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tmportance to the vorld and particulerly India, they are the Chiness
atomic explosion and the dismissal of kr, Khrushchev, The Chinece
explosion canzoi be ignored; it cannot be written off; it camnnot be
played down, Ve are the country for which it has the most imuediate
importance, To India, 1t is & clear threat that any attempt on our part
to r;gnn our lost territory will invite nuclear retaliation, Already,
after their victory in NEFA over us in 1962, the Chinese corsmnists have
been locked at with ave and respect, unfortunately, by most of the new
comntries in isia and Africa, low they may be expected Lo exercise even
a freer and stronger hand against us and in our neighbourheod,

The immediate psychological and politiéal aspects are much more
i.mport..ant than the purely military, This explosion and ite poseiblities
bold out tremendous potentialities of political and diplomatic blackmail
to be used by communist China againet us and against the othor {ree
peoples of Asia, It will be used as a powerful support to Chinese communist
diplomncy to erode and undermine the freedom of India and the other free
countries of isia, This is something that we cannot ignore except at our
peril,

The removal of Klrushchev is also a matter of some interest, I
for one never acceptod the view, which was widely shared superficially, that
Ehrushchev was the great White Hope of Liberalism in Russia and that fhe
vap fighting the socalled Stalindsts! 1In fact, he was fighting a rear
gusrd action on behalf of the Commnist Party Dictatorship againet the
forces from bolow, the new elite, the new middle clase intelligentsia,
vhich was trying to throv off the yoke of this dictatorship, He vas
giving ground and meking concessions very much as an absolute monarch has
to reduce his monarchy to a constitutional menarchy in order to koep
up his rule,

Harshal ChenwYi has quite rightly deseribed Mr, Khrushcev's
removal as follovs;

"It opens the po=sibilities of re-cstablishing the uhity of the
socialist ompp,”
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In other wvords, the commmist monolith, which vas broken up, the axis
that vas shattered, is in very good chance of being restorsd, Those who
Jmow the facts are avare that the sohism between Moscow and Peking was &9
moh personal & ideological, The hatred of Ehrushohev for Mao Tee-tung and |
of Mao Tge=tung for Khrushohev vas extremely well lmown to those who knew
these two mon, BEveryone know that so long as these two men vere in position,
there would be no rapproachement or detente batween Hoscow and Poking, But
one of them has gone, and he has gone because he vas comiang in the vay of

that rapproachement, There can be no quection that one of the reasons why
Khrushchev was removed in this brutal fashion by his colleagues was that he
vas persona non grata to Peking and, with his removal, a detente becomes
poseible, I am not saying that the old ixis will be restored in all its

glory, 1 an not saying that we ghall be face to face with the monolith

that wo had under Stalin, But I do say that, to imagine timt this means
nothing to us and that the new Government of Russia can be depended upon

to be as antagonistic to Feling as the last one vas, s to food ourselves

and our people,

We have to face the fact that we ehall now be up egainet a Government
in Momcow which will try to make every so’fort to mele fri-nds with China,
¥r, Isaaec Deutcher, said in the Sunday Tele;raph at the emd of CGetober:

%. Shastri at any rate should pot count on the {ncreasad

supply of arms which Khrushchev has fust promised him,"
It ie ogainet this background of a new Government in Mosecow which will
prefer 1ts “brotharhood" with China to "friendship”® with India, to use
Hr, Ehrushohev's own werds, that we mist consider our ecwm path,

Against this background, what is the cholee for this country faced
with the Chinese atomic explosion? 4s I see 1t, ve have three possible alterne
atives open to us, The first is that we should appeal to the United Hations
and world opinion, ond thue force the Chinese Communists to abandon their
nuclenr weapons, I would eall 4t a policy of sitting pretty and doing

nothing beeause, in all sericusness, in 1964, to sxpect world opinion to

stop Mao Tee-tung from golng his own vay is to mstake 4liusion for reality,
The Chinese Commmist dictatorship has shown that they care

two hoote for
Do they not ignore world opinion? Did they not offend 4t
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vhen MltW!MhHSOmdllllth Did they not flout
world opinion vhen they attacked India in 19627 TIe wot overy act of theirs
a flsuting of vorld opinion? Therefore, to expect Mao Teewtung to show any
respect for world opinion and to count on world opinicn to protect us from
the Ghinese nuclear attac: is to expose the pecple of the whole of Northern
India, in & post callous and irresponsible matner, to destruction and external '
aggression, Thare are official spokesmen who say Shrimati Indira Cendhi
said on 1lth Novembers

