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SHORT DURATION DISCUSSION

The Recent developments in the Indo-US Civil Nuclear Cooperation
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SHRI V. NARAYANSAMY (Pondicherry): The External Affairs Minister is
here... (Interruptions)...

it fafaora e« # <R 4 9191 %81 § ..(@agM)... SR A A1 A .. (@aeH)... §
8 ST AT .(AIH)... ST SfY, § Rydh Se=1 ST =rgm 1 v 307 Sft
Il B AT AT 1? I8 1 91 & 1 d B ATG? AT AT T A, I8 1 89 ARl
ST T8 © ...(GEH)...

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC
GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS AND MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY
OF PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS (SHRI SURESH PACHOURI): Sir, he was the
External Affairs Minister at that time and he replied to this debate. Now, the hon.
External Affairs Minister is present when they are initiating the debate.
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SHRI ARUN SHOURIE (Uttar Pradesh): Sir, as Members just now were

mentioning, the last discussion on this matter took place on the 17th August,
2006 and as Mr. Digvijay Singh was just reminding us, the Prime Minister made a
very specific statement at that time. He drew the lines beyond which India would
not go. He specifically said that we have concerns about the Bill as it has been
passed by the House, and as the draft that had been proposed by the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee. Dr. PC.
Alexander, Shri Sitaram Yechury, and many other Members had drawn attention
to many of the clauses. Sir, since then, the major development which has taken
place is that the Act has been finally passed, and President Bush, a few hours ago
has signed that Act.

Now, for us, the kasauti the touchstone remains the Prime Minister's
statement of 17th August and how that statement is to be reconciled with the Act
which has been passed. | will deal with this particular matter because actually
there is a fast forward mechanism which is going on.

Sir, | want to first draw the attention of the House to what Mr. Nicholas Burns,
the American Under Secretary of State, who is negotiating with the Government,
has stated upon his return to Washington. He said, "The way the Congress—
the US Congress—ended up in the Conference Report—that is, in the final
Act—is a deal that is acceptable to the United States". This is the first point. So,
anybody can say "No, no, there are clauses in this which the US administration
will take care of will deal with this matter". Secondly, he says, "and |
understand it is acceptable to
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India. That is what the Indian Government told me in the private meetings" and that
is essentially what | understood from the Foreign Minister Mukherjee's
statements in the Parliament as well. Next he says, "The United States has left
With the Indian Government a Draft Agreement and we are waiting for the Indian
Government to respond and, | am sure, it will do so quickly". This House does not
know. He has disclosed that a Draft 123 Agreement has already been given.
Apart from that, he says, "Once we get the response to our proposal, we will
make sure that our team is available immediately for meetings". Now, the next
sentence is very vital for this House. It concerns this House directly. He says, "
| agree with Ambassador Saran and Foreign Secretary Menon that all of us
want to push these negotiations forward at a very rapid pace in January and
February and | am optimistic we will be able to complete this". That means when
this House meets again in February for the Budget Session, it will all already be
done. This is the scheme. For us, therefore, it is very important to go back to the
touchstone of 17th August statement. | will do that.

Sir, you, may be aware, just now, just a few hours ago, the Indian
correspondents in Washington had immediately sent and delivered a
statement from President Bush and they will just now rely on it. It was sent three
or four hours ago. | will come to that. But there are two arguments which are going to
be repeated, again and again, in this House, and | will deal with them because
the spokesmen, including the hon. Minister of Parliamentary Affairs, had been
using those arguments outside. | would also suggest a way out from this
quicksand into which we have been taken.

The first point is that there is absolutely no way whatsoever in which the US
Act can be made to conform to the Prime Minister's assurances to this august
House. | will take up these points one by one and | will just give you some
illustrations. One of the charges, which Mr. Sitaram Yechury made, | made and
several people made, is that there is an attempt, a clear stated objective, to get
India embroiled in cartels which have been run by others. One of the impetus
mentioned by name was Proliferation Security initiative. You have mentioned the
Wassenger Agreement and other things. | want to read out to you what the Prime
Minister had said at that time. The Prime Minister said, "The Proliferation
Security Initiative (PSI) is an extraneous issue as it is outside the framework of 18th
July Joint Statement. Therefore, we can't accept it as a condition for
implementing the July
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statement. Separately the Government has examined the PSI. We have certain
concerns regarding the legal implications and its linkages with the NPT. We also
have concerns with amendments to the Suppression of Unlawful Activities at
the Sea Treaty under the International Maritime Organisation". This is about that
interdiction. Now, let us see what section 103(B)(3) of the final Act says. It requires
the US administration to ensure India's (A) full participation in the Proliferation
Security Initiative; (B) formal commitment to the statement of Interdiction Principles
of such Initiative, about which the Prime Minister said that their concerns and
legal implications are linked to NPT; (C) public announcement of its decision—
India is being told, "Oh, we don't believe you; make a public announcement™—
to conform its export control laws, regulations and policies with the Australia Group—
does this House know what the Australia Group is doing?—and with the Guidelines,
Procedures, Criteria and Control Lists of the Wassenaar Arrangement; (D)
demonstration of satisfactory progress—just see the words which are being used
about the country; we must demonstrate to their satisfaction that we have made
satisfactory progress towards implementing the decisions described in
subparagraph (c). Members of this Hosue would recall and there was a lot of
thumping on the Prime Minister's assurance in this House, he said, "We have
the right to build up strategic-reserves to these new reactors which will come up".
He placed"gTeat emphasis on this. | will read it out to you. He told the House that
the Americans had actually given an assurance that we will be allowed to build
strategic reserves. At the time when he was saying this, the two Under
Secretaries of State who were testifying before the US Senate Foreign
Relations Committee said, "Our negotiators were very clear that while the US
would be willing to provide reasonable fuel assurances designed to counter
market imperfections, fuel assurances are not a condition to any of India's
commitments under the plan, including, in particular, safeguards in perpetuity.”
Whether the fuel is stopped or not stopped, you are bound in perpetuity. Now a
formal section has been introduced, that is section 103 (b) (10). It says, "Any
nuclear power reactor fuel reserve provided to the Government of India for use in
safeguarded civilian nuclear facilities should be commensurate with reasonable
reactor operating requirements." No strategic reserves or anything like that.

The Prime Minister placed great emphasis on the fact that we have been
given assurances of uninterrupted fuel supply to the reactors. The Prime
Minister told Parliament that India would be placing its reactors
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under safeguards—I| am quoting—"with assurances of uninterrupted fuel to
reactors, together with India's right to take all corrective measure in the event fuel
supplies are interrupted.” He told this, | counted it, four times, not once. Even as
he was doing this, the American officials were saying there that no, no, there is
no condition of uninterrupted fuel supply and secondly, the safeguards will be in
perpetuity. Now this section 104 (b) (2) says, "Yes, safeguards shall be in perpetuity
and there are no conditions." Now | wanted to see how the Prime Minister of India
has been dealt with, with what peremptoriness because with the Act, as the
Members of the House know, there is a Joint Explanatory statement that has
been submitted to the Congress. It says—just see how the Prime Minister of
this country is being dealt with and brushed aside—"0On March 6, 2006, the Indian
Prime Minister told the Indian Parliament that the US Government had said that if a
disruption of fuel supplies to India occurs, the US would, with India, jointly convene
a group of friendly supplier countries, such as Russia, France and the United
Kingdom, to pursue such measures as would restore fuel supply to India. The
conferees understand and expect that such assurance of supply arrangements
that the US is party to will be concerned only with the disruption of supply of fuel
due to market-failures or similar reasons, and not due to Indian actions that are
inconsistent with the 18 July commitments, such as nuclear explosive test." That
was the entire purpose of the strategic reserve; that is, if we take some steps, they
will not interrupt our supplies and render our reactors hopeless. Then, they say
that India's March, 2006, nuclear facilities Separation Plan stated,—just see
whether we were correct in stating that or not, whether the Government was
correct or not in stating it when it came to the House— "The United States will support
an Indian effort to develop a strategic reserve of nuclear fuel to guard against any
disruption of supplies over the lifetime of India's reactors." This is a solemn
assurance of the Separation Plan to our House. And, they say, "The Congress has
not been able to determine precisely what was said in this matter in high level
U.S.—India discussion. The U.S. officials testified, however, that the United States
does not intend to help India build a stockpile of nuclear fuel for the purpose of
riding out any sanctions that might be imposed in response to Indian actions
such as conducting another nuclear test. They endorse the Senate proposal,
however, that there will be a clear U.S. policy, that any fuel reserve provided to India
should be commensurate with normal operating requirements of India's
safeguarded reactors." So much for the Prime Minister's strategic
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reserves; so much for his corrective steps; so much for his solemn assurance
to our Parliament. Thirdly, we were told again and again, my dear friend, Shri
Anand Sharma, was at great pains on this, "No; no; we have been assured of
parity." The 18th July Statement has told us that we will have the same rights, as
any other State, with advanced nuclear technology like the United States. |
pointed it out then, and Dr. Alexander had emphasised, "No; no, there are two
Information Circulars under which those Additional Protocols are done; namely,
153, which is for Nuclear Weapon States, and 540, which is for Non-Nuclear
Weapon States. Now, this Act says specifically in Section 110 (1) that the
Additional Protocol can be only under the Information Circular 540, which is
applicable to Non-Nuclear Weapon States". Again, so much for assurances of
parity! Not only that, there is another very important matter, and | would like the
House to take this into account. | had pointed out that you are getting us into a
problem in which we will not only be bound by the safeguards of the International
Atomic Energy Agency, but also the additional safeguards imposed by the U.S.
itself. The Prime Minister said that there is no question of India signing either a
Safeguards Agreement with the IAEA or an Additional Protocol of a type concluded by
Non-Nuclear Weapon States which have signed the NPT—that is finished already
because we have to do it under the Information Circular 540—and the next aspect is
that we will not accept any verification measures regarding our safeguarded
nuclear facilities beyond those contained in India's Specific Safeguards Agreement
with the IAEA. Therefore, there is no question of allowing the American inspectors
to roam around our nuclear facilities. There was much of a thumping at that
time that we had put them in place. Now, look at what they say. Section 104 B
(5) (a) (i) says, "In the event, the IAEA is unable to implement the
safeguards,..." Now, this is to whose satisfaction? It is to the satisfaction of the
U.S. ...regarding the maintenance of safeguards as set forth in the Agreement
regardless of whether the Agreement is terminated or suspended for any
reason. That means, firstly, there will have to be something in addition to, and,
secondly, those safeguards that we will have to agree to will continue to operate
even if our Agreement with the |AEA is terminated or suspended for any reason
whatsoever. On this, please look at what they say in their Joint Explanatory
Statement. They repeat the Section, that this is what it mandates. It says that 'the
assurances that there will be such fall back safeguards, if needed, are an
important feature for nuclear cooperation.' They enable such safeguards to
exist,
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more clearly, in perpetuity. Not only must you sign in perpetuity with the IAEA,
but if, for some reason, you walk out of that, then, you are bound here in
perpetuity, even more clearly. Then, the Prime Minister had graciously come
here; he was very, very forthright; and | complimented him in the Gallery and |
have complimented him in writing, for that statement. It was a very clear enunciation
of where India stands. He had emphasised, | shall read it to you; he emphasised
that afternoon that 'we are going to have full nuclear cooperation, full civil nuclear
cooperation'. And he went on further and was specific to me about what he
understood fully, and what he conveyed to the Americans. Hesaid, "This shall be
full civil nuclear cooperation”, in particular, "that we would get access to", all
aspects of the nuclear fuel cycle, ranging from "nuclear fuel, nuclear reactors, to
reprocessing of spent fuel. "We will not agree to any. dilution that would
prevent us from securing the benefits of full civil nuclear cooperation, as amplified
above. Only such cooperation would be in keeping with the July Joint Statement.”
He said this thrice. Even as he was saying this, | am very sorry to report to this
House, that one of the two co-sponsors of the Bill with whom our negotiators
had been briefing a lot, Senator Biden, said, "This is just a matter of pride, not
of substance, and | am sure Indians will take care of that."

So, what is the result? In Section 103 B2(e) they say that far from
processing spent fuel, India will not be allowed even to ship back the fuel to the
US for being reprocessed, without specific Congressional approval. About our
wanting that full Civil Cooperation, which the Prime Minister was so kind to
spell out in this House in such specific terms, they say 'yes, we will allow it,
provided the facility for which it is allowed is a multinational facility'. That means it
is not in your control. And the intent of this is clear from what is stated in the Joint
Explanatory Statement. As you know, in the Statement of Objects and Reasons
and in the explanatory clauses they say 'the conferees note that the
Administration has already stipulated—to whom?—'to Indian negotiators that the
term 'Full Civilian Nuclear Cooperation', the term used in the 18th July statement
of 2005 between President Bush and the Indian Prime Minister, Singh, 'will not
include enrichment or reprocessing technology'. This is consistent with what
President Bush had said. President Bush had made a very important statement to
the National Defence University—I had quoted it elsewhere— on 11th February,
2004, in which he had said that 'enrichment and
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reprocessing are not necessary for a nation seeking to harness nuclear energy
for peaceful purposes', and that the only exception they had made was to
Australia; they are not going to make any exception on this full business to
India. So, 'full' is much less than full, contrary to what the Prime Minister had
assured this House that we would accept. He had said that this was a dilution
which we shall not accept. They have enacted it into law. So, the Prime Minister
was very emphatic, and all of us applauded him, | personally applauded him for
this right outside in the Gallery. He said that we have the right to conduct testsjn
the future and he expressed his determination to fully shield the autonomy of our
nuclear programme both in research, in weapons and in civil power production. He
declared, | am quoting, Sir, "there is a provision in the proposed US law," please
see, "There is a provision in the proposed US law that were India to detonate a
nuclear explosive device, the US will have the right to cease further
cooperation”. Then, he said, "Our position on this is unambiguous. The US has
been intimated that reference to nuclear detonation in the India-US Bilateral
Nuclear Cooperation Agreement as a condition for future cooperation is not
acceptable to us We are not prepared to go beyond a unilateral voluntary
moratorium on nuclear testing as indicated in the July Statement. The same is
true of other intrusive non-proliferation benchmarks." It goes on. Now, Sir, just
see in section 106, that is also not mandatory—I will come to what is binding and
non-binding. Section 106 of the Act says, "Adetermination and any waiver under
104 shall cease to be effective, if the President determines that India has
detonated a nuclear explosive device after the date of the enactment of this
Act." The Joint Explanatory Statement says to this clause, it refers it and says,
The conferees intend this section to make absolutely clear a point that already
follows from section 129 of the Atomic Energy Act. This title affords no waiver
from Section 129 for an Indian nuclear detonation " We often take in this House
the name of Mrs Indira Gandhi. Sir, you remember that in 1974, when the tests
were do”e she said, "It is for peaceful purposes.” Now, just see what they say
about these peaceful purposes? "As further clarified in the section-by-section
analysis included in this report, the conferees believe that there should be no
ambiguity regarding the legal and policy consequences of any future Indian tests
of a nuclear explosive device. In that event, the President must terminate all export
and re-export of US-origin nuclear materials, nuclear equipment and sensitive
nuclear technology to India." That is the word they use always for the full cooperation
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of the items the Prime Minister has spelt out. "The conferees expect the
President to make full and immediate use of US rights to demand," not just stop
further cooperation, "to demand the return of all nuclear-related items, materials
and sensitive nuclear technology that have been exported or re-exported to India, if
India were to test or detonate, or otherwise cause the test or detonation of a nuclear
explosive device for any reason, including such instances in which India describes
its actions as being for peaceful purposes." 31d ISt el ATE & 3MMelt ? T |

Sir, | want to make one thing very clear. Please make no mistake. China has
come close to third-generation weapons only because of repeated testing. The US is
today conducting sub-critical tests. There is absolutely no doubt that we will need
tests from a few years from now for the next generation of atomic weapons.
When the Prime Minister had said and we believed him, | want to believe him, | am
sure, he is sincere in this matter. He told the scientists also, when he met them
after the Statement here that 'l will make sure that the autonomy of Indian
nuclear programme is never compromised. Even Dr. Anil Kakodkar, the only
scientist by invoking whose name this Agreement is sought to be justified, says
that Section 109, which now says that India will be doing cooperative research—
with whom, with the National Nuclear Security Agency... this is the agency
which is the overall in-charge of de-nuclearisation of Russia and all the other
former Soviet Republics for this purpose—he himself says in a statement,
"This .is a surprise to us. We have never asked for this cooperation. We do
not need it." And he said that this will be "a most dangerous intrusion." That was
section 115 earlier and that is now section 109 of the Act, signed by President
Bush.

| do not want to take the time of the House because | read these things last time
and all of them are here in stronger words. There are nine provisions in the Act which
declare that the object of the U.S. policy is to halt, roll back, and eventually
eliminate India's nuclear capability in this regard.

There are provisions for reporting on every aspect of India's nuclear
programme not only on what is done in the safeguarded reactors but also in the
non-safeguarded reactors; they can gather whatever information they can: and
they must do this about the uranium mining, how much we have taken, what use
we have put to, every ounce must be accounted for. What is this? To enable people
like me to write articles? Are they gathering
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information to enable us to write articles? It is to enforce their objectives. And
when it is to be done? | was ashamed to learn that many of my own colleagues
in the media swallowed this rationalisation, "No, no. India's concerns have been
taken into account and annual reporting is not there."

Sir, actually the law says that the reporting shall begin within 180 days of the
agreement coming into force and it will be done every year. Not only that, it now
adds a new phrase, "The U.S. Administration shall not wait for the year to come.
They will report fully and currently." They . say, 'currently’ means as soon as
information becomes available you come and tell us.

Then, there are several provisions, Sir. | remember the Prime Minister's
emphatic statement that we will not compromise on foreign policy. The example
of Iran was taken. We all have views on whether Iran should have an atomic bomb
or not; | feel it should not have, from our point of view. The Prime Ministers right on
that. But to make it a part of their Act! They say, "We are giving this agreement
to India this cooperation because of a congruent foreign policy."

Taking this reference to Iran, we were told that our concerns have been taken
into account. Sir, there are four separate provisions saying India will fully cooperate
with the U.S. objectives to ensure...(Interruptions).

