ean exereise that deterrent on our behalf - one is the
United States and the other 1is the Soviet Union, Let us
certainly invite both of them to enter into an agreemsnt
with us, separately or jointly, to garantee to protect
us frommuclear attack in case mich an attack 15 made
against us, Let us do %0, if w 1like, not by ourselves;
let us do it with other freo countries, the freedomeloving
countries of Asia, like Iran, Malaysia, Fhilippines,
Thailand and Japaa, and tell thess govermmants; we want
you to let the world know that 1if anyone throatens to drop
the domd in any of theae countyies, you will see to 1t that
At ia preveated frow doing so by the firat strike, If
both of them agree, lat us welcoms it. Bus I thiak it would
be right %o ask both thess powers to glve us this assurance.
If ous of thom twras it down and the other gives it, we should
€0 shead and asceptt hat protection., THere 1s no reason why -
we should give a veto to elther of these powers in regard to
the protestion of our people and thoir lives,

Today, if there is any one deterrent available,
esrtainly it is the deterrent of the United Statea, a
doterrent that has in fact, whether we like 1t or not,
protected cur Sovereimty and the sovereignty of the other
rmmn-oruumwmmhﬂmr
Jears sines the Second World War, If 1t were not for that

deterrent, Stalin would have overerun the whole of Europe
fnd ¥ao Tse=tung the whole of Asia,

Today no country can
fuarantee

its Sovereigty and independence unless it has



m.u..uumauumw-nmwu.
mmunmwntmomrnuMdm
world. umnmu-mummma
mmmoum‘ﬂmunﬂw. It is a myth.

Same people have saids "Why ask for an American
assurance openly? Do we not alveady have 1t? Lot us
be Machisvellimni Let us pretend that we shall net ask for
1t but we know and they knov that they will always come to
our rescusl® They asky "VHas not President Johnson said sot”
Lot us carefully resd President Johnson's very interesting
and encouraging statement of 18th October. Fresident Lyndon
Johnson said;

"Nations that do net seek muclear weapous ean be
sure that, if they need US support against the threat of
nuclear blackmail, they will have it."

Please mark the words carefully. Thers is an '"if', It is

a oconditional offer. It is an invitation to anyone who

feels 1ike 1t to go and say 8o, to get up and say; “Yes,

I want your support because I am exposed to muclear blackmail,.”
In that event, President Johnson says that the United States
18 pledged to guarantee freedom from nuelear attack by aiving
the protection of their own superior muclear force.

Therefore, it is quite clear that to rely on that
offer and read somsthing more in it than there is would be
misleading and unfair both to curselves and to the person
"o mede the offer. It is not encugh t0 leave the offer in
the air. We have to come forward and socept. It 1is not
$acugh 1T we shout after being attacked, "Plesse come and
help us®, as we d1d the last time, and ask the United States
©0 @rop the bomd on Peling because, as we agresd earlier,

What we want 1s to deter an attack snd not to retaliate.,
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ﬂmtmunutu-umtnw'nmu
m“ﬁuﬂm"'ﬂl to do 1t in a way without
ummm-mm..mhmmmu
our people md without putting ourselves in A mad attempt
nwnummﬂ. That is the way to do it, That
people and independence and, at the Same time, without
sny cost to ocurselves,

n whose mind must a deterrent work? We may know
tht‘lhll&llﬂlllﬂﬂlhhﬁ.’ﬂ. The Americans
may know it, Let us say that we privately settle that
with them, But that 1s not geod enough, It is the mind
of the person who is to be deterred that counts, It is
the man in Peking with his finger on the trigger who must
know that, before his bomb ean drop on us, he will be
destroyed. That is the deterrent. That can only be dene
by & public agresment, publicly anncunced, There is no
other way to do it, Hence, the absoluse nesessity for
the survival and proteetion of Northern India is an open
Mutual Security arrangement entered into with the United
States and, if possible, 'i.th the Soviet Government,
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