*If there is & nuclear var, everyone ie in it, It makes no difference

vhether India has the atom bomb or not......It has to be a world war,®

This is, ogain, another fallagy, another illusion, A country that
choosss to keep fsolated and non-aligned, & country that has no allies and
friends, has no right to expeot that if one bomb 48 dropped on 1te territery
of & nuclear nature, the whole world ie golng to endangsr 1te owvun existance,
This arsumption that Shrimati Gandhi has made is dangerous, Of course, it is
a very conforting one, If ve can count upon it, errtainly we can sit back
happily, Dut there is nothing automatioc about a aueclear attack of any kind
becoming immedlately a world war, It may or may not, Suppoeing 1t did,
supposing an attack that obliterated New Delhi or the whole of Eihar and Bengdl
vith the industrial complex situated at Jamshedpur, Durgspur and all the |
rost of it vere to bLe followed by imerican boubing of Peking, is thie the
highest objective of our policy? Ir this what we want - that we should be
deatroyed but somebody else also should be destroyed with us? That is srely
not what we are aining at, What ve are alming at is to see that a bomb is
not dropped on us,

In uther words, the oblective of our nuclear poliey should not be
relalintion but deterrence, 4es we are plac~d today, there i no puch
deterrence, OSuch a deterrent can only exist 4f one or more major Powers |
in possession of muclear force bind themselves to us by agreement or treaty |

to reotaliate 4in cane ve are attacked,

It 18 not vithout significance 4n this context that the poliey

of doing nothing and appealing to world opinion 4s also the poliagy that is
socepted by both wings of the Compunist Party in India
and the Peking Wing,

= the Moscow wing
Surely, that gupport coning from these two quar ters
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tn with that line, We must think ogain,
rhum-hndstomcdmhumtnmhtﬂhmhm.

It leads to mshkins gradually into a sateéllite status of either

Yoscow or Peking, Itmldmmt,upﬁrndtutbnmmtorm |

Union Government's very first duty to defend the country's frontlers, 1te

sovereignty and its people, |
That brings us to the second alternative that is before us, and |
that 1s to make the bomd or, as somebody hes quite aptly described it, "to
keep up vith the Jomeses across the Himelayas", EKnepiog up with the Joneses
is sometimes possiblo, somotimes it is not, and we should consider whether
it is poseible in this particular case, First of all, vhat vould be the
purpoge of making thesom bomb? Would the objective to make atom bomb
be to retaliate? Would it be to drop & bomb on Peking after Delhi is
distroyed? HNo, the objective would be to have a deterrent, It would be to
stop the Chinese from dropping & bomb on us, Therefore, our bomb cannot
be & retallatory bomb, but & deterrent bomb, If that is so, let us consider
whether it is feasible for us to undertake it, Tt foh, com e fped e ,,M |
An Americsn expert, Christopher fHohenhemser, estlmataa the cost of
capital investnent on & militarily significent nuclear programme for us
would be Re,25 crores with an annual opereting coet of Re,10 crorss, The
US Atomic Pnergy Commission has given anothor estimate = I am only mentioning w
a fev; I do not know vhich is right -~ that ve can establish emough plutenium
production to mamufacture one crude bomb at a cost of Rs,25 crores, Them |
semebody else has estizated that the cost of establiching a diffusion plant |
for the separation of Uranimm 235 involves a capital cost of Re,500 croves
and an equal amount of Rs,500 erores for running the plant, which meane :
Re,1,000 crores, In November 1964, the Preach Cabinet aceepted a military
udgot, defence budget, largely for nuclear purpcses, bocause, as we know,
they are trying t go forvard »&h the process of making their own bomb,