Sir, even worse, there are five separate provisions to ensure that India does not
go from one place to the other saying "if we ban something, if we terminate fuel
supplies, then India could go elsewhere, to other Nuclear Suppliers Group; five
provisions bind the U.S. Administration—'that will tighten the working of the
Nuclear Suppliers Group so that if fuel sup; are terminated to India by the U.S., no
other country will give fuel, sensitive nuclear technology or materials or spares or

equipment or anything'.

You say we need energy security because oil sellers have a cartel. This is a
much stronger cartel

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: How much time will you take? Because the time
allotted to your Party is over. | am just reminding you.

SHRIARUN SHOURIE- Sir, this is one of the most vital issues.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; ! know, it is* important. But all the parties would
like to participate.
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SHRIARUN SHOURIE: | know the Prime Minister for almost 30 years. | want to
propose, | assure Mr. Pranab Mukherjee also, a constructive way out of this also. |
will come to that. Firstly, let me deal with the two things that have been said by
the Government spokesmen; the Minister for Parliamentary Affairs is also here.
They say, "You must wait for the 123 agreement.” I 3 clauses 781 &1l | This
is a very peculiar thing. At each step we have been told, "No, no, no, wait for
the next one." At each subsequent step, we have seen that further conditions
have been added. What was a three-page bill became a 23 page Bill, has become a
41 page Bill with conditions. As | mentioned to you, by February this will be over,
as Burns has disclosed. But the point is that 123 is an agreement under this Act.
It cannot go against this Act. It is an agreement to operationalise that particular
Act, and mind you, another Act which is a much more stringent Act, which is
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. There is absolutely no way. It is an agreement
consequential to this Act and the point is because the clauses are in the parent
Act, it need not include them. This is the trick. If that agreement is brought here,
we will see 31X | 33 T1 SReT &1 $® 2 &1 7121 | No ban on testing because it is
already included in the parent Act. We do not have to include it there. If under the
123 Agreement, an export licence is given to General Electric, vesting out, their
representatives are all along have met many people to educate us. Those people,
all of them— UaUIC STSHH H $© T8l 8, CRET & IN H | YaUIC Aad H $B T8
g that you will declare a date by which you will stop fissile material production
5 o S99 g &1 2 fF You will make a public declaration about PSI @t 319 @1
91T #R Y2 U because it does not help, that is not the place to include it as long
as those things are under the Act. They are instruments for implemening the
provisions of the Act and attaining the objectives of the Act itself. And, Sir, as
you have indicated | should not take more time. But | tell you that we have had
experience, bitter experience about 123 Agreement. | do not know how many
Members of the House remember that we have had the 123 Agreement—Dr.
Alexander remembers—has been in operation since 1963 with the US. They
had themselves stated in 2005 before this very Congressional Committee—
Joseph stated—that we are not clear that India violated the 1963 Agreement. But
absolutely, as Mr. Siddiqui says, they stopped fuel supplies to Tarapore. &1 ¢I¢T &
T | BT, AT BARI WA <RIy, RAfemgorerd aeg, till agreement
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terminated in 1993 Tga US o @ & faam 74 # | I9& 918 1993 # gfnie @ &1
T, 30 Tel BT URHE T, R 89 ATed 9 d1e 8l 781 (el | o ST & g
3R &\ IMIT 9 € | Sir, the next point is—I can give you several points. There
are 23 such agreements in existence with different countries. Now of them will have
those clauses. But all of them are instruments of implementing a particular
legislation. The legislation is absolutely clear. 3% &&1 1 f&s I A4 ST &, an
Act of a foreign legislature, how can sovereign India be bound? fUeell IR I a1
AT AT AR 4T ) BT ST |

And | had asked, Dr. Alexander had asked whether it is not binding on the US
President. He has to enter into an agreement. And unlike our thing, we do not
have the power to ratify or reject the treaty. The US Senate has that power. |
will tell you just now what the new thing that has been introduced since we met
last time. The US Senate rejected.. .(Interruptions)... President Wilson was the
architect of the League of Nations. President Clinton made 30 countries twisted
around to sign the CTBT The US Senate threw out the CTBT, but we said, we
will not sign. So, they do not have power. Is the US President not bound? But
even more pointed question that | want to ask this House and | hope the
Government will reply this: is the US Congress bound by it or not? Is the US
Congress bound by its own Act or not? It is because, Sir, there is a change
since we last met. Last time, you know, there was a proposal, the Administration
gave a proposal to the Congress that this Agreement 123 will come into force
unless the Congress passes a Resolution of disapproval within 90 days, a specific
resolution of disapproval. 'No, no this is a trick,’ they said, 'because if we pass a
resolution of disapproval, the President can over-ride it with a veto. And to over-
ride that veto we require a two-thirds majority which we will not be able to get, so
we reject this proposal'. There are very strong strictures on this proposal of the
American administration. They say, 'no, now this agreement that the US administration
may sign with India will not come into force till we specifically pass a resolution
of approval within 90 days'. Why are they keeping this power? It is for two purposes,
firstly, to examine and review the terms and conditions of the 123 Agreement and
secondly, so as not to dilute the power of the US Congress for over-sight. So,
what is not binding? It is we who will not be able to bind our Government on 123
Agreement. They will ensure that the 123 Agreement becomes an instrument of
attaining all the objectives which they have set up. Sir, just now as | mentioned
to you, a very convenient statement has been sent to Indian correspondents
in
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Washington and much reliance will be placed on that. It is a statement of
President Bush issued in his name that Section 103, sets out an American policy.
He says, 'my approval of the act does not constitute my adoption of the
statement for the policy' See, it is non-binding. Second, he says that the
information that | have to supply, | will first assess whether it will damage US
foreign relations or not. Now, before anybody relies on this statement, | want to
make 2-3 things clear to the House. Sir, first, when you see how these things
will come true, even if all this is true, and that this weakened President of the US
is prepared to defy the US Congress on this matter, how are you certain that the
next US President will do so? Even if you go by US President's interpretation on
these matters, both on information and on this business of statement of policy,
you are then bound completely and mortgaged to the US President's
interpretation of the US law and, in anycase as | mentioned to you, the Congress
has kept with itself the right to review the terms and conditions arrived at in this
Agreement. Sir, | will conclude now with one constructive suggestion on this. |
believe that with its great sincerity, with its great acumen, the Government has
been led step-by-step into quicksand. There was a thesis for this, which is a
strategic flaw in the whole matter, and | will end with that. The reasoning has
been and | could give you four such statements which exemplify this that, 'look
here, we need high growth, therefore, we need energy. Nuclear energy has to
supply 35,000 mega watts. We don't have enough Uranium for this. Therefore,
we need imported Uranium. Therefore, we have to sign this Agreement and
accept all the conditions, which are implicit there. This is the logic of this
particular exercise into which we have been done. A myth has been spread. A
myth, which has been taken up by our newspapers that you don't have enough
Uranium. | was distressed to see a very senior official of our Government speaking
to the executives of American energy companies. You will find it on the website of the
Indian Embassy in Washington, 19th April, 2006 saying, 'we don't have enough
Uranium. Therefore, we need your help and such bright business prospects are
opening up for you." Now, Sir, the fact of the matter is, it is true that if we mine and
mill only the amount of Uranium which we are doing, we are starved. But, in fact,
one of the authors of this Agreement, one of the architects of this Agreement,
whom many senior people have met and, certainly, the officials sitting in the
gallery have closely been interacting with, is Ashley Tellis. He is now a very
important figure in the American security thinking and was one of the main two
architects who
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originated the idea of this particular Agreement. There is a very interesting report of
his which, | am sure, the Government would like to access from their website
'mailonline’. It is a report called 'Atoms for War?' He discloses in that, contrary to
what is being assumed in India, actually, India has more than enough Uranium
reserves. Quoting from the Department of Atomic Energy and the ONCD
studies, he said that there are 78,000' tonnes of known reserves. He calculates
this as to how much would be required for all the existing reactors, how much
would be required for the 8 that are being kept out for military purposes and how
much would be required for the 2 research reactors for weapons production. And,
from all this, apart from our energy needs, we have enough Uranium for 2023 to
2028 nuclear weapons. He says that the shortage of Uranium, today, in India, |
am quoting him, is "a temporary aberration'. This is occuring solely because Indians
have not been able solve their land acquisition problems. It is because it is in tribal
lands. We are not able to get over our courts and our activists protests. Wherever
there is Uranium mining, activists come. How they come? | don't know. They come,
agitation starts and the courts give a stay and we are not able to solve it. Sir, it will
be so idiotic for us to mortgage the country's security. And, | am sure, the hon.
Prime Minister would not want to do this just because we cannot solve our land
acquisition problem. So, Sir, my proposal is this. | will just enumerate it and finish
it.

The first one is that please do not depend on nuclear energy. Don't look at it for
electricity. That is the flaw. At present, we have Uranium mining and milling. Use
it primarily for our weapons programme.

The second one is, look to other clean sources of energy, specially, hydro
electric power. When | had the good fortune to work in the North-East, | remember—
many Members here from the North-East will remember— Dihang Subhansiri
project is a single project to be executed in five or six phases. The hon. Prime
Minister is representing the North-East. He knows that this single project has a
capacity for 22,000 MW. The first phase is being implemented today by the
NHPC with a capacity of 2,000 M-W. This can be compared with our large
reactors of atomic energy which are 500 M.W. Four times in just one small
project! Then, Sir, in this Dihang project, | remember—the hon. Prime Minister
knows this because he has followed this up—it is languishing for fifteen years
before the Brahmaputra Board. That was a defunct Board; a Board in a comatose.
We worked to get it out of that Board. And, in any case, in the Charter of the Board
there is no provision for raising money for such projects. We got it out and gave it
to the NHPC. With the Government's blessing, direction and
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encouragement the NHPC today is implementing that project. What is the capacity
of that? Sir, it is 3,800 M.W. I8 3T T <@ B ® f$ 35,000 FMaTe ARy, 39l

atomic energy 1R, $¥feTY imported uranium a1f8T , STy agreement =TfRT,
g4fey I condition g, So, that is my second proposal.

The third proposal is to intensify Uranium mining and milling. As | said, we
have enough Uranium reserves in the country.

Sir, | have just two points with one quotation and | have done. We must spur the
Department of Atomic Energy. The Atomic Energy Agency to be more focussed
and it should be more accountable. If peer reviews are required, they should
be instituted. | compliment the Government that they have started such a peer
review under Dr. Kasturirangan in the Kalpakkam Project. Do that, spur them to
do more. | am all with you for that. But do not foreclose your options the way
you are doing.

Fifth, we must redouble research on the breeder programme. There is a problem.
This has to be done. We keep hearing of the second breeder coming up. But
there is a technical problem. | won't take much of your time. We must do much
more research devoted to that. Resources! BTSTeiST X189 5 HET 8, UdT & 39 1 fhd=T
%1 27 India will be spending 15 to 20 billion dollars (Interruptions) H S¥at
PR T <=1 g | That means we will be spending 75,000 to 1,00,000 crores of
rupees on imported reactors. Imagine if you give that. (Interruptions) For
hydroelectric, if you did it for research, if you did it to spur the Department of
Atomic Energy to a higher growth, what would be the theme? Similarly, we
keep hearing about thorium. Dr. Mukherjee, the other day, also mentioned
about thorium. We don't know, my own good friend said that it is thirty years
away, fifty years away. Thirty years & @1 ga13i 31 I8 qarail {3 317y 39 &1 10 A1er §
expedite B % o7 FIT HIA?

Sir, my final conclusion is that please remember the American Strategy. | am for
good American relations; | am for good relations with everybody. But please
remember their strategy. And, | will quote to you, and end with that one sentence.
You see, during the hearings in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the
Senators asked Burns and Jojeph, "But why did you not include this in your
proposing". They said, "No; no, Sirs, please focus on the gains which have
already been achieved. India has
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four reactors under inspection, under safeguards, now, they are preparing to give
two-thirds of their reactors". That means fourteen reactors. And, do you know how
much is 'fourteen'? Do you know how many reactors have all the five nuclear
weapon States, who have 237 reactors, under safeguards? Only eleven! So, in
one go, we have given more than all the five countries—the US, the UK, France,
China and Germany. In that case, they said, "No, this is this". And please
remember, they have said, "All future reactors" That means, within a few years,
ninety per cent of the reactors would be under safeguards This is the game. They
further said, "Therefore, please focus on the significant gams" And, then, they
advised them this is the sentence with which | want to close and caution the
Government as they deal and negotiate with the Americans, "We believe the best
course is to lock in the significant gains reached, and, then, seek to achieve further
non-proliferation results, as our strategic partnership advances" Sfely 39

R T TOTReT & 6 59 e 9 d1eR 318y SR 3 — R Bl 3R 3H —
F¥RaT &1 IR SIS | Ay |

it enfee Riffdt (SR u<er ) @ W), # M9 & SIRY were F41 S 61 984
YEHIOIR g (5 5 Aecaqul fawer o= dief qR & yaf a1d S 1 HidT e & 1§ S
& 1% v w30 &1 511 cencerns &, 4 % 8199 § 90 U fhT 4 a1l 9 9 81 & | A
I8 W ST § o gem #20 Sft 9 59 910 &1 9189 2 {6 3R S=M I8 IR AU
o1, 3 YK DI U BT AW AR T BT off T PR I o1 & b I8 IR el
&, T {3 3rv 9kl Sff 51 el 6 9 I WR S1ael H B dTel §, A1 99 4 |18l
BT {5 S IR 9 1109 31 SV 3R <97 4 P b 89 39 I W e Y, &9 A
T §8 | R, T A1Ed U 9 ol ot Femh g1ar 2 iR 91 fagar 2 % gers 530 it
H I8 WIE9 B | R, 1007 TR Sff 1 g IhdIe 9 98 9k a1l WR e ST a1 © |7
Al 3D AT &1 IR IR T g1 =1 =g, f57 o a1 781 g3 | U gfardl ard
e & fh 89 IR — IR 989 PR © AR 989 BT BIS Aol T8 [berd, R TR
P TRE A BE 3T 11 2 B 3 BB, 3t 39 & gfirer o7 o €, ot &1 wirat
TR TET JATY, AT Hel RIGTId B I 8 | Aua! IR R g 81 S | 317el 7o
IR UgE ST | I8 910 IR — IR Pel Skl & iR 31 I ¢ b ord ff 981 91 dal
ST | TaE 54 & ST 123 AR ©, 89 ST 123 URIHE B d1el &, 39 URHe J we will
meet all the concerns i TR, I I8 P& ST | G SITGT FHSIER AN IR
93 gU T, W AR IR 87 a7rg Ml ST | oifd H I e wHst i § #9 I) Hydel
Act ®1 g1 2 | There is nothing hidden in the Hyde
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Act. B N1 T & | IT% & 3R 123 TRFT BT 3R 3MMY $HP A1ef St SINTT, ) a8
IR A6 B S ® | g2 Bel manoeuvrability & oy W o TET 71T | 3madh!
MRS B 7 9y fear 2, Sidvs f&ar 8 1 98 S vae 3man 7 | Hydel Act, $9H 3106
URT BIg YOS T8I & | ISP a8 AR AT P& § Al I8 U illusion &, I TP
delusion ¥ | 39 ®&d © b Urew fAffRex 9 59 8199 & 3icx Sl BficHe fhy I, &9
I BIYCHSH Pl HIT NI, AN 31 83 W1 Bkl 8, THAN W 8Ia1 © AR T AT 377l &
o 319 39 TRE BT HiAcHS 39 B89 H R — IR HH $Y Fhd & Sidih 319 S & b
39 39 HicHS

(sht wrwmafa frerit= gu)

DI HIT T B UG | 3feg I8 S argument 2 & I8 ST 123 &1 UiFc 2,
SHH B SMMUD! BT Bl AT HR ol AR T A e & S wficicd &, IR B
SIG | Nobody is going to buy that argument , 39 Tae & S 2T 984 1 UeT
2, 98 ST & 5 g2 dwa 72 © | Safoy IR ared, # ot gIRT TenRe Rl
TG 3R 9 B8 A W HE1 AR b I§ AN Rith MY Heed BT 81 T8 &, I8
RIS HE<E BT 78l &, I§ AT dlel 100 — 200 AT P IHER 89 P8l &S 81 | Y
TS B, BART WA T BN | 89T BT $-1 SIT 8111 A1 89 A9 4 311 M
ST | 39 91 BT Al 9 81 916l & | SAIAY 39 WR YRT &I ST | U — U
¥ B 9ISV ATe ATH] ST Hd Bl T | Ifh SN g | A1) BIIRT 307 ol
2 {5 89 37 legal terms # iR 9@ details ,¥ <7 &l UTd | 89RT Hifear ff wmag
AT KT g&dl & 1 3191 8% =91 instant &, 1 SHUR Ua instant reaction 84T & 3iR
I8 reaction depth # SR &1 BIAT | SAfeY ¥R, § HEal daedl § , RFdwe o1
AT §, 39 39 813 $I GHT =Ted § 6 I8 S YRRE aT o, a1 59 URRE W
ATgT T8I B, HRifh 39 S & b o9 a8 vhnie o &, 1 39 URHe R |rs+
&1 B, i 3179 1 S © o6 ST9 g8 YRMT 81, 99 I8 URrT S9 gred | &
IO TG 3R 9 8189 <@ f gg ot vfide amuw far ® is it in accordance
with the Hydel Act? S=8 Sit forficeiRs a0 2, =i Sl rigid and iron framework
TR E, I framework & 3R I8 YT gaTT & & 781 ,d ST i 3R 3R I9d
g SIRT A1 A g, 1§ I8 G g b SHD! I A dTel el © | b U I8 A
ST | H 9 8199 A He1 aredl g | 891 41 31794 I8 faell 2 3R gReiR ordied &

2.00 P.M.

UTferaT™e §9 a1 B qE N foh I8 ST gifiie gan & I8 TdiHe in accordance © |
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geTe H2A1 & S A 9, S Siese off, 96 gafed © fb T8l | § Siean § 6 g9
constitutional position & & | R T&T executive 3iR legislature &1 AR & &
| ifesT <21 o fd & SR ife ae w1 & fory o Hecayel €, gt fawar & o wer
#0317t ot g HfieHe 3 6 39 URT @l 89 o S dve 9 Qi ok wHEhT ol
ISP T1E AR BISH 4 YT, TN B 89 I9 W $B 81 B UG | 3777 1 I8 Pl [
International obligations & 3iR I dTefl TRBN, ITW I S | A a7, AW, H
DE1 A18d § b 84 PRe dfMfthe YT I S@H1 81 | H I8 781 Hedl & 59 yhre
A B4 PIs WISl el 8 dTdll, BIIST 81 dTell ©, but at what cost? &% TSIl
FIRIRET 1 a1 B & | a1 89 Gl agRET g8 gRT el arell 82 2020 T ,
2030 T 8% FfaASR TS SR U BRI , SIAT 30T STt 1 del, H Sua! f$ea #
TET ST ATEdT | A9 W) 33 a7 Bl FHS & b R ol FRRIRET 39 818 DI
YfFASR TSI | TE1 S dTell | I8 TSI AT 8 | ged| DI g8l &b g I a7 Hal S
Hehell 87 b BiIs A AASIER ATEH I A1 ST & b 39 < B YfFAR Gooit
RragRE Yfaetors Tl &1 81 arelt & 1 A1 b= 3ma Ig gRrfe Ff #= 38 872 319
Fi 5o 7Ed RAIFGS RS 32 2, Siafd e w9 4 I8 W H8 a1 71 f st
MR® B & wre i I R € 781 < {6 o1y sficiic W) =a W2 B, afed
g W RUIE Bt B o g o o arel aut & , o arel ww 3 Rfraw & fra
T I FeTelt SITQe, R &1 a1 YR 8 | J8f W) I8 919 del TS © (B an

estimate of (i) the amount of uranium mined and milled in India during the
previous year; this is to be reported to the American &

f¥aTelt ; (ii) the amount of such uranium that has likely been used or allocated

for the production of nuclear explosive devices; and (iii) the rate of production
in India of (I) fissile material for nuclear explosive devices; and (ll) nuclear,
explosive devices; SH®% 1€ I W M1 U fF an estimate of the amount of

electricity India's nuclear reactors produced for civil purposes during the

previous year, fHId! gATET? SMREBT B B b fare= f9sTel 3a= 99118 § and

the proportion of such production that can be attributed to India's declared

civil reactors. WX, g5 Rt Ig1 RUIE &1 BT & 3R 7 {h 31001 S 51 PaT, |1l |
U B IR 781 AL 7, Ifeh o9 A8 BN SMRe VSRS & U S Hahdll &
3R 8T IR TR RIeTad g Bx1 Aol & | TART RIPRR 337 X o 81 Japell 2 fob e
SR BT He B H, TIRH Bl T B

291



RAJYA SABHA [19 December, 2006]

H fpar MRy e ik a8 tfdeg PismReE of f& 981 Was it to the"
satisfaction of American Administration? Was it to the satisfaction of the American
Congress? 3R T&1 &1, A1 g8 W U $3g F91IT ST Fhal & 9 d1d & oY 6 g9
HIATIRE T8 HAT | 871 39 URRIE B, 39 813 Ve B <R Bl SIS fHAT 3R el
I T8 U 99 91 Fhal & 39 YR URHT Bl abrogate HR & oY | I8 &1 I8 IR W
DS T | IS 918 W MY FT 39 YT § I A1ed § 2 U 3179 9a1gy 6 g ot
ST =T8d 87 &I SAfely STH1 a8 @ {3 gaveiic 9gd Aga? Jo FoR e8! o |
SEIRCHT BHR 1 STORd el Id! Wl SR © | 3171 MRS SHIrFT BT U XT 3
TRCT  3IR 3R ITD] U1 TN YT I1Y G 2, MU S Io1 9Te] I © Al S
fEgwIT 9 31T U< 3R 9 &Y I © | 3R MY WHsd © b I8 givic <1el gan dl 8w
SIREHE ool BR < Al § AU pEl ared § b sART Aorqe) S 81 & , foral
IT@! 7T € | They will come anyway. So, whether we have this agreement
or not, $HIY 59 TRFC 1 S9! §FTE 1 I S, i1 980 GRT HIfSAT 8 B
BHIRTE H3 TET © o g™ o gavede & gRaT 98 S, R Gilded] # 9gd 9t
SRTHE 31 S, 8RR H 9gd R g=aveHe o Y, $eaNd daex H of
ST | S oY g gfaTe 317 A 18V |

Y 91 H I8 P d1edl § [ Ud 91 AR ATSieRey ded 38 © 1 I
qTel I H BAR ATRIH R 3087 T3 2 % IS I7a01 YA 89 X a1 8 (51 3iR
ST BT ATTLIRAT T8I I TG, oifeh T8 IR I 97 |1 377 I8 2 o Iaf = < oft
T AP 2, I §H HHlIC el B UG, I AIgfhel IR 89 Off el UT4i 3R as a
result, “reprocessing of spent fuel to separate... “ I8 & e Hx =T g 57 A, 3R,
SR A, 9 fF BRAR TIRET 3% & gt HHIYE o, S61 B 6. | Sd1
P81 IE &, "Reprocessing of spent fuel to separate plutonium is extremely important
in the Indian context. The Indian nuclear fuel cycle is crucially dependent on the
use of Fast Breeder Reactors in the second stage and of thorium-based systems
in the third stage. Separation of plutonium is essential for the eventual use of
thorium as a nuclear fuel. India therefore expects that reprocessing will be an
important activity of its nuclear energy programme."

3Ty, IR, 31 a1l FHY H, TR AIRIT Rosd & ao8 F, 85 Sl vsdicl A
qTAT & S SISl Bl §H BIS <1 I8 8 | S R g 1 9184 © | SMR$ i
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P DTl § of IFT I8 & | i MRB B I8 feargs it fh gaRy Qo
HBl 8RN, B4 BN SR foral 3R S BART W R 2, 98 (59 av8 A S, Bl
ST, B ST, & Rt Aol 899 SR & BT 81 A < <1 € | H 539 97 &l ot
T UIRET g [P eA QT R PR TS B |

60 I Td 3T B JW e o¥dh, 39 < DI Il dF A drel AR
ARG BT 8, oI Ufed STa1ey ofd <18 , e Sfexy el , i roiia wiefl, fes
ISP d18 AT 89 S0 T (A a1l & , TeT H31 Sl 84 g8 qa1e? 89 AIH © b
Why are we ready to pay such a high price for something which is not going
to provide us energy security or anything else?

T, T 914 I8 © [ TN SR FfFerR < B IR W Y o 11 7 |
BUR BT I8 P81 I & 15 FfTelgell 89 AT AT T§ HET gaHT © | AR, 3R 84 37T
forg RYgTRET AT <1 89 9 91 I <=1 TS, ST Jo14 Ul Wl Bl T fdb bl
— BT T3 CHATATSI 3T BT B | 31T U RARITed ReIqHe 9u=7 &b HUR HH PR I8
2 3R IS 98 BRId & | d U SII 718 SISl b |1 37T dTel & | I IR =11 A1
B PR BT 5 AR AT dTel T9I H GBI 1 STH I ISl of [bell & | oAfp g
3T BT~ 4R gt fAQ 2, & ISl U= T S Fahdl & | 37751 8H i) UIoter g1 &l 2,
SIS B 37T IR D1 9 oiael UR Ugam &, 89 P! Ha B Bl, I© @ ol
PI TR 8 | 9Er #3 St  F8 S0 Gred g 6 e Bl I I W Uh TR
B of | 7 IRE YU AR $4 § DR Y81 8 SR S a8 UG & fory geriwr v
g &9 S¥ B D UG ? SR Bl B AT fFASR ¥ Il & MR T8
TSN BRI R BT BIRT HRAT 8, Al SHBI STd1d SHR < 4 T 8 2 IR, A
3ITTH I8 ST ATET g b SHR U IHSHT a1 STaTd BRT 2 ..(aETH)...

ofY GQUTIfY : STURT ST9d FATE BIRET R |

ot orfee RIS : wr, 19 o R o Y o e s QT & o g9
319 &9 i ST 3R 89 39 WR aR — R dled <& | § e § & ofd 9% I8
TgTell 3T 9 dh 39 UX BTSW P 3w 339 W &l — o< 989 B | RT 9=+ & b
ger HA ST Y SHd HEE B WHE €, 9l 98 Wi IR — IR 39 favy & fog g
HIMEE |

R, Y& Sl X Bl G 8, I8 98 81 "8Vl oIl & | 4 agad 4 il
PE 2 [P T8 AR < P Uiferell 8 S &9 S Bl FfadoR qreR 7 a1 & 2 § S0
T b RIT JATSUSTY 7 I8 Pel & [$ SR YfFAR IR 8T 82 AMell fatda
SIECERIES]
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2 | Pl BT AMSYST BAR fov off e sifsiaer=a a1 3% Ahdl © 3R $dl Bl 80R
1 A TE BT AHT € I ST $X07 AT 371 &6 A1 B Y&l & | §9 B18S Uae H IR S8
N B 10 BT ATRBATES (BT 7 8 | 89 R — R 8l 147 © iR I8 f ver T §
f& 3RS TSR 1, SRS B DI 3 HR FE Io1 81 b & M W
FIT PRI E |

AT ST AT SR T faRTe =1 g9 2 # & | H S are g b o
q1el 4, 919 1 <1 1t 3 o T I8 R 2 3 BT 1 g9 SR &1 fojig Y 2
3 aTelt WA UIferRiY I for perpetuity 31T T[T IT AT TR 7 MR I FREHT
BRA Yiferdl & A1 SIS <1 A1ed 8 ? J3 el Al [ Pl Bl A9 & A1 AR a1
Reererd 81, ¥R <91 &7 f2d &1 811, AR <91 BT & )9 & A1 S H 811, M &
AT A H BN 1AT FH&T 81T | §9 TRE | 9 B Uiforsd! aier <) Sireht € o a8 <91
3T YD AART 9T & HE Fhdl | 3T ol fSUSH § , ST TAGATGOIIA &SP
g WY, TR, 39 IR IR T G T8l § | S & FaTel TR 3R 319 I Bl 39 TKE
CRIRTH BT WIZT BT & o1, A & foIy , SIRTH BT STBT SRHUTIH HIT 7, 3R
TART A1 § ? B9 U9 Saigd § o 32 € oI Soleel # Ua R Il ¢ 98f 9 §AR fog
TfiT 31T {Afh=1 71 814 | Even with the best of intentions, we cannot come out of
it. It is the time that we decide that we need to get out of this, here and now. And, |
wish the Prime Minister to have the courage to do that; | wish this House to
have the courage to do, that and | wish the Members of the Treasury to rise
above their party and political interests and to say it to the Government. As in the
United States, bilateral g3 €, 80 UR¥c A1 &I Y , RT dIcigel gaNM? FI I
Republicans 3R Democrats AT MW 7?7 Hifp , STd! S ha=y oft 9 Wm \C ]
Hie ot 15 8 2 <11 Sfsan o o off 9 Rorae g8 € 1 yam w3 @t S =i oft 9
RoIge 3 € | 3MIaT Sl SJels BT IcHT AT SHB] g1 SIBIUNT el (hdT T & | I8
3Ty {6 ST AT BRI 31T 1T, ST 1 feiex I87 & TSR BT B T | The
Republicans and Democrats have worked together to force their Government to
act in the interests of the United States. | want the Congressmen, the BJP, the
Samajwadi Party and the Left to come together in the interests of this country,
and the future of this country, and force this Government to withdraw itself from
this suicidal act, from this suicidal agreement. We don't wish to commit
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suicide after all the sacrifices that we have made in the last 50 years. Thank
you, Sir.

U F S a6 g e pla g S T n g s o L 62

32553 e plas S syl (e-at MagBsal 3 Seblaonansb iy n & pl 1S
Olen S bl ot ot i oS (903 e oS 33 i e Bl 103t o S
a0l ol B 5 Ll o5 ey ol iyl 2y 2 5 a2t e Kb ol o g o000
ae oy 2oy 1SS 5 3 052 o) Sl e Bl el S B ) S5 o §
2y mSarS e 58 ST ol . el o1 Sy il im0 5 g 1o iy
St lats e ol & Aoy G S 23 ) il e st ke = S ke

- ol g e plad

g e 55 IR 220y s gyl e o Sl 5 7 sp5d )l o

Syl S 2 b aler -G é b 0> Fosily W) Ul gl lgas ale &
st ) ol S Blo by o e By § K S oSS it s G5 S ol g 55
o ool Sl Seglis uhﬁ:‘ﬂ‘i‘ﬂmwﬂﬁwf.“u:wm‘ow'iéi&
w9l S &&)ﬁ‘#J.Bgf)lubL"-'lea-é?wg‘:v‘-mgé‘}gﬂ‘fuﬂ?xné
oo -1 SSm Gy Sl 123 55 ‘g 850w 123 55 £ 54 25§ G b Sl
03b) e e - S é;*'o > e 5 we will meet all the concerns. Gy S
‘032 bl s o5 ol U n (503 Lo il 52 1 55b ol g ot yo3] Sl s pona
#2 » There is nothing hidden in the Hyde Act..= La)’;} oS Hyde Act. )8 S
3l 5y Olo sl os 51° 2o Sso il L ST S eiw K123 5l 2 Blovar St

‘?,T‘Lﬁ' o B k] aimenoeuvrabilityuﬁ.; o2

tTransliteration of Urdu Script.
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& ST o Hyde Act,e WSyl g et bs Ko vat s asil 3 a Si6 S5 015
L?_.T.q. delusion Syl 5 ¢ illusion Sl 3 of é‘)/L»_'T)S/Iw Z o e S a s
H‘iw;%pfﬁ%i‘u‘ﬁ:ﬁémfw‘iaélfa‘iprﬂ’bgfu:f&;
b KT b TS 002 51 2 By e rpdl S it st e
il S o e o il ol ST Sy e O Ser iy B S S b e
§123 45 o S“ee argument gy & ol oo (B3 e y3o Galow (6 75)-ceninnen s
29" gy ke 32 & fo ril 59l Lz ) St o5 iyl S g e ' it S
g ‘5%&0“.’3{“}’&3‘ ) Nobody is going to buy that argument‘ﬁ Y] s
B8 2ol & ol e b e f A - i i m S Ll 042 Loy ot
2 4SS £ sl 100-200 L1y 5Tt o K ppo w ]y b oo dsloe Sl
e L b Sorimte gl o )l Bl 2 sy e 36 o Sy
oy oS - o leas sy ol B et s gy e o) ke ey S
o) S g 2 0 il o g oy S gt 3 S ione g ST b
o) e Blisad sly gl wle o Lo Loy -3k U b e 83 ol sl e o

gy ot S rereactiondepth g ol 2 Bay 3501 () Cuidind) Gl ol e il
250t by B ortram 6 o8k ) s Bl B s sy Bl UyS e e
g il S g 28l ot S8 iy i il sy kn S 554 S T i S5
W3 lein Sl o 2 SE 450 3bog 1ol €421 (il 2 e o3l o) s Sl 5 6y
S usd ‘i &Ly i 9> S sl is it in accordance with the hyde Act?:=L

framework .l‘e LLyrigidandiron framework s>

tTransliteration of Urdu Script
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2o P B sl e A I o) & uin S g e S oy oim Kol 3l
LS e ol ol e K b g b e o el a0 55T ) S sy Lrgman
S S ey o S Jeloainosl e @9 o ‘;’Tw‘k‘ ol o bily
205§ Sl ol iad)bn sl L8V il £ cand)l o ‘Y ¥l < ok
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The Republicans and Democrats have worked together to force their
Government to act in the interests of the United States. | want to
Congressmen, the BJP, the Samajwadi Party and the Left to come together in the
interests of this country, and the future of this country, and force this Government
to withdraw itself from this suicidal act, from this suicidal agreement. We don't
wist to commit suicide after all the sacrifices that we have made in the last 50
years. Thank you, Sir.

DR. ABHISHEK MANU SINGHVI (RAJASTHAN): Sir, | rise to speak on a
subject of great importance on the crossroads, on the interesting crossroads,
of politics, technology and law. | respect the sincerity with which learned
Members have spoken earlier. Surely, they have strong beliefs in what they have
spoken. Sir, | venture to speak with equal sincerity, to support, what | think, is a
grand and unique initiative, which will, in no manner, and will not be allowed in
any manner, to compromise India's sovereignty and security on the one hand,
and yet, lead to the engines of growth, including, in particular, energy security, on
the other.

Sir, the debate is, and the debate should be, a debate about power, but not
about the power of hegemony, the power of exploding a bomb here or there or
there, but truly, of power which comes from being a juggernaut of economic
growth, of technological growth and of military growth. Real deterrence, |
submit, comes from that power and at the root of that power lies energy security.

Sir, | have heard my friend, Mr. Shourie, with rapt attention. He has raised
several important issues, the right to reprocess, the moratorium or ban on testing,
the lack of transfer power to transfer technology, the aplicability of the
mandatory or so-called mandatory provisions of the US laws, etc. | shall deal
with each one of them. But let me start with where he ended. He had ended
with energy security, and | start wtih that by saying that this is a debate, an
should be a debate, about energy security. But we shall come to the other
issues shortly.