That budget runs to 16,000 millicn French franes or, let us say, roughly

R8,1,600 crores for the coming year plus an equal dmount, another Re,1,600
crores, on the air arm for developing the Hirege 4 so that the bomb could

eeef
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be delivered to its target, These two total Rs,3,200 crores for one year
for Frence, about three=quarters of the entire outlay of our proposed
Pourth Plan per year, So, only one-farth of the Plan woubd be left for other
purposes, three=fourth would be eaten up by our endeavours, if ve vere to
put ourselves in the position of France,
Thn,thoeoatorﬂuhubunotmoulythium the cost of !
delivery is as expensive, as the French dudgst points out, The vital 1
Chinede targets are 2,500 miles swvay, targets like Peiing, Shapghal and
the Manchurian industrial complex, compersble to our Bihar-Bengal-Orissa
industrial complex, or is even farther, We would, therefore, require an
entire supersonic jet air force to deliver the bomb, to make 1t a real

deterrent, Om the other hand, our own targets like Delhi, U,F,, Bihar and
Bengal ave only 300 miles away from the Chinese commmist bases in Tibet,
8o, any old conventional bomber which gete through our lines of do.rene‘o can
drop the bomb and blow up millions of people, Therefors, they do not noed
any supersonic air force, i8 the atomic race develosps, ve can imagine what
astronomical figures such budgets would involve us in end vhat vould be their j‘
effect in our economy, what would be their effect on the life of our people,
yarshal Chen Y1 boasted that the Ghinese mst have their aton '
bomb even if they had to go without pants, In the brutal, heartless
dietatorehip over the Chinese people such &s he exercises, he mighéf::ay vith
it, But oun any democratic government, whatever the party, hope to survive

in & democracy if it asks the people to do without food and clothing so that
the wretched bomb may be made? ‘
What would be tho consequence? We would have no money either for r
agriculture or consumer goods or heavy industriesy 4ll schemes of develop= i
ment underthe Fourth Plan would have to be scrapped because three-fourths
of the Plan would be consumed by defence. &1l the projects will be !
starved impartially so that the nuclear monster may be fed, Famine and
migery would stalk the land and there would be vast ecouonie diecontent
and people would revolt against etarvation imposed on them,
And who would be thebiggest benefielaries of that discontent?
The Peking PIfth Column fn this country,
nethod af

I can concleve of no more thorough
phﬂurﬁmﬂamhmutmmuQWhh this mad

e |
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It is not only the cost and loglstlcs that aere coming in the way,

Our peychology 8lso comes in the vay, To exorcise deterrence, the enemy
sust knov that you are prepared to drop the bomb first, Can any one belleve
that, led by ouwr present pacific Prime Minister, or enyone olse who ie 1likely

to replace hinm, any Government in this country is going to drep the atomie
bonb first before they drop their bomb on us? The Chinese cormunists are
men of that kind, We are mot people of that kind, This is alvays the
advantage that the vicked have over the good, Therefore, even if we had the
bonb, they would imow that ve would not strike firet, that they would dbe

the ones to strike first, The vhole idea of detérrence would be defeatad

by our very pacifie and decent instinots, A%t the very least, we would have
to develop & tenetoetne superiority over the Chinese to be able to strike
terror into their hearts, to put the fear of God into Mao Tee-tung, It is
clear that this target of ten-to-one nuclear superiority and the roadiness
to drop the bomb first is something which are not economically or politieally
or peychologically within our reach,

Therefore, the case against our making the bomb i not & normal or
psoudommoral one, The case against making the bomd ig a practical one of
basic national intersst, of what is good for this country, for its very
survival, Ve should not meke an attempt to make the bomb because ve cannot
make 1% an effoctive deterrent,

This brings us to the third chofce, The third choice is to accept
the prineiple of intardependence, to admit that we are Wing in a world
vhers none of us can stand emtirely on our own, that "no man ig an Islend®,
as Jolm Donne has said, "He is part of the Main®, We talk of Oms World, |
When statesmen send messagee of gre~tings, they give expression to that |
very laudsble objective, iHow about striving for one world for a change?
fiow about moulding our politdes in that direction instead of;injf”mﬁc
statements? The only amswer to the Cuinece bomb is the accoptance of the
prineiple of interdependence in nuclear affairs,

Today there are two major nuclear powers who osn exercise that
deterrent on our behslf - one is the United States énd the other is the
Soviet Unfor. [et us certainly invite both of then to enter into an

sasa’l
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agresment vith us, soparately or jointly, to guarantee to protect us fros
nuelear attec: in case such an attack is .-h against us, let us do so, if
ve live, not by ourselves; let us do it with other free countries, the

froedon-loving countries of deia, like Iran, Malaysis, Philipoines, Thailand -
‘ and Japan, and tell these governmente; we want you to let the world lmow
that if enyone threatens to drop the bomb in any of these countries, you will
gos to 1t that 1t is prevented fron doing so by the first strike, If both
of them agree, let us welcome it,

I confese I do not think that the Soviet Union would agre~ to it,
Even Mr. Khrushchev would have twrned down such & suggestion, Today, with
the nev Government trying hard to make friede with Peiing, we may be sure of
not getting @ posltive amsver, But 1t would be right to esk both these 1
Powers to give us this assurance, If one of them twrns it down and the
pther gives 4%, ve should go ehead and accept that protection, There is
no reason vhy 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 deterrent avallable, certainly it is the
deterront of the United States, a deterrent that has in fact, vhether ve
1like it or not, protected our soversignty and the sovereignty of the other
free countries of Asia and Purope during the last twenty y-ars sinee the

Second Vorld War, If it were not for that deterrent, Stalin would have

overrun the whole of Purope and Mao Toe=tung the whole of Apia, In this
context, the Prime Minister quoted as saying in Cuntur in refarence to

the suggestion that I am now making that ®ve must maintain ovr independence and|
sovereignty,” the Luplication being that if we accept the guarantee of a
nuclear detérrent on our behalf, we would in some subtle vay be mortgaging

our independence and sovereignty, I entirely agree with him that nothing
should be done that nay mortgage our sovereignty or independence, But I

urge that today no country éan guarantes its sovereignty and independence
unless 1t has the good sense to pool its security and independence in

llective security with the other frae countries of the world,

We are
living in a vorld vhere independence of the old typee ie outmoded and has

no reality, It 1s a myth,

The British Labour Party has decided to serap 1ts own nudleer
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agreement with us, .Mu jointly, to guarantes to protect us fros
pnelear attack in case such an attack ia‘-lko against us, let us do so, 4f
we like, not by ourselves; let us do it with other free countries, the
frosdon-loving comtries of 4sia, like Iran, Malaysia, Philiprines, Thalland &wi

and Japan, and tell these governments; we wan® you to let the world lmow
that if soyone threatene to drop the bomb in any of these countries, you will
ges to 1t that 1t is prevented from doing so by the first strike, If both

of them agree, let us welcome 1t,

I confese I do not think that the Soviet Union would agre- to it,
Bvon Mr, Khrushchev would have twmed dowm euch & suggestion, Today, with
the new Government trying hard to make frieds with Peidng, we may be sure of
not getting a positive answer, But it would be right to esk both these
Powers %o give us thip assurance, If one of them twrns it down and the
other gives it, ve should go ahead and accept that protection, There is
no reason why we should give a veto to elther of these powers in regard to
the protection of our people and their lives,

Today, if there is any deterrent avallable, certainly it is the
deterrent of the United States, a deterrent that has in fact, vhether ve
1ike it or not, protected our sovereignty and the soversignty of the other
free countries of Apia and Purope during the last twenty y-ars sinee the
Second Vorld War, If it vere not for that deterrent, Stalin would have
overrun the vhole of Furope and Maop Tsewtung the whole of 4sia, In this
context, the Prime Minister quoted as saying in Guntur in reference to
the suggestion that I am now making that ®ve must maintain our independence and
sovereignty,” the lsplication being that if ve accept the guarantee of a
nuclear detarrent on our behalf, we would in some subtle way be mor tgaging
our independence snd sovereignty, I entirely agree with him that nothing
should be done that may mortgage our sovereignty or independence, But I
urge that today no ecountry éan guarantes its sovereignty and independence
unless 1t has the good sense to pool its securlty and independence in

collective security with the other free countries of the world, We are
L]
living in a vorld where independence of the old types 1s outonded and has

no reality, It is a myth,

The British Labour Party has decided to norap its own nudlear



deterrent which the Conservatives had installed, They call it a myth and
they are negotiating again for the Anorican deterrent, the Amsrican umtwella,
to cover the United Kingdom, Does this mean that lir, Harold Wilsen 1s going
to surrender the independenee and sovereigniy of Britain to dmeriloa?

The new Japsnese Prime Minister, Mr. Sato, on 1lth Novenber made
a policy statement, He said tvo things: Jepan will not make the bomb, tut
Japan will accept US nuclear-provided sulmarines in Japanese ports underthe
Japan<US mutusl security treaty. Does this mean that, because he acoepts
the American sucloar umbrella, he ie going to sell out the independence of
Japan or make it a subject country of america?