Sir, what is the energy situation here today? We are proud that India is one of
the few countries of the world which, in the last 25 years, has experienced over
six per cent economic growth, year after year. In the last few years, we have
experienced eight, and sometimes nine, percent growth, but we are aspiring for
higher growth rates. Now, is it possible, in the future, to sustain even a fraction
of that growth rate without the basic source of power, namely, enrgy? We don't
have to aspire for the French equivalent of 79 per cent to power by nuclear
sources; | am not saying that. We don't have to go to the Belgian figure of 60
percent; we don't have to go to the Swedish figure of 42 per cent; | am not
suggesting that. We don't have to go for the Swiss figure of 39 per cent or the
Spanish figure of 31 per cent. But, Sir, the United Kingdom gets 21 per cent of
its energy
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from nuclear sources; Japan gets about 30 odd per cent and the US gets about 30
per cent. It is too much to ask for a country which aspires for high growth rates
like India that we aspire for a 20 percentage of our total energy needs from nuclear
sources? Today we stand at 3 per cent. Sir, we have coal reserves. Fifty per cent of
our energy sources come from coal .and another 33 per cent from oil. Most of
our oil is imported. A lot of our coal is of poor quality But apart from that, it is a
less eficient, more unclean and more environmentally messy method of producing
power Did you know that one tonne of uranium produces for more energy than produced
by several million tonnes of coal or several million barrels of oil? That is the equation.
We are today the fifty largest energy consumer. We are not anywhere near the
highest producer, but we are still the fifth largest consumer in the world. Within
20 years, we are estimated to become the third largest behind the USA and China,
and ahead of Japan and Russia. For this gigantic consumption of power, where are
we going to get it? But importing more oil, by mining more coal, by setting up
beneficiation plants, which are environmentally messy? If we increase from 3 to
5 to 10 per cent, as is projected over the next 25 or 30 years to somewhere near
the 20 per cent, the projection is actually beyond 25 per cent: Is that an ambition
or an aspiration which is so unfair, so motivated, so blinkered or so one-sided? Sir,
it is in this context that in April 2005 a Indo-US Energy Dialogue started. And that
is what led ultimately to the 18th of July Declaration It is this energy security,
which is the impulse behind the Prime Minister's statements. It is the bedrock of
the second paragraph of the hon. External Affairs Minister's statement a few
days ago in each House. Sir, this energy security initiative for India will never be at
the cost of our sovereignty and security. Our security and sovereignty concerns
are precisely what have taken this already one year and a half. It is precisely those
concerns which have taken this issue to so much of scrutiny and so much of
discussion, and that shall be, Sir, our watch-word in all the negotiations in the
future. We will remember, Sir, the earlier Amercian precedent: that we will
never gegotiate out of fear, but we will not fear to negotiate. It is in that spirit that
you must see the basic desirability. If we can have a win-win situation of energy
security along with our concerns reasonably legitimately met, then | think, Sir, it
is something to be commended, something which is clearly win-win. Sir, let me
turn first to the broad contours, the larger issues, the huge advantages and the
pluses of this deal. This deal, of course when | use the word 'deal' is not yet
made; it is not even born; it is not signed, sealed or delivered. It is therefore,
particularly unfortunate that an agreement, not yet born, is subject to so much
criticism. But when | say 'deal', | think of the proposed one, two, three
agreement yet to be born in its nitty-gritty. But, Sir, let us just look at
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the broad advantages and then | will deal with each of the specific issues raised by
my very learned friends. Sir it is truly historic initiative and something for which
carping criticism should give way to a certain amount of a congratulatory mood. It
opens up, Sir, for the first time, in forty years of isolation, barriers of distrust and
suspicion, of nuclear and technological ostracism for India. It provides us with a
reasonable plan to come somewhere near 20 per cent of nuclear source for our entire
energy needs. It provides an unprecedented, a unique, only India specific waiver.
India is going to be the only country, Sir, which, having exploded a bomb,
possessing bombs and being a de facto declared nuclear power, a country
which has an ongoing strategic programme, a country which has insisted on not
signing the NPT, a country which is not going to subject all its installations to
safeguards, with all this, India is going to be the only country to join that club of
countries which can receive nuclear energy, nuclear fuel and nuclear equipment.
That is the heart of this agreement. But, Sir, with that, what has in practice this
40 years of isolation meant? It has meant, to give a simple example, that so-
called dual use technologies are available® us. Many years ago, Sir, for our
meteorological purposes, we wanted the super computer called Crays computer.
It would have done a huge amount of good to our weather forecasting purposes,
totally peaceful, totally beneficial, totally progressive. It was denied, Sir, on the
ground that it is capable of being misused for nuclear purposes because
obviously such computers have a small dual use as well. Similarly, something
less sophisticated than that, something simpler than that, something called a
three axis lathe machine, was also denied to us because of a fear that it may be
used for nuclear warheads. These are only examples. A huge gamut of dual
use technology will now be available to us, or riding ah the back of the main
nuclear equipment and a fuel which you will get. Sir | will give you a very
interesting recent example. China, as you know is a declared nuclear power,
one of the original Five, somebody who bef&ngs to the unique club, does not
subject itself to the usual safeguards. We are much later. A country like China
signed two pacts recently, one wi§i the USA and another with Australia—with
Australia for getting uranium and with the USA for getting nuclear equipment. It
signed those two pa»s on terms much, much more stringent, much, much more
tntrusive than the 123 Agreement, proposed in the near future between India and
the»JSA. China did it despite being a declared nuclear power. It did it happily
and willingly because it saw that nuclear energy, the facility and the engine of
economic growth which it provides is a very desirable objective arid the
intrusive safeguards are on a cost benefit basis not so bad. Sir, we are allowed
in this Agreement to separate our strategic programme the
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euphemism to the military programme, on the one hand, and our civilian
programme. It is we who decide how many reactors in future we will build.
Theoretically, we can build all reactors and allocate them to our strategic
programme and not give one to the civilian side. If, however, we choose to
designate any reactor, present or future, as civilian, then, of course, we will
willingly subject it to safeguard. Sir, the military, the strategic concerns, are
completely divorced by a Chinese Wall. There is an absolute separation and that is
the so-called Separation Plan.

Sir, the sequencing of this Pact is important. We could have been asked to
sign the 123 Agreement first and we could have been asked then to wait for the US
legislation. We could have been asked to sign the 123 Agreement first and the
IAEA Safeguards Agreement also first and then wait for the US legislation. We
had specified and negotiated hard, and today what do we have? We have a US
legislation first. We will take steps but not sign the IAEA Safeguards Agreement.
We will first negotiate fully the 123 Agreement without signing the IAEA Safeguards
Agreement. And, it is only after we negotiate and sign a 123 Agreement to our
satisfaction that we will be obliged to sign the IAEA Safeguards Agreement.
And, of course, it is important that our 123 Agreement will follow after and not
precede the US legislation. Therefore, when we sign something after the US
legislation and we sign a treaty with the US, it is obvious that the concerns
which deviate from that Act which the US has passed will be as governed in the
Agreement and not in the Act. | will deal with that issue a little later because it has
a lot of legal overtones. So, Sir, what we will sign is what we will accept and what
we will accept is what we will sign. And that is an international treaty under 123
Agreement. Sir, my friend talked about uranium. As far as | know—I don't know
about the study he quotes— if wishes were horses all of us could fly. Perhaps, there
is a wishful thinking in that study. | hope it comes true in the future. But, let us talk
of the facts today. Sir, | would rather relay on our Planning Commission and
our technological scientists than on a person who says that there are huge
uranium reserves in the bed of the earth in India and you should throw out the tribes
and take them out of the bowels of the earth. Our total uranium reserves on the
official account estimated, published and known to the Government of India are
78,000 tonnes. And 78,000 tonnes are all that we have to go by today. | don't see the
reason for the great sanguine approach, the very highly optimism approach of my
friend. The Planning Commission
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has said that our uranium reserves are very low. Scientists, eminent scientists,
including a former head of the Atomic Energy Commission— and | can name
him—have said that our uranium reserves are low. But more than that, a
constant dependency and looking over our back on such fuel means that our plants
run inefficiently. They overshoot deadlines and targets and we always make the
excuse of lack of fuel.

So, Sir, in this scenario, let us turn now to a very important aspect which |
think is a crucial aspect. As | said, this is a technical, political and legal issue. Mr.
Shourie has rightly referred to the various sections. He referred to section 103,
in particular, when he started his speech. He referred to section 109. There are
also sections 101 and 102. Now, Sir, since we are all Members of Parliament,
here, | must share with you a great peculiarity about the US legislative process.
We both have as our mother country, England—the colonial masters were the
same. But the colonical masters carried a parliamentary democratic system into
its own country and replicated it in many Commonwealth countries including India.
We have a parliamentary democracy. In a parliamentary democracy, normally,
on the English model, the Executive is broadly a subset of the Legislature. A
famous author described the Executive as the committee of the Legislature.
Perhaps because the Americans were more revolutionary and, perhaps, because
they had a more bloody battle with the British, they decided to be very different.
They got into the separation of powers and today, more than France, more than
other countries, the last greatest bastion of separation of powers in the world, is the
US. What does it mean in practice? What does it mean for our'123 Agreement?
It means this. What we call in the usual analogy, what we do on Fridays here,
Private Member's Bills, is how legislation frequently starts in the US, in both the
Senate and the Congress because the Executive is not part of the Legislature.
The Government of the day, the Executive of the day, does not create, pilot,
move or cary legislation, as the Government here does. The administration is
outside of the legislation. What is the result? And a very direct result for our case
and that is where, | submit, with utmost respect to my friend, he has erred
gravely and it is very misleading to refer to those sections. The result of this is, as
an Act comes out of the Houses of Congress and Senate, it contains two totally
radically different parts. | contains an explicitly stated non-binding part, an
advisory and recommendatory part. Take, for example, he did not mention sections
101
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and 102. | will come to section 103 in a moment. Let me complete Mr.
Shourie.

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: | said that section 106 is mandatory.

DR. ABHISHEK MANU SINGHVI: Exactly, You are absolutely right. You
may notice that | did not mention section 106.1 mentioned sections 101,102
....(Interruptions)... Give me a moment, Mr. Shourie. | mentioned sections
101,102,103 and 109.1 was going to say, before you interrupted, that section 106
is, in fact, mandatory and that is what the Government of India is going to
negotiate shortly. But, allow me to complete. You mentioned four other
sections. All of them, | submit, with utmost respect to you, are non-mandatory and
non-binding. Let me explain. Section 101 has a provision called 'sense of the
House'. Have you ever seen a provision like that in the Indian Statute referring to the
sense of the House? Section 102 says, statement of policy. That is why before the
US President, whom you quoted, the US Ambassador to India, many days ago,
when this was being discussed said this, and | quote the US Ambassador to India
on this subject. He said: "The Bill that you referred to, has a short of legislative
segment in it." | am quoting Ambassador Mulford, what he said on 13th or 16th of
June, 2006. Surely, Sir, you will give greater weight to the American's own
understanding of their law than yours and mine. The President of U.S.A. thinks
'allow' means this; the Ambassador thinks it means this. Surely, with all the
learning we both have. | think, we must defer to their understanding of their own
law. Sir, Ambassador Mulford said: "The Bill that you referred to, has a sort of
legislative segement in it, which are the provisions that are to become law. There is
also often a declaratory preamble to legislation in the US and those declaratory
provisions and positions are not binding... "And after a few lines, he says again:
"So, what is significant in my view is that the issues that were potentially
troublesome in terms" that is very important; there comes your Iran, there comes
your reporting requirement, there comes a lot of other things. | will deal with them
in a moment-and | quote: The issues that were”otentially troublesome in terms of
legislative process, were all moved and incorporated into the declaratory, non-binding
area of the Bill, and not in the enforceable part of the Bill. That was a huge victory, he
said." Why? It is important to have those declaratory parts because it allows them
to let off steam, it allows the legislature of USA to express a pious hope and
intent. But, that is not a mandatory legislation, and that is why, Sir, the U.S.
President has said, as you rightly
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quoted, and | quote him. You referred to Section 103. The U.S. President said not
long ago, very recently. "Section 103 of the Act purports to establish US policy with
respect to various international affair matters. My approval, that is, the US
President's approval of the Act does not constitute my adoption of the State of
policy as US Foreign Policy." So, Sir, the direct answer to your basic
fundamental question, the question you asked, is this. Does this bind USA? The
answer is an emphatic no. It does not bind USA. That is where the fallacy of your
argument lies. Yes, one section does, and that is the bone of contention. That
section is going to be the bone of contention between us and the USA when we
negotiate the 123 Agreement, that is, the nuclear testing issue, to which | will
come later. But each and every other section, which you have referred to, Sir,
perhaps, by oversight or deliberation, is the non-binding, advisory and
recommendatory part. That will create an impression that USA is bound by
intrusive provisions.

Now, Sir, having allowed the steam to let off in the US legislation, let us turn to
the legitimate concern of the House. It is a concern which | share with you as an
India, as a Member of Parliament. It is a concern which is important, and there
are three or four legitimate areas of concern. Sir, remember, if there is any
provision which we do not like, we have firstly, the right to walk away. Who has
told us that we will sign the agreement? The Prime Minister has not said so. The
House has not said so. India has not said so. We have a right to walk away. But
more than that, Sir, we have also a right to persuade USA to change its policy,
and Sir, that change in policy can include a change in the US law that was
passed a few days ago. Laws are not sacrosanct. If they do not suit us, we will
walk away. Let me take your three major legitimate concerns one by one. The first
is no right to reprocess the spent US fuel. Sir, it is very important. Tarapore
today has growing stockpiles of spent US fuel because it is US fuel which is
used, which U.S.A. neither accepts back nor allows us to reprocess. Now, we
cannot live with growing stockpiles like that. There are hazards. Now, it is
interesting to note one thing. If you look carefully, the legislation nowhere stops,
prohibits or inhibits us in any manner from reprocessing. That is an important point
to note. The Act does not prohibit us. We can use the US fuel and reprocess it.
But the US policy prohibits it. The US non-statutory policy does not allow us to
reprocess it. The USA has given a permanent waiver for reprocessing purpose of
this kind only to
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three entities in the world, Japan, Switzerland and the European Union where
they have got what they call "URATOM". Only these three countries have got
permanent waiver and they can reprocess. India is going to ask only for a similar
waiver. We are going to ask for the inclusion of that waiver in our 123
Agreement. We are going to do so because we believe that it is not acceptable to
have stockpiles growing up at Tarapore which we can neither reprocess nor return
to the US. That is totally valid. That is the whole meaning of waiving. That is why
this criticism, with utmost respect, Sir, is premature. We are going to negotiate
and if we have negotiated thus far with the skills of the hon. Prime Minister and
with the skills of the hon. Minister of External Affairs, then, we must have trust and
faith in their abilities and their confidence to negotiate further. We have
negotiated much closer to an agreement which you were trying to negotiate. Perhaps,
you were farther away from its conclusion. But that is not the point. Why should
we wait for the negotiation to complete? This will be a major negotiating block.

Sir, there is a certain issue which is a very important issue— no testing in
future. You are absolutely right. It is an important issue. Of all the issues which
you have mentioned, this is the only one issue which is part of the binding part of
the Statute 106. But | would like to just point out some interesting things here.
India exploded a device way back in 1974. From 1974 till 1998, neither Mrs. Indira
Gandhi, whom you fondly remember, nor any successor Government declared any
kind of moratorium, voluntary or involuntary, on nuclear testing. I am going back and
| am just reminding you because whether we remember Mrs. Indira Gandhi or
not you must remember Mr. Vajpayee. In 1998, the then Government, whose
former Foreign Minister is sitting in the House, made a statement, suo motu,
unilaterally and voluntarily putting itself a moratorium on India against nuclear
testing in perpetuity. It was in perpetuity. Let us face facts.
(Interruptions)...Now, since we are a responsible country, we abide by all such
commitments. But, nevertheless, this Government is committed to pointing out to
the US in the 123 Agreement negotiations that, "Yes, as a matter of our own
Indian policy, we shall adhere to the moratorium on testing, but not as a matter
of binding, as per the law in your statute. We are not going to agree to a ban in
terms of the 123 Agreement, although you have, in fact, made a unilateral
declaration".

Now, just a small aside. | have here with me the photocopies of
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Mr. Vajpayee's statement of 24th September 1998 in the General Assembly,
where he categorically stated that "India is prepared to sign the CTBT". | have
right here a photocopy of the written statement of Mr. Jaswant singh, ther then
Foreign Minister, made on 22nd September, 1999 in the General Assembly,
repeating almost verbatim Mr. Vajpayee's assurance to sign the CTBT. But that
is not the point. As you know, a CTBT means absolutely no testing by a formal
treaty. But even before that, you had announced a voluntary moratorium on
testing. So, we are saying now, we will negotiate with the US to follow the 123
Agreement.

We will insist that we will bide by our own policy decisions; but, of course,
as you know, a policy decision like that may be revoked for supreme national interest
for some time. But we will not accept as for an international agreement, namely, the
treaty, the 123 Agreement, if they write down that there shall be a ban on nuclear
testing. That is the reality of testing issue. That again is a major negotiating
issue. That is issue No. 2 which will, Mr. Chairman, Sir, engage the attention of
the hon. Foreign Minister and the hon. Prime Minister in the negotiations.
The~third issue of concern is no transfer of equipment for reprocessing and
enrichment. Yes, you are right. The US does not permit as part of binding
mandatory obligations, the transfer for equipments for reprocessing or
enrichment purposes. As you know there are two cycles of the nuclear cycle, the
first is, raw uranium used for nuclear reactors and the second is, reprocess it,
convert to Plutonium and reuse it. Now equipment transfer of that is not permitted
by the US. That is the reality. The US does not permit it for any country in the world.
It does not permit it even for the five original nuclear powers. So, there is no
likelihood that the USA would, in the one two, three negotiation stages itself permit it
for India. The point of the matter is different. We have to compare realities with
realities. What do we have? In any event, today, we do not have any reprocessing
equipment being exported to us. In any event, today, we are under isolation. So,
this is the third issue on which, | am sure, the hon. Foreign Minister, who is sitting
here, will negotiate to try, to attempt to change the US policy. But | must frankly
concede and confess that since the American policy is universal on this issue, no
country, not even the original five, are allowed this under any condition, no waive. It
is not fair to expect India to get one, two, three waiver on this.