There 16 no comnection between giving up our independence and
security and accepting the deterrent, It is the other vay. If we do not

accept the nuclear deterrent, we are in fact exposing oursslves to a situdtion

vhere graduslly ouwr security and independence will be eroded, whether
ve wvant 1t or not,
- Some people asks "Why ask for an American asrurance openly? Do
ve not already have 1t? Let us be Machiavellian! Let us pretend that we
shall not ask for it bui we know and they lmow that they will always come to
our rescuel® They asks "Has not Preszident Johnoon said so0?® let us care~
fully read Fresident Johmson'e very interesting and encouraging statement
of 18th October, President Lyndon Johnson saids

"Hations that do not seek nuclesr weapons omn be sure that, if they

need US support against the threat of nuclear blackmail, they will

have it,"
There 4= an "1, It ie & conditional offer, It is am invitation to anyone
who feels like it to get up end say so, In that ovent, President Jolmeon says
the United Statos ie pledged to guarantes freedom from nuclear attack by
giving the protection of their own superior nuclear force,

Therefore, it 1s quite clear that to read something more in 1t than

there 1s would be misleading and unfair both to ourselves and to the
person who made the offer, It is ot ensugh to leave the offer in the air,
We have to come forvard and aooept}; It is not endugh if we shout after
being attacked, "Pleasc come and help us", us we did the last tine,

and ask
the United States to drop the bomb on Feking because, as ve agreed oarlier, -

|
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vhat ve vant i8 to deter an attack and not to retaliate, Ve vant the US
hutucamtuthatmbnbhwwwwu"d“mt“
do 1t in & vay vithout destroying the economic 1ife, the hopes and dreans of
our people and withont engaging curselves in e mad attempt to compete vith
China,

On whose mind must a deterrent work? We may lnow that the Anericans
‘u;umwhdpu. The Ameri@ans may know it, Let us say that ve
privately settlo that with them, But that 18 not good emoush, It i the
mind of the person who is to be deterred that counts, It 18 the men in
pelting with his finger on the trigger who must imow that, before his bomb
can drop on us, he vill be destroyed, That ip the deterrent, That can
ouly be done by & public agreement, publicly amnoumced, Hence, the necessity
for the survival and protection of India is an open Mutual Security errange-
mont entersd into with the United States and, if possible, with the Soviet
Government, '

Pinally, 4t ie salds Would not this be contrary to non-alignment?

We of the Bwatantra Party do not accept non~alignment, We have said since
1960, two yesars before the Ohinese military attack, that non-alignment

had lost all meaning in the éontext of aggression against us by a major
Compunist power, But let us for the moment agree that we 2o not vant to ubﬁn—!
don none-alignment as a polloy, Fven those vho agree with non-alignment,

evon those vho hold non-alignment dear, should have no difficulty at all in
inviting a nuclear dourru‘:t for the protection of our people against

a nuclear attack,

Non-alignment, when first worked out, meant that we had to be neutral
betwoen Russia and imerics and the two groups, What relevance has—that-
has that concept got when we are in the line of fire, when we are attacked?
If non-alignment meant not to ask for help from other countries, then
Pandit Nehru, our Prime Minister, betrayed non-alignment in October 1962,

He made an appeal to all the free covntries of the world to come to our

assistance and he saild that this vas consistent with nen-alignnent, If
anyene today argues that to ask for the nuclear deterrent vould be to
abandon nonealignment, he would be condemning Pandit Nehru,

Or is 1t suggested that we oan ask for help only after wve are

...10



- 10 =

destroyed and not before? Ie that the logle of noneslignuent - that ve
st be half-destroyed thet our country must be half in ruins, before

we oan ask for help, and that we must not aok for it in advance? Surely,
that 18 not & vise poliey for any eountry or government to follow, An cunce
of prevention iz worth a ton of cure,

What this country noeds today is %o turn ewvay from the barren path
that has 1ad us to the igolation and hmmiliation in which ve find owrselves
in, vhers neither Zangibar nor Burma or Ceylon shovs the slightest respect
for ue or vhat we vant, We have to turn evay from that path by learning
to recognise and distinguish between friends and enemioe, We have to learn
to stand up to our enemies boldly, We have to learn to link arms with our
friends, Ve haye to leam to follow a goodwneighbour policy with omr
immediate neighbours without appeasing or surreandering anything, We have
to learn to be selfereliant in rogard to oconventional wespons and to be
good world citisens in regard to the nuclear deterrent,