Sir, there are some other aspects which we tend to forget. We are a proud
country and we negotiate proudly. We do so with quite confidence,
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with justifiable pride and of course, with the strength of conviction and we do not
look for praise from elsewhere. But the fulsome praise which has been heaped
upon India in the US legislation. | am not talking of the US administration or the
US President or individuals, but the fulsome praise about India is something we
should be proud about. It is not that we depend on praise, but then it is a
recognition that India is a world power to reckon with. As you have mentioned, the
Joint Congressional Explanatory Note of 50 pages, sings poems of praise, it calls India
to meet the challenges of globalization. It talks of India being the pivot for
stability, security in South Asia. It talks of a global partnership because it says
that India is a vibrant democracy; it has a well educated middleclass; it has a
rapidly growing economy. It has pluralism, tolerance, democratic traditions and is a
multi-religious and multicultural country. That is an achievement, a recognition
which we richly deserve. Sir, Mohammed Baradei, the Head of the IAEA, said this
some time ago again in recognition of our strength to negotiate this treaty. As
you know, he is a Director-General of the IAEA. He said, "This is a creative break
from the past. It would be illogical this is the Head of the IAEA saying so to deny
civil nuclear technology to India, country that has never violated any legal
commitment and never encouraged nuclear weapons proliferation and a valued
partner and a trusted contributor to international peace and security. Sir, with' this
we tend to forget India's established non-proliferation policy. The learned
Member, perhaps, unintentionally pooh-poohed it as our civilization abhorrence to
violence and destruction. We should be proud that we have a civilization
abhorrence to violence and destruction. If you see the history of foreign affaire
in this country, if there has been one stand as consistent as, for example, Non-
Alignment, it has been the non-proliferation theme. Whether it is Mrs. Indira Gandhi,
whether it is Rajiv Gandhi in the General Assembly, whether it is some other
Government or this Government, whether it is the General Assembly, right from 1946,
when the UN made the basic declaration of disarmament and non-proliferation, we
have repeatedly said that we are a peace loving country and it is from that it flows
that we have to have the strength of nuclear power. But that strength goes with
doctrines like—how were these doctrines born; they were born because of our
basic outlook on life—'no first use', the use of minimum credible force as a
deterrent. These are the strengths of a power which knows that it is strong but
equally shares the civilizational abhorrence of violence and destruction. It is from
that angle that you must also see the entire process of entering
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into an agreement. Sir. let us address some of the other issues that the hon.
Member has pointed out. He took up the question of reporting. He should know
that the earlier version of the Act strongly called for a certification by the U.S.
President. The certification by the U.S. President would be binding; it would be
impossible to give it in some cases. It has changed largely to a reporting
requirement, and most of the reporting requirements come under Section 104
from Page 26 onwards in that long Hyde Act. Most of it is in the informational
segment, non-binding, advisory, and more than that, it is between the U.S.
Congress and the President. It is not, in any manner, addressed to India. India is
not obliged to disclose chapter and verse in the order and the manner in which
they share even the information. So, that reporting requirement is very different
from the way you have seen it and presented it. | would submit, let us not play
politics with an issue as important as this. Let us rise above the narrow confines
of partisanship. Iran is an example. Since | have already explained it, it comes
completely in the non-binding part. Do you think that there can be any doubt about
it? We have had strong links and friendship with both Iran and Irag, even when
the two were at war, even when the two had complete differences. We were not
dictated considerations extraneous to our own policy. Where is the question of
Indian policy on Iran being dictated to by other countries, like, the U.S.? We decide
our own foreign policy. Of course, the U.S. has a Declaration of Intent which it
has repeated at 20 fora, officially and openly, that they do not want any
cooperation with Iran They have said so everywhere. Does it mean that we are
bound to follow it? Does it mean that we have ever followed it unless we have
wanted to vote on a particular way? Therefore, these are issues which are
digressive Let us not criticise out of habit. Let us not criticise an agreement, as
| said, not yet born, sealed, signed or delivered. As Tagore has said, "Let us not
allow the clear stream of reason to loose its way into the dreary desert sand of dead
habit." To my friends on that side of the House, | would only repeat Palmerston's
famous words. "There are no eternal friends. And likewise, there are no eternal
enemies. There are only eternal interests.” | might add that the national interest
must be eternal. Let this House and every Member of this House have implicit
confidence in the patriotism of this Prime Minister. Let us all have implicit
confidence in the competence and ability of our Foreign Minister. And let us,
therefore, try to get the best bargain on our own terms but not by carping
criticisms in advance.
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THE LEADER OF OPPOSITION (SHRI JASWANT SINGH): Sir, | would like to
say something, even though | never had any intention to interrupt, nor did | have
any intention to participate in this discussion. And, | see that the hon. Minister for
Commerce and Industry is actively interrupting here. My young colleague, a
promising and an established legal personality, had chosen to use my name, and
my colleague, Sushmaji had mentioned to me that the hon. Prime Minister had
also chosen to make a certain reference to me in his intervention yesterday in the
other House, | found it necessary to very quickly, in the shortest possible time,
once and for all, correct this matter on. Firstly, a reference was made that the
former Prime Minister, hon. Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee, made certain commitments.
What the Prime Minister said in his speech in the General Assembly, to the
best of my recollection,— | don't have the text here— was that India, because
of voluntary moratorium,—moratorium has no permanency; it was only a
voluntary memoratorium— de facto, the principal obligation of the Test Ban Treaty
has been met. And, "India will not stand in the way", if | remember correctly, "of its
coming into force in a de jure fashion provided all the other 44 countries who were
to sign, also did so. That is so far as Prime Minister Vajpayee is concerned.
(Interruptions). It would be good hon. Ministers recognized the status that they have
achieved and restrained from interrupting. Secondly, Sir, reference has been made
to what | said. | am disappointed, Sir, that the Prime Minister, in his reference
yesterday— | ordinarily would not remark upon it but now | must: | sought out
the reference from the other House and | tried to pay attention closely to what my
distinguished colleague was earlier saying, he has averred that in some
fashion: (a) They did not know what discussions were taking place with my US
interlocutor, Mr. Strobe Talbot; and (b) whatever they have had to find out, is from his
book. Now, both cannot be correct, Sir. If you had to rely on that book and,
therefore, if he has found out something there may | submit, Sir, that in
Government, with every round of meeting that we had, there was a Press
Conference and all information was given. Secondly, Sir, the hon. Minister of
External Affairs—the Prime Minister was himself the Minister of External Affairs,
then earlier a very active and a very able diplomat, honourable Shri Natwar
Singhji, who was also the Minister of External Affairs, before which when we
were in Government some very distinguished Memebrs of Parliament who now
hold Ministerial ranks like Mr. Sibal or Mr. Natwar Singh, almost on a daily basis,
when we were in Government, particularly on such issues, we were being
questioned and
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to the best of our ability we were answering. If our worthy Prime Minister who was
then the Leader of Opposition, still felt a deficiency, or a need for discussion, of
course, he was entirely free to ask for it. | do not recollect when a discussion was
asked and not given. One or two other things.

It was charged that we agreed to sign the CTBT. How Because the Treaty
itself had been killed by the US Senate. And what could we have signed if the
US Senate had killed it. Further, if we had agreed to sign the Treaty, the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which was the principal purpose of the discussions
that were taking place, why then did the United States of America not go in and
conclude the Treaty then? If we had agreed to sign, then what was stopping
them from signing it?

| will make two more submissions, Sir. The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
effectively died when the US Senate refused its permission. First, that was a
multilateral treaty in which there were clauses which permitted a country to claim
national emergency, national right and walk out. What we are now doing with the
United States of America is not a multilateral treaty; it is a bilateral bondage
that we are entering into and once you move out of it, you cannot, thereafter,
continue to have the benefit, Sir. Sir, this | submit, is the position.

| do not want to take any more time. | will say one final sentence. All
documents, all papers, have been in the possession of this Government, as they
would be in the possession of any Government, since the May of 2004. Please,
either stop making these insinuations and charges or, if there are any
documents that prove what | have said as wrong, please bring them and share
them with the House. Thank you.

SHRI ABHISHEK MANU SINGHVI: | am very sorry to interrupt, Sir. Since
Shri Jaswant Singhji said he does not have the papers, | Just want to read one
paragraph of what Shri Vajpayee said— a document which | did not read earlier.
He said in the General Assembly, "Accordingly, after concluding this limited test
ban programme, India announced a voluntary moratorium on further underground
nuclear test explosions. "We conveyed our willingness to move towards a au jure
formalisation of this obligation. In announcing a moratorium, India has already
accepted the basic obligation of the CTBT. In 1996, India could not have accepted the
obligation as such a restraint would have eroded or capability and compromised
our national security." Also, | have Mr. Jaswant Singh's statement, in virtually
identical
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terms. This is the statement (Interruptions)... AT SiTHx b, J& o1 FeT §4,
IR T HET ? ...(HIEH)...

it fafraora R : 771 A= 72 B {5 a1 ok 99 &8 3= & 6 Hdas a7, a1
B FA 2 . (TH)...

DR. BIMAL JALAN (Nominated): Sir, before we proceed further, we need a
definitive clarification ....(Interruptions)... Sir, in view of the importance of this
debate, we need a very definitive clarification on one issue.

oY QuTafy : st 1 93 i), 99 <6 B |

31 fowa Strem : W), U FaIRfthdee =12y, S ofvta JaRfthee 2 f& the
difference between a legal, a statutory obligation and what is put as policy
or sense of the House Have there been cases in the United States where
the President of the United States has deviated from the sense of the
House, as expressed in a legislative document in any important matter,
or. to the policy, as laid down in that document even if it is not statutory?
This is a very important issue, Sir ....(Interruptions)... Because my
understanding is, | may be wrong because | am a lay person, if it is a
statutory thing, you cannot deviate from it without being impeached. But
the general convention in the United States is that they also do not deviate
from policy or the se.nse of the House, by and large, unless there is a very
predominant national reason. So, | would like a clarification, a legal
clarification on this point  (Interruptions)...

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now, Shri Sitaram Yechury.

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY (West Bengal): Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Sir, | am
very happy that we are once again discussing this issue. | would only compliment
the Government for agreeing to a discussion on this issue once again, and |
hope, we will have yet another discussion on this issue before the 123
Agreeement is finalised. | think this is setting a very good practice, a tradition and
a precedent that we are actually debating these issues, | do not mean anything to
our Leader of the Opposition now. | mean, no insinuation meant. But, it is a new
practice that is happening, which it is good and we should continue with this.

Sir, last time, when we had this discussion, | had risen to express our
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anguish and concern at many of the provisions that his forthcoming Bill would
have. We were very happy at that point of time and satisfied at the assurances
that the hon. Prime Minister had given us. saying that India will not go below the
minimum denominator on various issues, and if there is anything that is done
contrary to what is stated here, and | quote from hon. Prime Minister's reply, Sir,
to the House, when he said, "In the final form, if the US legislation or the NSG
guidelines impose extraneous conditions on India, the Government, as |
stated earlier, will draw the necessary conclusions consistent with my
commitments to the Parliament." At that time, Sir, the hon. Prime Minister was
asking us to wait for this legislation. Now, this legislation has come, and it is ironic
that it is called the Hyde Act, which has very little to hide in it. | mean, it
actually reveals what the United States wishes to extract from India.

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI (Uttar Pradesh): It hides more than what it
reveals.

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: It actually reflects what the United States of
America wants to extract from India. Now, the point is, it is very good that we
have heard these assertions; we have heard the Congress Spokesman, here,
the hon. Member defending the Government's position and stating that the
integrity of this Government or the Prime Minister cannot be questioned. By far,
| will be the last one to question that, at all, Sir. What is being questioned is not
the integrity of the Government. | believe and firmly believe that each one of us
is doing our best to further our national interest. But, what we are questioning is
the infallibility. Every one of us can make mistakes. We can fall into traps, with
good intentions, or, wanting to fall into the traps. But as the logic of the
developments will take us, maybe, unintentionally we will be bound by certain
positions which are not in our national interest. That is the premise on which | begin
my entire argument at this stage, because in the last debate, when | sought
the hon. Prime Minister's assurance that before anything further happens that
he will come back to the House, you, hon. Chairman, had intervened saying that
he had already given that assurance. | hope, once again, this assurance will be
given that before this 123 Agreement is signed, the hon. Prime Minister and the
Government will come back to the House and take the House into confidence
because that is in the best of our democratic traditions and | would appeal the
Government to adopt that process before we get into the content of what is
happening.
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3.00P.M.

The question is, the Hyde Act has defined the parameters by which the U.S.
President will have to act. It is not our concern to go into what is abinding
section and what is a non-binding section and what is a section that is
mandatory; they may have all those niceties. But that is not something that
binds us or binds me in India or us as the House or the Government. It is up to
the Government of the USA to decide which parts are mandatory and which are
not mandatory, which are obligatory; let them take their decisions. My concernis,
if there are provisions within this Act which can be used against my country's
sovereignty, then | am naturally concerned about it and | want the assurance that
this will not be allowed. Therefore, let us not get into those technicalities of what
is binding and what is not binding; let us actually talk about what is really
contained in this Act.

Secondly, Sir, we are often told that we need to wait for the 123
Agreement. Surely, we will wait. We are patient and we will wait. We would
wait to study what all that will contain. But, our worry is that that 123 Agreement
can be achieved by the U.S. only under the parameters drawn out by the U.S.
legislation. Now that legislation is not binding on us. Correct. | am not saying
that that legislation is binding on us. But that legislation is binding on the
President of the USA. Now, his parameters have been defined. The assurances
that the Prime Minister has given, in my opinion, these parameters violate those
assurances. If they violate those assurances, then what is the recourse we have in
the 123 Agreement to actually turn the clock back?

| am afraid, and, that is where, | think, whatever be our subjective intentions
of hoping to make the USA accept our positions, but legislatively and legally, the
USA has tied itself to the parameters that are bound by the U.S. legislature
which neither we nor the U.S. President can now change. Since these
parameters are violative of the assurances that are given, | would like to know
from the Government how are we going to get away from this situation. That is
why, Sir, | feel that it is untenable on our part. | hope we can put out rabbits from
the hats as the saying goes. But, from what | can read now, it is untenable right
now for us to presume or to hope that the Prime Minister's assurances will be
honoured by the 123 Agreement. If it is done, very good. We will all be very happy
and satisfied;
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but, from what is appears, | do not think, that is the position we can actually
expect.

Then, another question also has come up. Yes, we will wait for the 123
Agreement, as the Prime Minister said. But, in the meanwhile, what about the
negotiation that goes on? For example, the 123 Agreement need to not
contain the question of annual certification by the U.S. President But, it is
present in their Act, in their legislation. It would not be there in the 123 Agreement,
and, therefore, we cannot say, "since it is not there in 123 Agreement, there is no
need for the President to annually certify." But he will have to do according to his
Act, his laws in his country. So, this is a tenuous argument: "Since it is not there
in 123 Agreement, therefore, it is no longer binding on us." But the President will
have to act under their laws and, therefore, he is bound by their laws. And who
will be the next President? Already the composition of Senate and the
Congress has changed. What will be the situation? Therefore, it will be an
illusion to think that we are somehow separated or we are distanced from that sort
of requirement while the reality is not so.

So, keeping this sort of risks in minds, | would now like to, actually, briefly
touch upon one point before going into the actual contents of the Hyde Act, and
how | think it violates the Prime Minister's assurances. And that is concerning the
entire issue of nuclear energy. This issue of nuclear energy, our learned friend, hon.
colleague, Mr. Singhvi, has also referred and yesterday | listened very attentively
to the Prime Minister's reply in the other House where he also mentioned the need
for augmenting nuclear energy absolutely required for the country's economic
march ahead. Very true! We do not dispute anything of that nature. We require
to augment our energy resources if we are actually aiming at a high growth
trajectory. But what is the best way to do that, that is an issue that | am afraid
we have not yet settled and that is where | had asked even earlier, Sir, what is the
right fuel mix that you need in your country. Which is the source from which we
can augment our energy resources? Is nuclear energy the best available option in
terms of costing? What are we aiming at? We are aiming for a 3000 MW
generation. | mean what we have is 3310. We hope it will be doubled by 2015.
Even then we are told it will be only 5 per cent of total energy production and
consumption. But, Sir, what | want this House and the Hon. Prime Minister also,
through you, and the Government to note is the cost benefit analysis. If you just
look at it, Sir, the cost of production of nuclear energy compared to production
of thermal energy from coal, the ratio is 3:2— three is for nuclear, two for coal. If it is
compared
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to gas, the nuclear energy production will be double the cost— nuclear would
be two and gas would be one. And if it is hydroelectric, then the nuclear energy
cost would be five as compared to three, a ratio of 5:3 for hydroelectric. Now, if
this is the costing that we have, are we really going in for a right, judicious mix of
our energy requirements through expanding nuclear energy? And this is when |
say our own National Hydroelectric Corporation today has given us an
estimate that there is an untapped 50,0000 MW of hydro potential in the country.
50,000 MW! And added to this, very good developments are taking place in our very
close neighbouring country Nepal, Sir, and, if you look at their hydro potential, it is
estimated to be 83,000 MW. So, hydroelectricity—if you combine these two, it
goes up to nearly 1,23,000 MW. If you have this potential with us, it is sitting
there in front of us, why are we not tapping that and rather instead going into such
deals in the name of nuclear energy? So | think we must settle that question. It is
not the compulsions of our energy requirement that is making us to go into the
deal. If that is not the case, then comes the next question: What are the other
compulsions? And there when we come down to the other compulsions and that
is where | would also like to make this point once again, Sir, it has been almost, |
think, more than two decades since the United States has added any new
nuclear power generation in its own country. Now, why, Sir? If nuclear energy
is the source that we are relying on for our future, why is this source for which we are
making this deal, that country has abandoned any further production of nuclear
energy? More than two decades! It is because there are problems associated with
disposing of the used fuel, and the question of environmental problems. How do you
take care of these issues? Because of that the United States has stopped it.
And if we are pursuing that today, what is the meaning, Sir? if nuclear energy
requirements are not the need, as | argued earlier, if we are pursuing this course
when the United States itself has abandoned that course, then the only
conclusion | can draw is that you are actually providing a market for the
production of nuclear reactors and their material for the United States of America
at the expense of my country, its sovereignty and a proper cost analysis of our
energy requirement. Now, that is a serious matter, Sir, which | want this Government
to seriously consider. Having said that, let us now come to the basic issues
that the Prime Minister had raised in his August 17 reply here in this House,
which | had at least—most of us—actually welcomed. There, Sir, the first two
points actually relate to the strategic independence of our
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nuclear programme and our independent foreign policy. Here | quote what the
Prime Minister had said. He said, "l assure the Parliament that Separation
Plan would not adversely affect our strategic programme. | reiterate that
commitment today." Then, further, Sir, with regard to the Foreign Policy the
Prime Minister stated. "We reject the linkages of any extraneous issues to the
nuclear understading, India's Foreign Policy will be decided on the basis of Indian
national interest alone Very good, Sir, we had agreed to that. But if you look at
Section 102, Clause 6, Hyde Act states clearly and Sub-Clause (b) says about
India, "The country has a functioning and an uninterrupted democratic system of
Government—please underline the next line—has a foreign policy that is
congruent to that of the United States and is working with the United States on
key foreign policy initiatives related to non-proliferation. That may be okay. But to
be classified as a country being congruent, a foreign policy being congruent to
that of the United States is something which, | think, in the same spirit of
nationalism, in the same spirit of integrity that we are talking of, is something,
which no nationalist Indian would be willing to accept, being defined by the
United States as being congruent in terms of its" foreign policy position. Then,
later, Sir, in the same Section (d) it says and | am quoting, Sir, that "India would
give greater political and material support to the achievement of United States
global and regional non-proliferation objectives." Now, what else does this
mean other than that they are expecting India to actually dovetail to the US
strategic objectives globally, regionally? And this sort of a dove-tailing and
expecting India to be part of that dove-tailing is essentially a constriction on the
pursuit of an independent foreign policy by us. Needless to add, Sir, that
independent foreign policy is an important element of the Common Minimum
Programme, that is the basis for this Government to function and, therefore, if you
look at Section 102 and 103, and only to save time | am not quoting from that, but
if you permit/then | will. But in both these sections, in section 103, if you permit
me | will just want to go through one point that "Pending implementation of
multlateral moratorium described in paragraph 1 earlier or the treaty described in
paragraph 2 encourage India not to increase the production of fissile material
at unsafeguarded nuclear facilities." Now, what is wrong with this is,—since an
hon. member asked, 'what is wrong with this?'—my entire position is that these
are decisions we take, precisely. My entire problem is why should anyother
country tell me what to do and that is the point. The point is not whether they
are
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telling you rightly or wrongly. The point is, are we today to accept what they tell
as my national interest instead of my deciding so? Again, the question comes
of the second issue. Much has been said earlier by Shri Arun Shourie. | don't want
to repeat that. The Australia group, the NPCR, the NSG, the wossamer
Agreement, | mean, all these things in Section 104(b), if you go into it, all these
constrictions and restrictions are there. But let me not get into the technicalities.
The question is the independence of our strategic programme. And all of you are
aware, Sir, and you particularly, that we as the CPM had opposed Pokhran I, we
had said that India should not go into nuclear weaponisation. We are even
today against nuclear stock-piling. But. Sir, | will be the last person to allow this
to be done under dictates of any other country or any other power but this is a
decision that we shall take sovereignly in our country and we cannot allow
anybody else to dictate to us on this account. Having said this, both on these two
scores, we are, therefore, apprehensive. The third issue is on the question of full
civilian nuclear technology including the fuel cycle. Now technicalities apart what
the Prime Minister assured us in this House and | am just quoting, "The Central
imperative in our discussions with the United States en civilian and nuclear
cooperation is to ensure the complete irreversible removal of existing restrictions
imposed on India through iniquitous restrictive trading regimes over the years. We
seek the remoal of restrictions on all aspects of cooperation and technology transfers
pertaining to civil nuclear energy ranging from nuclear fuel, nuclear reactors, to re-
processing spent fuel, i.e. all aspects of the complete nuclear fuel cycle." But, what
does Section 103(a)(5) of the Hyde Act tells us? | am not quoting the whole
Section to save time. It says, "Given the special sensitivity of equipment and
technologies related to the enrichment of uranium, the reprocessing of spent
nuclear fuel and the production of heavy water, work with members of the NSG,
individually and collectively, to further restrict..."—please underline this., "...the
transfers of such equipment and technologies, including to India." So, the full
nuclear cycle which we have been promised is under question mark.

Then, Sir, Section 104 gives clear details of what can be given and what cannot
be given. In essence what it means is that no Indian entity can access any of
these above dual-use technologies, denying India the access to full civilian
technology, including fuel cycle. This runs contrary to the assurance of the Prime
Minister has given. How are we going to circumvent this? This is our point of
concern.
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The fourth point is, | still remember, very passionately the hon. Prime Minister
stated and | applauded at that point of time when he said that this is a treaty in
perpetuity and not an annual treaty. And, therefore, the annual certification by the
US President is something not acceptable to us. Very true, Sir. Now,., the world
‘certification' has been changed to, | think, 'assessment.’

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSH?1: It is determination'.

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Whatever it may be, Sir. With apologies to
Shakespeare, like a rose smells—I mean, whatever name you call it by, say,
certification, assessment, verification, it also smells as foul. That is why this is,
once again, not an issue of binding or non-binding. | am only quoting the hon.
Prime Mnister. We have made it clear to the United States our opposition to
these provisions even if they are projected as non-binding, Mr. Singhvi, please
note, even if they are projected as non-binding on India it is being contrary to
the letter and spirit of the July Statement. We do not wish to diminish a
permanent waiver authority into an annual one.

Now, Section 104(g) tells you exactly opposite of how they would want not only
the certification but also of the information on nuclear activities of India, how they
will be monitored and now | quote from it. Section 104(g)(2)(E) says, "an
assessment of whether India is fully and actively participating in United States
and international efforts to dissuade, isolate, etc." All of us is familiar with Iran. This
sort of thing again, runs directly in contradiction to the assurance that the hon.
Prime Minister has given. This is another cause of our concern.

Sir, point number 5 is that the hon. Prime Minister in Parliament said that
there would be one time change in the US Laws before India accepting IAEA
safeguards in perpetuity. | quote what the hon. Prime Minister has said. He said,
"Before voluntarily placing our civilian faciliteis under IAEA safeguards, we will
ensure that all restrictions on India have been lifted." These references have been
made by Shri Arun Shourie. | am not referring to them to save time. This is, again,
challenged by the Hyde Act. This is an assurance that is again been violated.

The sixth point is about India-specific IAEA additional protocol. The hon.
Prime Minister had stated and quote, "In the Separation Plan, we have agreed
to conclude an India-specific safeguards agreement with the
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IAEA. The question of an Additional Protocol will arise only after the India-specific
safeguard agreement is in place. As a country with nuclear weapons, there is
no question of India agreeing to a Safeguards agreement or an Additional Protocol
applicable to non-nuclear weapon States of the NPT." And then what does
Section 104(b)(3), which deals with waiver authority and congressional approval,
say? It says and l.quote, "India and the IAEA are making substantial progress
towards concluding on Additional Protocol..." | mean, they are saying that we are
already in the process; what we said that we will not do till reciprocity is
maintained..." ...consistent with IAEA principles, practices, and policies that would
apply to India's civil nuclear programme." Again, Sir, | am quoting the term
'Additional Protocol' from Section 110(1) which deals with Definitions. It says,
"the term 'Additional Protocol' means a protocol additional to a safeguards
agreement with the IAEA, as negotiated between a country and the IAEA based
on a Model Additional Protocol as set forth in IAEA information circular 540"
which essentially and mainly deals with non-nuclear weapons States. And,
therefore, again, that means 'specifically modified additional protocol' which is
applied to the non-nuclear weapon States, and not as an India specific additional
protocol. This, again, runs contrary to the assurance that we were given.

Then, Sir, | come to the seventh assurance on the ‘fuel supply guarantee'. The
Prime Minister, | am quoting, had stated graciously, here in this House, "Separation
Plan includes elaborate fuel supply assurances given by the United States. An
important assurance is the commitment of support for India's right to build
strategic reserves of fuel over the lifetime of its nuclear reactors.” Now, again,
what does section 102 say? It says, "The United States should not seek to
facilitate or encourage the continuation of nuclear exprots to India by any other
party if such exports are terminated under the United States law." So, it is very
clear. If they terminate it for political reasons, they will also make sure that
nobody else gives us this. So, this runs completely contrary to the assurances
on fuel supply, guarantee.

Then, as we have mentioned earlier, we were also very proud, when we heard
our hon. Prime Minister saying, "We wil not allow the US Inspectors to roam
around our facilities." And, in fact, he said, "Therefore, there is no question of
accepting other verification measuers of third country inspectors to visit our nuclear
facilities, outside the frame work of the India-specific safeguards agreement.”
Section 104 on the Nuclear Export Accountability
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Programme, | am quoting section B of that. Section A is general, section B gives
you the specific measuers and they tell you clearly that they will enforce such
inspections if it is in their interest. Now, this also runs contrary to the
assurances given to us.

Finally, | come to the ninth assurance - it is related to the assurance that was
given, and which has been referred to also - 'The Proliferation Security Initiative.'
In fact, the Prime Minister had said, | am quoting, "The Proliferaton Security
Initiative is an extraneous issue, as it is outside the frame work of the July 18 Joint
Statement. Therefore, we cannot accept it as a condition for implementing the
July Statement . Separately, the Government has examined the PSL." Now, section
103 Statement of Policy (b) says, "(3) Secure India's - (A) Full participation in
the Proliferation Security Initiative, etc..." This has been quoted by my hon.
colleagues. So, | am not going into those. But | agree that this is an area of
concern. In continuation of this, section 115 - it is a new addition that has been
made - is something, which is very, very disturbing. Section 115, says, "The
Secretary of Energy, acting through the administrator of the Natinoal Nuclear
Security Administration, shall establish a cooperative threat reduction
programme to pursue jointly with scientists from India and the United States a
programme to further common non-proliferation goals." You can get it from the
NNSAs website. It has a Mission Statement. | am just quoting point Nos. 1 and 2
only; there are six of them. | quote, "The mission of the NNSA is: (a) To
enhance United States national security through the military application of
nuclear energy; (b) To maintain and enhance the safety, reliability and
performance of the United Sates weapons stockpile, including the ability to
design, produce, and test, in order to meet national security requirements." We
have, now, been drawn into the vortex of US nuclear strategies and the US
nuclear strategic positions. Now, that is something, which we think, India can least
afford to get into it. Therefore, | would actually want from the hon. Prime Minister -
coming back to the basic question - that let us not hair split on the definitions
whether it is mandatory, non-mandatory, obligatory, or not. The question is that
Common Minimum Denominator, it is not the Common Minimum Programme
at this state, but the Common Minimum Denominator on the Indo-US Nuclear
Deal is that the assurances that the Prime Minister had made to this House on
August 17,2006. These are the assurances, which, in my opinion, cannot be
violated. They are inviolable.
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If these assurances are inviolable, and if the 123 Agreement cannot ensure the
inviolability of these assurances, then, we should only come to the conclusion
what the hon. Prime Minister himself said on the last occasion, that we draw the
necessary conclusions, which only means that this deal is not in India's interest,
and, therefore, it cannot be accepted. And that is the assurance we want the
Prime Minister and the Government to give this August House. It is only a
request that before anything is inked on that count, we once again come back
here and take the confidence of the House.With that appeal to the Government
and the hon. Prime Minister, through you, | only wish that once again, the Prime
Minister would be able to satisfy us by telling us that this will not happen. Thank
you, Sir.

SHRI N. JOTHI (Tamil Nadu): Mr. Chairman, Sir, on behalf of the AIADMK Party |
wish to participate in this debate. Sir, ever since the formation of ' the UPA
Government, quite often, especially, for the past few weeks, this « Government
has been in the dock on this issue. Sir, explanations after explanations are being
given, both by Members, as well as, by the Prime Minister, on the ground that they
are patriotic, "we will wriggle out if problem arises. We will not go against the
sovereignty

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN]

In the Chair, of this country. We will safeguard the interest of this country, please
believe us." This is what they are saying repeatedly. Sir, we are not less patriotic
than you. We are also patriotic like you. There is no need to speak sentimentally
here. There is no need to say, 'please believe me'. Your activities and your
actions should be in such a way...

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Nobody is speaking sentimentally.
...(Interruptions)...

SHRI N. JOTHI: | will tell finally who spoke sentimentally. Sir, the
Government cannot be run on mere assurances. People should believe their
work. We, in Opposition, should also believe the Government.
...(Interruptions)... Sir, deliberately, two persons are interrupting. | can name
them also.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Don't name them. You cannot name them.
...(Interruptions)... No; no. Please sit down. ...(Interruptions)... Mr.
Narayanasamy, please listen. ...(Interruptions)...
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SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: One cannot speak in the air.
...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Narayanasamy, this is a very serious debate.
...(Interruptions)... Please sit down. ...(Interruptions)... Mr. Jothi, you stick to
your subject. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI N. JOTHI: If they want their presence to be noted by the Prime
Minister..

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:- Don't go into all these extraneous matters.

SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, this Government, instead of repeatedly saying, 'please
believe us' should exhibit itself in such a way that we do not debate this issue once
again in future. That should be the attitude of this Government. Sir, the Bill
passed by the USA is termed as the Henry J. Hyde, United States-India
Peaceful Atomic Energy Cooperation Act of 2006. In short., it is called the
Hyde Act. It is opposed by scientists. All over India, scientists are opposing it.
Public are opposing it. Opposition parties, including parties, including the CPI,
and CPI (M) are opposing it. We are opposing it. But, still the UPA Government
wants to tell us, 'please believe us,' Why are we oppositing it. Sir? It is not that
we are less patriotic to oppose it. We are equally, more patriotic than you to
oppose it Sir, the title of the Act passed by the American Congress seems to be
very appropriate. | am reminded of a Non-Detail in my school days, called, Dr.
Jekyll and Hyde by Mr. R.L Stevenson. He is the single person with two
personalities. During the daytime, he will be Dr. Jekyll. he will be helping
people, a good person; a good-natured person. At night, he will be a killer. Mr. Hyde
is a very good name. It is a very appropriate; name. No other name could fit into
this Bill. On the one fact of it, the Bill looks very good. To whom does it look good?
It looks good to the Americans. On the other face, it looks very bad. ugly and
killer like. To whom does it look bad? To the Indians it looks bad. This Bill has
correctly been titled as Hyde Act. It has got hidden agenda; it has many things
to hide. Sir, so many things have been very explicity discussed here. Let me not
repeat them. But in contents, if you look at, our sovereignty will not be bartered
We will not allow our military strategy, defence strategy, to be inroaded by them. It
would be purely civilian. That is what they say. There is a shortage of uranium. We
need this energy; so, we need an agreement with Americans. This is what in a
nutshell they could say. In reality, Sir, what
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are Americans going to do? They will give supply only for two years. It will be
repeated only after two years.They will not give in bulk. Initially, they will give
only for two years. They will extend it two years onwards. So it is instalment-
based uranium supply, thereby, watching your activities. In response to that,
what are we giong to do them? It is something like what we call in Tamil. "You
bring your grain, | will bring my chaff. We will mix it. We will segregate it and eat it
off." This Agreement is like that. They are bringing chaff and we are going to
give them grains. We will mix them: They will, thereafter, segregate them. Then,
both of us will take half-half. This is exactly what this Agreement is. Sir, we are
not saying, anything against the hon. Prime Minister personally. But, genuinely
we feel, bona fide we feel, the Government is under pressure from foreign
elements. They are under pressure. Please come and tell us what the pressure
is. Please reveal it. You need not act under the pressure of the foreign elements. Please
don't barter our sovereignty. Repeatedly, we are telling you, "take us into
confidence." If the Government wants to continue for some more years, we will
help you. But come up truthfuly to us. Please take us into confidence. Every
time, you come and give explanation...(Interruptions)... This is the problem with
these people...(Interruptions)... They don't want anything from here, but they
want everything from America, foreign elements...(Interruptions)... "We don't
want anything from Indians; we are now allowing foreign
elements....(Interruptions)... Yes, they do not want any help from us, they want
every help from foreigners—foreigners to lead them and foreigners to run the
Government. Sir, this foreign element is embedded in them. Some transformation
has taken place in the Congress Party. | am very sorry to say this.

Sir, scientists had met the hon. Prime Minister. With folded hands, they
said to the hon. Prime Minister "Please don't proceed with this." Explanations
were again offered. Explanations are being offered here on the floor of this House.
Explanations are being given in media, and you are saving yourselves much day in
and day out. Much energy is being spent on this deal than focussing on other
developmental activities.

That is the problem with this Government. We are having problems of the
workers. We are having problems of so many people and so many matters.
And, the top leaders of the party are spending their energy on this Treaty,
instead of concentrating on other matters. That is the reason, Sir, why we suspect
the bona fides. There is something very strange
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which is going on. Something very strange is going on. Some hidden agenda
is there to barter our sovereignty. This is what we are suspecting you. There is no
point in saying: "l am opening my heart. Please look into it | am like Hanuman,
Open and see Ramain it." This is not the way, Sir. Have interactions with us. Call
for all-party meetings; invite all the parties in India recognised by the Election
Commission of India. Have a debate with them; have clause-by-clause
discussion with them. Let us debate it here and then, finally, let us have a
consensus. Please, don't say that 'we would walk out of it'. At what stage will you
walk out? Will you walk out after everything has been said and done?*Will
America allow you to walk out? We have seen what happened in Iran and Irag;
we have seen how America behaved with them. We are only saying that if it is not
good, and when we are saying it is not good, please don't criticise us. Don't
say 'sentimentaly'—Mr. narayanasamy said 'sentimentally; | shall come to that;
| shall not remain without debating on that.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No no, please dont't go to Narayanasamy! Please,
come to the Nuclear Bill. ...(Interruptions)... This discussion was meant for two-
and-a-half hours; we have already exhausted two-and-a-half hours' time.

SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, the question is whether our sovereignty and
independence would continue or not. That is the question.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: People have given us the mandate
...(Interruptions)... This is not the way to speak.

SHRI N. JOTHI:.Thisthe problem with them...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Narayansamy, if you could keep quiet, he
would finish his speech.

SHRI N. JOTHI: If the UPA Government thinks that because the people have
given them the mandate and because they are running the Govemment they could do
anything with their collars up, and do whatever they wish, we are sorry to say,
that is not democracy. You must be aware of the minimum elements of
democracy. This is not democracy. Democracy means, to have common
discussion taking even the Opposition into confidence, especially in national and
international affairs. They are having the common Minimum Programme with
other parties supporting them from outside. | have heard what Yechuryji has
said; | hear daily to what
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Brindaji keeps saying to the media; and they are not sparing the
Governmentl...(/nfernvpf/ons)... Sir, they are people of intolerance.
...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jothi, don:t take note of all this. You have to
speak on Nuclear Cooperation, and not on anything else.

SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, | cannot shut...(Interruptions)..:

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That way we will not be having a useful debate.
Please, come to the point. You cannot go on like this; you have to come to the
subject.

SHRI N, JOTHI: Sir, this is my subject!...(Interruptions)..: Sir, Prime Minister
after Prime Minister, starting from Pandit jawaharlal Nehru, to Mr. V.P. Singh, and
even Mr. Narasimha Rao, have not had any kind of talks with other countries on
the nuclear issue. They have said that because o depleted supply they wish to
have a bilateral arrangement with the USA. What kind of a nation are you going to
have an agreement with? How have they treated other nations? How have they
behaved with others? have you ever thought about it? Are they being friendly with
other countries? Other than being dominating, what has America done? What is
America doing except policing the world?

Sir, the might of money and the might of power may lure you. But, kindly
have a look at the statue of Mahatma Gandhi. You have all forgotten him. He would
be twisting in his grave at the manner in which you are behaving!

SHRI B.S. GNANADESIKAN (Tamil Nadu): Sir, let us talk about the policy.
Why should he attack us?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: This is his subject!

SHRI B.S. GNANADESIKAN: Sir, what is this? ...(Interruptions)... he is
attacking us.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: This is his subject! Attacking is his subject!.
..(Interruptions)...

SHRI B.S. GNANADESIKAN: Sir, you have to control him. He is attacking us.
..(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: MR. Gnanadesikan, please sit down.
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SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, sections 103, 104. 105 and 106 have all been
discussed thoroughly

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What else remains to be done
then?...(/nferrupf/ons)...

SHRI N. JOTHI: What we have to discuss is this vital clause 106, the grey
area. Please believe me, | will not ditch this country; please believe me, | will
contact you again; please believe me, and if you don't, then walk out. What is this.
Sir? How long can you go on hearing this kind of thing?.. .(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIMAN: Please conclude...{Interruptions)...

SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, a regional party doesn't mean that they could be
curtailed like this. Sir, we are entitled to speak. This type of time constraint is not
for other parties; this type of time constraint is not set for anybody, why is it for
me only?...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIMAN: Mr. Jothi, you cannot,cast aspersions. It is an
agreed system which we follow. If someimes the Chair is liberal, then it doesn't
mean that you can cast aspersions on the Chair There is a time constraint. The
time is given and you should adhere It is the duty of the Chair to regulate it.
Don't go on saying that others are given time but you are not. That is not
correct. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI N. JOTHI: | was talking about the equal opportunity....
(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Equal opportunity doesn't mean that you will go
on saying everything....(Interruptions)...

SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, regarding the constraints on the part of the whole issue,
even now the doubts are being expressed as to how long the inspection will
take place, how far we will go, whether indigenous matters will again be looked into
by them or we can go ahead with our indigenous programme. These are the areas
yet to be clarified. | appeal to the Prime Minister and the ruling Party to debate here
every clause of the Agreement. Please table it here Debate on every clause
threadbare, and in both the Houses. Apart from House discussion, discuss it in
all-party meeting all over India because it is a very important treaty. Please
have it. Another thing is that, our leader in a statement pointed out an important
lacuna,
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namely, like America, we don't have a system to discuss the treaties and
agreements on the floor of the House. This is the problem in our Constitution.
We must discuss on that. We must discuss this agreement.. ..(Interruptions)...

SHRIMATI S.G. INDIRA (Tamil Nadu): How can he...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He doesn't need your assistance.
...(Interruptions)... Please go on. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, kindly assist me, Sir, if | refer to" them again,
...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please don't refer.

SHRI N. JOTHI: | have to. Sir, what is the purpose of the Opposition? There is
a saying in Thirukkural also. It says, "A king should often be told by others,
especially the opponents how the king should rule the country, then only the king
can rule well," Unless we tell them, what they should .do, they may not be
knowing because they are kneeling and persuading with folded hands before
America. Please stop that. (Time-bell).

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please conclude.

SHRI N. JOTHI: Just two minutes. Sir, regarding sentiments, last occasion,
with choked voice, the hon. Prime Minister has said that he is a son of a freedom
fighter. | respect that, he said, he would be more patriotic than anyone else. |
respect that. Hon. Prime Minister, Sir, your sentiments alone are not sufficient in this
matter. We need statemanship in this matter. Your sentiments alone will not serve,
statemenship will alone serve. Thank you.

DR. PC. ALEXANDER (Maharashtra): Thank you, Sir. In the morning session,
Members of the House had the privilege of listening to one of the most masterly
speeches ever heard in this House on the Indo-US nuclear deal from Arun
Shourie. | may well add, we are not likely to hear another such speech in this
House on this subject. He has placed all the issues before the House for its
consideration after conducting very intensive research into all the relevant
documents. In fact, many things | wanted to say, fortunately, had been covered
more efficiently by my younger colleague on that side of the House, and, therefore, |
am not going to deal with them at length. | will come straightway to the present
position that we find

332



[19 December, 2006] RAJYA SABHA

ourselves in and how w can get out of it with grace. | have a feeling, Sir, that a
needless controversy has been created on this nuclear deal by a series of
mistakes or mishandlings. In the first place, the Government should have tried
for a consensus on this issue among all the members of the House irrespective of
parties. The tradition in our country in the post-independence period has always
been in favour of having a consensus on foreign policy issues or on issues dealing
with our relations with foreign countries on economic, scientific or nuclear-type
of cooperation or any other type of cooperation. But, unfortunately, | find that
this opportunity was missed. | can say, Sir, from personal knowledge, and | am
sure my old friend, Dr. Manmohan Singh, would also endorse this thing, when Prime
Minister Indira Gandhi was dealing with some of the most delicate issues of
concern to the nation, she used to meet the Members of the Opposition party very
often, one-by-one, and have heartly discussion with them and try her best to
evolve a sort of understanding among all the parties in the Opposition.
Unfortunately, this has not been done for a variety of reasons and that is one of
the reasons for the state of confusion that prevails among the Members while
dealing with the subject. The second confusion arose because the delegation led by
our Prime Minister, visited Washington for three to four days. The United States
Government presents a draft of a joint statement to him. In the normal course, he
should have been advised by his colleagues and experts accompanying him to
take that document and tell his counterpart, the President of the United States,
"Yes, we have seen the Draft. | would like to have some time to examine it and | will
come back to you. But, in principle, | agree with what you say". But, unfortunately,
instead of following that step, which should have been the right step to do, we went
in to the stage of issuing a Joint Statement covering this particular issue of nuclear
cooperation. At that time, the delegation was not prepared to handle this issue. If it
had been prepared to handle this issue, or, it knew that it had to handle this
issue in advance, it would have included experts on nuclear science and not
merely bureaucrats or diplomats. Dr. Kakodkar, one of the Eminent authorities on
nuclear science now living and now in service was asked to hurry from Vietnam
to Washington and express his views on the draft. He was not obviously
getting the time required for a careful study of the Draft Report. Still, he gave his-
views for whatever they were considered necessary at that stage. Therefore, | have
a feeling that Government did not have the benefit of the advice of the scientific
community, the nuclear scientific community, in the country to

333



RAJYA SABHA [19 December. 2006]

the extent that we should have had on an issue like this. One thing | would like to
place before the House through you, Sir, is that some of these people who
are now issuing strong statements in the Press against the 'Nuclear Deal' are
some of the best brains in the country, in the post-Independence period. They
are the shisyas or the disciples of the great visionary Dr. Homi Bhabha. he picked
up these people one by one, trained them, and motivated them. Dr. Homi Sethna, Dr.
P.K. lyengar, Dr. Srinivasan, Dr. Kakodkar, Dr. Chidambaram, late Dr. Ramanl|a,
and late Dr. Satish Dhawan, former Chairman of the Space Research
Organisation. These were all the people who were trained by him. They were
highly respected and kept with great support and patronage by the Prime
Ministers of this country in the past Unfortunately, when this incident happened,
that is the U.S. presenting us with the draft affairs, the Joint Statement, the
delegation did not decide to ask for time to react to the statement, come back to
India, consult them very intensely, get their views, consult others, consult people in
the opposition parties, and then formulate their stand on this. Very sadly, this
aspect has been neglected.

The third reason for the confusion is, if | may venture to say that, that a hype
has been created by one section of the media—who went along with the Prime
Minister to Washington. They started writing the very next day as if something
very, very phenomenal for the development of the energy strength of the country
has been achieved in three days' talk, and that the Prime Minister has returned to
India with the key for delivering India from the nuclear winter with the solution for
whatever nuclear apartheid the country would have suffered for so many years in
the past. This hype that was created, in the country, on the issue created great
expectations, much greater expectations than there should have been. And,
therefore, when the discussions came, people were hoping that there would be
readymade solutions for all the problems which we were facing in the area of civilian
nuclear energy development. But when the nitty-gritty details of the experiment
came to light, people started getting worried. "This is not what we were thinking
about or this is not what we were told about." The only thing that kept the people's
expectations steady about the Deal was the repeated assurance of Prime
Minister Manmohan Singh. | give full credit to the sagacity and courage shown by
the Prime Minister. The three statements he made before he House were excellent
statements to create that strength of mind among the people that nothing wrong
will happen; |
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have taken this step with adequate precautions, and if these precautions are not
found practicable, | am not going to sign this agreement. This assurance was
conveyed on three occasions before this House. Many people, including me,
were happy that the Prime Minister has drawn the line, and he will not go beyond
that line. But, today, what has happened is that the Prime Minister has been let
down by the American Congress. And | will say that even the President of the
United States has been let down by the American Congress. The U.S. Congress
looks at the problem that we face from a different angle. Their problem is or their
attempt is to ensure that we do not go ahead in the line of Nuclear Weapon State
and not reach that stage which they may ultimately have to recognise. While we
were concerned more with cooperation from the United States to see that our
civilian nuclear strength advances further, there was a gross conflict in the
perceptions of people in India or the authorities in India and the United States'
Congress. That is why, even the joint statement which was fairly acceptable to
the House, in general, | should say, got into distortions and dilutions when it went
to the stage of House of Representatives for the drafting of the legislation. It got
further distorted when it went to the stage of Senate and | should say, it got more
distorted when it finally reached the stage of the joint conference for the
reconciliation. | have before me the report of the final conference dated 7th
December and when | read this report, | felt extremely unhappy because this
codument contains something quite different from what was expected of the
joint statement and it negates all the promises which the Prime Minister, Dr.
Manmohan Singh, had made to this House, through the three statements which
he made. This is the situation that we are facing today.

My suggestion to the hon. Prime Minister would be to come out boldly with
the stand that "l have tried to get this for my country. | laboured hard and | got the
cooperation of the President of the United States also on certain matters. | have
always told my Parliament and my people back that if U.S. stands by the
commitments it had made in the joint statement along with me, | will take my
nation along with me and get it done. Now, | find that you have not satisfied the
promises or commitments that were expected of you. Therefore, | am sorry, |
can't go beyond this." If he can take that stand boldly, | think, it will be a good way
out of a bad situation

There are many things which need correction some of which were covered
by previous speakers, the speakers who spoke before me. | will
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not go into them, but three points in this document really worry me and
cannot but take two or three minutes more to say this with great emphasis.
It has been argued, | think, by my friend, Dr. Singhvi. He is not here. |
was listening to his speech on television. It has been argued that there is
always a way out because whatever may be the language of this, there
can be a way out of the situation by further negotiations for the 123
Agreement. But the language of this law is so very clear. Section 104
(a) very clearly says, it starts with the sentence, "If the President makes
the determination decscribed in subsection (b)..." The President may
then follow what can happen. The most important thing is that if only the
President makes a determination, all these things will happen. As was
explained by Shri Arun Shourie this morning, to make the President
make such a determination , we will have to make many sacrifices
which will violate the spirit of the joint statement. The President himself
may not like it, but they have seen to it that the President will have to
follow the line which the Congress has laid down. It is not easy to get out
of that difficulty.

Sir, this is the basic difference between the Presidential system of
governance with Separation of Powers and the Parliamentary system of
governance which we follow. Under our Parliamentary system, if our Prime
Minister commits the nation to a treaty or to an agreement with a foreign
country or to an international treaty, it is binding on the people morally and
legally. He does not have to have the opinion or the support of the Parliament or
the endorsement by the Parliament or the votes of the Parliament. The opposite
is the case with the Presidential system where separation of powers is the most
important guiding factor. The Congress is very jealous of its powers and the
Committees of the Congress are not like our Parliamentary standing
Committee or the such Committee which examine witnesses and pass
recommendations, but ultimately somebody in the Ministry will decide as to
what should be presented to the Parliament in the form of a Bill that will be
passed. In the United. States, these things don't happen, yesterday, | was very
disappointed that the recommendations of the Parliamentary Standing
Committee on the reservation for OBCs and the creamy layer which had been
arrived at after meeting dozens of witnesses, had been just ignored. And
instead, it has been presented to the House with their own decision, without
being backed up by that. They are not like that. These committees are
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very important. | am speaking with some knowledge of these facts, Sir, and
therefore, you take if from me, and | appeal to you, and through you to the
House, that we should not compare our country with the United States of
America. We have to take this thing very seriously. The Congress will not let the
President depart much from what has been already decided by the Congress
itself. So, | have my fears on these three particular issues. What will happen to
the enormous expenditure that we may have to incur? Reactors will cost about
2 billion per piece, and we spend so many billions, and we bring the reactors, and
suddenly, they find the reason not to give us the nuclear fuel. What will happen?
All the assurance of the Prime*Minister was that their law will take care of such
situations or the agreement will take care of that situation. But this document
just speaks of the opposite. Similarly, under the various obligations, the foreign
policy of the country with our neighbouring country like Iran, will have to be
incongruous with that of the Americans. Their interest are different. They are
slaking the geo-political situation. Their stakes are different from our stakes.
Therefore, we have to take a firm stand on these matters. My suggestion to the
Prime Minister is that we should make it clear to the U.S. that we will stand by
you. We stood by you when you presented the case; we believed you firmly when
you made those three statements, and we will back you fully if you tell the
Americans, 'well, if you agree with these points, which | hold important for my
country, | go in for 123 agreements; if you do not, | am not going to ask my
Parliament and my nation to accept. That is the way of getting out of it. Thank
you.

SHRI M.V. MYSURA REDDY (Andhra Pradesh): Thank you, Sir.
Yesterday, President George Bush has signed the Hyde Act. It may be a cause
of distress to somebody. All stages are over except negotiations on 123
agreements. But the Act has so many deterrent clauses. All these things were
clearly discussed by our senior colleagues like Shri Arun Shourie and Shri
Sitaram Yechury. So, there is no need of repeating all these things. Sir, | am
associating myself with them and with their concern. But, at this stage, the Prime
Minister yesterday made a statement. "The US for its part has assured us that
the legislation, as passed by the US Congress, will enable to fulfill all its
commitments, vis-a-vis, the July 18th Joint Statement and March 2nd
Separation Plans."

Sir, knowing this that the US President is not having a sweeping power
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to overcome this legislation, the US Administration has presented its
legilsation by a different route which lays more stress on the role for the
President to negotiate with India. | will quote the Joint Explanatory Statement
of the Conference Committee. "Both the Houses International Relations
Committee and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee rejected this
approach believing that the administrative proposal did not provide for an
appropriate Congressional oversight over that by any measure, an unprecedented
nulcear cooperative relationship with India.. "Both the Committees were troubled
by lack of consultation with the Congress before July 18, 2005 Joint Statement
and March, 2, 2006 statement of Indo-US declaration”. This is from Congress
Committee 's Report, on page H8942, para 7.

There is one more thing. If the US administration is capable of going beyond
the Hyde Act, | want to bring to your notice as to why Condoleezza Rice persuaded
Senator Richard Lugar to change the gravity or modifications of the
contentious which we raised in this august House regarding sequencing,
termination clause and fallback safeguards.

| would like to state that the deterrent conditions were know to India
beforehand also. | am substantiating my statement by quoting a portion of the
testimony of Mr. John Rood, Assistant Secretary of State for International Security and
Non-proliferation, before the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee. | quote
from his transcript. It was made on 2nd August, * Richard Lugar queried:

"Did New Delhi not understand United States policy, which you have
enunciated again this morning? If they did understand the policy, please give us
your opinion on why they opposed placing the prohibition into law, but can accept
the existence of the policy".

To this Mr. Rood replied:

"The Indian Government had been clearly told beforehand that the US will not
supply these technologies, the administration preferred this ban to remain in place
at the policy rather than statutory level. Incorporation that ban in the enabling
legislation, according to Mr. Rood, 'singles India out.'

We look forward to civil nuclear cooperation with India, but we have told the
Indian Government we don't envision that cooperation involving enrichment
and reprocessing technologies or the technology for he production of heavy
water.
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We would refer to maintain this practice as a matter of policy as opposed to
a matter of law".

This is Mr. Rood's statement. It means that the Government had misled
the House, knowingly or unknowingly. But | wouldn't say deliberately. If it is
known to India beforehand, the Parliament might have been taken ino confidence
by the Prime Minsiter. But after the Act was passed some representatives of
Democrats and Republicans might have hailed this Act. The Under Secretary,
Mr. Nicholas Burns, might have given hyperbolic statement that is a historical
act, as a liberation act for India. The US President has also given topmost
importance to s.*ning this Act. All these things give a small relief to the
negotiators to have some changes in the nomenclature or to have some tinkering
mechanism, and nothing more than that. Nothing is left. Only a little bit is left. No
room is left for these people for negotiations. All these are done. This entire
episode reminds me of a small story which | read during my childhood. It is like a
jackal inviting a crane and serving him delicious payasam or kheer, whatever it
be, in a silver plate. But the crane could not eat it. All these things appear to be
like that. My friend mentioned Section 102 of the Conference Report, the Sense
of the Congress. | would like to bring to your notice the Sense of the Congress.
Section 102 says, "The country has demonstrated responsible behaviour with respect
to the non-proliferation of technology related to nuclear weapons and the means to
deliver them. The country has a functioning and uninterrupted democractic
system of Government, has a foreign policy that is congruent to that of the
United States, and is working with the United States on key foreign policy initiatives
related to non-proliferation. Such cooperation induces the country to
promulgate and implement substantially improved protections against the
proliferation of technology related to nuclear weapons and the means to deliver
them and to refrian from actions that would further the development of its nuclear
weapons programme . Such cooperation will induce the country to give greater
political and material support to the achievement of the United States global and
regional non-proliferation objectives, especially with respect to dissuading,
isolating, and if necessary, sanctioning and containing States that sponsor
terrorism and terrorist groups that are seeking to acquire a nuclear weapons
capability or other weapons of mass destruction capability and the means to
deliver such weapons." This is good conduct certificate given under Section
102 of the Conference Report.
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Our Prime Minister and the President have in a joint statement assured the
international community, "Filing a declaration regarding its civilians facilities
with the International Atomic Energy Agency, IAEA; taking a decision to place
voluntarily its civilian nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards; signing and
adhering to an Additional Protocol with respect to civilian nuclear facilities;
continuing Indian's unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing; working with the
United States for the conclusion of multilateral Fissible Material Cut off Treaty;
refraining from transfer of enrichment and reprocessing technologies to States
that do not have them and supporting international efforts to limit their spread and
ensuring that the necessary steps have been taken to secure nuclear materials
and technology through comprehensive export control legislation and through
harmonization and adherence to Missile Technology Control Regime, MTCR
and Nuclear Supplies Group, NSG guidelines." This is a joint statement of the
Prime Minister and the President. But after these assurances also, the non-
proliferation lobby passed a deterrent Act with overwhelming majority. They are
preaching sermons on non-proliferation. This is like =t & & @R el &t &I
<Iell, ufda 8 & o It is like that.

Sir, | want to bring to the notice of the Prime Minister and his advisors that
during 1965, under peace for atoms programme, we had an accord on Tarapore.
It was a bilateral agreement. They have gone back on this agreement. They have
still not taken the irradiated fuel even today. After this betrayal of the Americans,
our scientists developed technology and material. Just before loading the
material to his plant, France came and supplied the enriched material with tacit
understanding and approval of American. This is the situation. Sometimes,
they go back, whenever, they feel like doing so. It will be arm-twisting for us
also. They have to keep this in mind when they are entering into an
agreement with the Armericans and the U.S. Government. Sir, | can
understand, and | can support the Prime Minister's intention that he wants to
have a growth in the energy sector matching with the growth of our economy.
But, in this connection, | would like to bring to the notice of this august House
that our scientists, with one voice, are saying that we can develop thorium
within our country that we are having 25 per cent of the world's deposits in India.
So we are having the technology. We are developing a Fast Breeder Reactor
at Kalpakkam with a capacity of 500 MW. It is in an

340



[19 December, 2006] RAJYA SABHA

advanced stage. And, these technologies and deposits are matters of envy to
our developed countries. But if India is successful in mastering the FDR
technology for commercialisation, then, we will be placed better than Saudi Arabia
and Kuwait economically; | am not talking about nuclear capabilities. | request the
hon. Prime Minister to provide sufficient funds for research and for getting quicker
results in the development of thorium for the energy sector.

Sir, if we look at the date of the Nuclear Power Corporation of India and also the
Mid-term Appraisal of the Planning Commission, our reactors are working below
capacity for the last three years. But as far as the estimates of the Power
Corporation are concerned, we are having 95,000 tonnes of Uranium deposits
available in India. But they are unable to mine them because of paucity of
funds and several other constraints. In fact, our Prime Minister, when he was the
Finance Minister in the then Government, should have released more funds to the
DAE for this mining project. If this had been done, the Department of Atomic
Energy could have developed more mines to meet the growing necessities of our
power energy. During that time, the release of funds was quite meagre that we
were unable to even open the mines. Now, at least, | would urge upon the hon.
Prime Minister to release more funds for mining these Uranium deposits so that
the DAE would be able to supply the materials for the reactors.

| would like to bring one more point to the notice of this august House. There is
a proverb in Telugu which is appropriate to the present situation. "A man does not
have a wife or a son. But he says, his son's name is Somalingam." | will read
out one or two statements of the Prime Minister. "l have calculated that we need
at least 150 billion worth of investment in the next seven or eight years if we have
to modernise our infrastrusture. We have to realise our ambition of moving at a
growth rate of eight to ten per cent. Our domestic savings rate is respectable. But we
need international help, and the United States can help us. Therefore, when |
discussed this idea first with President Bush, when | met him in Moscow, he said
that the American Government was no longer in the aid business. But whatever
they could do to encourage U.S. business to take greater interest in India, they
would work with us." He said, | will put five of my best friends who are in the world
business to work with five of your top businessmen and let
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them jointly explore as to how our two countries work better to realise your
vision of a more dynamic infrastructure. This is the statement made on August 4,
2005 in Rajya Sabha. Neither the Prime Minister nor the Government ever
said that this was meant for nuclear energy. They said that this was for
infrastructure development. Who were the scientists on the American side, who
were the businessmen on the American side, who were the businessmen on the
Indian side, who created and developed this idea of nuclear energy? Let this
august House know who these persons are. This idea of nuclear energy has
come. Why | am asking this thing is, before going and meeting the President in
Moscow,.they did not have the idea of producing more energy. He wanted only to
develop the infrastructure. Later only, they developed the idea of producing more
atomic energy. That is why | am asking who is this group, what are their
deliberations, how this idea of nuclear energy came. Day in and day out, they
have been saying that it is for nuclear energy; nuclear energy is the best energy;
to cater to our needs, nuclear energy is the only resource, That is what the
Government has been saying. Now, we have doubts. Mr. Ahluwalia- not this
Ahluwalia, but Mr. Montek Singh Ahluwalia- made a statement at a Press
Conference in New York, after the Joint Statement, and before the Act was passed
in the Senate; They are going to say that India has unduly accepted too many
restraints. But my feeling is that if the administration is able to take it through
Congress, which obviously we hope it will, and | know that that is not something
we can predict, | don't see that there will be difficulty on our side in implementing
what we have agreed to. There will be political criticism but | think the
Government can handle that."

Sir, before the Act was passed, Nicholas Burns also gave a statement that we
will be making an agreement; that means, very responsible persons were saying
even this before the 123 Agreement that somehow they will conclude the
agreement. Then, there have been some press writings that some business firms
like Tata Power, Reliance Energy and Sterlite are making efforts to make
nuclear power stations and in America also, GE Energy, Alstom, Skoda and
TurboAtom are trying local players for a technical tie-up for high-end nuclear
equipment. These have been appearing before the Agreement. It is a big
investment that is there in the nuclear sector. Some lobbies, in India and in the
US have hidden agendas. In reality, the Deal is certainly not for enhancing the
nation's energy security. But it is for ensuring the financial security of certain Indian
and US energy
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companies and their powerful middlemen in India and in USA. Sir, |
reqt the hon. Prime Minister and this Government not to mortgage this
country's interests to the business lobbies. With these words, |
conclude, Sir.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, Shri Digvijay singh.
...(Interruptions)... His was the maiden speech, that is why | did not
interrupt. But, don't think that | will not do it for others.
...(Interruptions)... 1 know, everybody will say that he is making his
maiden speech. | know which is maiden and which is not maiden.
...(Interruptions)...

2} fefraora fe : STgwly #eiey, 39 Ay R ors 991 @il IR i & oy
ST BT UST & | BX IR O19 9 3111 911 Bl 39 HaT A G+ 6T YA fham, a1 e IR
AT ST BT U B SR AT fb — « &H UR fI9arsy a1, g9 MUB! €y H T8} I8 7
3R Ig favary Rih &9 €1 921 feaman, 59 e+ &l faemar T 8iR 399 98 & A1edHq |
X Q9 Bl Faeman 1T, offd RIa IR qgmHEE St gRT 39 9ed &l faeam faamn
AT, ST BT IR B <2 BT GRIT WY IS Tl AT | §H G 37T MY R HH — HH
TToud 3M1R ey BI4T & o fo mem=eai &l 8RR AR dTed 3fiR uifth < 1 2, 39
FeT ¥ 95 gU AR # & FHwr A w3 w8 go €, 957 9R a1 7 €, R &
SRR, 39 G $ G &, dfdh &4 F I B &1 gar 721 & g9RT fFerw
fE®TT Bel Ear 8, I8 Rib YRT & weE @ I8 fteR foar T § f6 g8 wr
SR Bdel 31 BT I | 31T 99 T8 ARY BRI AR & YIHAT Bl & T8 R
STFHRT Fadt S8l Bl I | 3791 9 IJg ARI STFHRT IR & Y=+ B & 6 a8
AR SAFHRT Pact S8l BT I | 3ATST SIF IE ARI AFHRI HR & TeTTH31 Bl 8 3R
9 AR favar S99 ug wR e fovar 8, 99 e @t 9ral 7 o R ANl @1 9 8,
1 I8 T & folg Y 1 Hohd T8l 2 | I8 ¥ 91 UST 811 27 IS U 89 U1 T IR
T2 B U TR YA BT 39 9eT H §UM — I8 98 TS BT SUM &, 18 T8 3R
BT 9 81 AR gAY A% United States of Americ # ST 81 R8T 8, g81 & @l Sl arel
T B 3R 1 97T It I | U B TS B 3R RrAd Fert o i gt R Tt 81 @
2, 3¢ BRI IH YT 81T 2 | U8ell &) IR 39 Wed § &A1 dal a7 fb yerH=i off,
o1 et iR Ty RTsrurfey ok 31Ty fawary &) <2 81, 99 gl 3R 99 7 Ryt HIRe @l
T8l , 3161 ¥ <1 — i WATel Ugel WYeh NI e &b AT irder Bl o ey fear & |

HA1, AYH I Y DI HSRIUT B Bl & (b 9ol 81 RUIC 3§ T (A1, 89 T8 S,
ST AR IR YT W © fob 319 & T weapon of mass destruction 2 | &1
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I8 Tl HET AT AT ? T I8 I IFRIBT b AT -1 AT G Bl AR g &t
HIY TSI AT HYh I, T D1 Il HSTGHT 2, SHD! 61 bal o ? B8 Fe I+ — AT W
& 37X I A1 81 7T o HARIDT P ISR = Yeh T HH DI ASTHHT DI ST a1
BT R4 3R fIvar faomar o7 | 39fey g9d! SR oFIeT § , 89®] Ud &Il 8, BRI
feary fe7rar § 519 WRA & JaEEl $Ed B fF oY 81 W) IBHIH B | B AUD!
SRIHIh IR PIs TS T8l I | $9 e 4 Sl 931 8 AT 9 Joob &I 1dT | il ART
TS &, 39 TP SIYRH W STH SYRH W YRS T8 I I IR B Iy
UHAT R Wi & ufy SHS! IR IR YeHf= T8 o, <ifths 84 S% o Ial §
3R I8 S AP SN 9 H 81 37 TIT 8 | IE S AN YRE! - AR A H IaT fhan &
3R 9 T8 T YT R 39 U Y B | UfST STATeR oAlel e B el <F S Fahell B,
i 4T STaTeR et 8% = 39 <%0 & A § {57 YfHep1 1 fare (61 8, I
ToRafETST 21 fHaT ST Fahdl § SR I8 91 39 @l A 84 9T © 11927 § 9Rd &I
TR ¥ UfeT STameR ol 8% & Q1 gan wiNvT “ League against Imperialism™ ,
Brussels H Ig 91 Hadl o7 f Aogarat eihal &) ff WA S <91 B 98 31
AMhaaR Tfth & w9 | 81 < UG | I8 31T B 91d el & | 99 I 89 Arorg A 721
BU Y | B1. Bl G Sl 376 IR H 98d ST 6, H ST o1 Ag b a1 I8I 1949
H AT T TG B TS H SAThR I8 WINT 81 [T AT o &9 STl 2 6 B4 39T
eI © ? STRPT S < b RN A2 dal o7 fd 31y =1ed & b 59 o1l Y 3170 HuR
JNTAIT T2 | FH AP HUR T T2 I3 | T S BRI AR Bl ST Dl gAfeTy
ST IR T, RIS T <2 DI a1aT fhar o1 {5 &9 o araerl o1 383 | 89 fo)
S TR AU T BT FST T8I HAI, B AU URI W GeT B AR < Bl TP A
T 3IR 2Afeh b Y H AT H AT BT | BH SAIAY SR AT & [ J a7l 89 S
ST A At off , & I <R A Riars off | Sfifery 3 S o TdT 2 13171 9 15 — 16 |1
Ugel B Al g9 < o1 b S ANl 7 91 arearel wars off, Si 37T §AR iR SFRET
P A DI AIBY ATEATE! AT B & | SUTHIT FEIGH, T dIhads A9, Afaad Fer]
TT T, BH AR B ATET & A | S9! 1 TS! argare! 81 a1 ol {6 @t e a9
3BT B B 3B & | MaAId daf 2, {6 70 ) 8, 89 7121 ofid & | 79sire g ofl,
B 31O T BT A8 8, B YD BIS 2qH DI 77118 F &1 , 27 &y 741 &
SR W, AMRER AR = Fi & 2 891 o= g8 1% 317U 17 3R &1 g1 e A
BET AT 3R AN M By EAR AW T <19 a1 2, 519 &H A1¢ i I T 8158
S ERT IR (AT g1 I8 SRS <& 2, 99 89 S SRSl
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P TE B, A1 BAR T A b1 BT © {3 MUt a1a1 BT FRET sourd &l e I 8
THIETR |

[ SyTeae (1. 9. 5. $ReE) ferfA g7

YT FTAT BT JHRBT A BT IR 721 & | i 91 a1 e ©Y | a8
g, o M= &1 H &9 <l T dal of fh &9 fhell ) &7 HFd IR 39 W IHIT T8l
PR DB, B U W 39 IR TSI T8I B A, 9 I 911 DI B T BY I 39
SIS H S W8 &, ST )19 A1 21fiel § | Jora JRIoil Sff, 3179 31 399 <27 & e
= 2 R .(aum)... €, IR §, € 1 3T 8, 319 78 ¥ 3R Na! TR H oiF 319 39
<9 & e w530 9, A1 w7 ey RRGE N9 S B WRGR F U 78 AT T 9973 o
5 &9, I 3R S firel = 3T 4 Ua Wgeh d1hd & w0 § SH | farer g St
B Y TebTelH e w3t o, SR &) BTt H SThT d8xT Aol AT AT | 79K oy
I I IE ) HEayul drdd iR wfch off | B & <l I%i 99 gV €, § ue "ge
T 37T T BRAT TGN | 1991 H BH @I T8 Y 9 3R d8vM 4 =R e fager
A3 BT T TR I — RIET, R, AT 3R T | 37 B TS 81 I
oft, WIS Yeg B TSTS B W& oY | SUFWIITET HEIGH, BN UTST A S 3 BT 3o
e T o 3 AR fager /30 9oy 1Y 9 iR BN U1t & deblel sreaet Iia
Tieft St HioqE &, ITHT WY AT AT 27 | AT Wil Sft, S e g B AR R,
Mt 9% 1 oAt | Fear g S &1 98w g8t T8 o 3@ 8, e wery Sft, Afdr
AR UIET BT SR ¥ T8 T4 T | 8IS AT §RT Sl AT JUR R {1 1 g,
I RITBETTATR ? .. AAT PHE)..

The VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Digvijay Singhji, you only two
more minutes.

off fafraera fig : R, 98 & &8 7 o7 fF 9IfeT, 3R 8] 9o <1 |, a1 89
I I & ...(FIYH)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): | will explain the position. There
are eleven more speakers. {Interruptions) | have no objection but | am only
sharing the position with the House. There are eleven more speakers and |
have been instructed that the discussion should be complete by 6 p.m. and then
there would be a reply. It is for the House to decide. If the House decides, he can
continue. Please conclude within five minutes. (Interruptions)
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it fefraora Rig - STvTeer weiey, § 91 B & AN 4 379 B ST 7 |
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Please conclude within two-

three minutes.

A fafrasra R : 9=, 79 &9 781 el | faes F3Teg & SR &9 J8f WHEYRT B
&l 3Ty |

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Please conclude within five
minutes, 39 Ti9 fiFe & T BT |

it fefracra e : Suwvee weie, § A1 B & AN ®f 3¢ S8 & Ui 6l
Il B A5 et we1 o7, Wiife g fager i #1s &8 I 921 § | 31y e IR |
B & o Sraa Rrg S = o o fgr o 1 eR wrs , srya=d Rig Sft 5 < o o, a8
3ot ft pe g § b &9 7 fopar o a1 =121 oo o, Ig &t anry oo fewm et R <
&1 | IfehT 3771 § g e g (3 37 |eafy a1sll i $9 a8 &b SRAM IR Twaad 7d
BRI | T HA IR — IR daEd © [ o agafay grh, oif e i Jeaf , a8 &1 S
ed 87 F8Ied, ). W, UH. P &1 59 &1 IR $ T H €, I pe ¥ € b gg qq
Y, faue & AT B8 IR E 3R BN & AT fl &9 F gUa FEd ® {5 98 7o 81 a
& | 9T I W ARy ® 2 .(AYTH )... 31 § M & o1 arean | ¥ g8 $E @ o
A Al Y fbs It TR TTEd ® 2 (G )... SUHTETe] 9815 Y, I fhd e )
AT FEART AT8d § ? YN W& I I U IR e8], IR — IR IR 5 I 7 I off =i
Bl , 3Td M FEH 31T =171 a1ed &, 8 giaT famr ared &1 iR a1 aned &1 fo
B $ToIT & oY PR X B | HEIGY, o9 &l Wfa # fopsd) &1 faxier grm 2 aifept Raerdh
|IEd, <3 B YA 5 S IR 2 39 BHd W R 0R g9RI Al el gy o awr
JATSTIE BRI 1 89 §1AT & A1 aRTER] T R SR B3 IT 39 DI 3 HeAkd , 59
BT RT3 IR fHdt & A geot fedaray MR 3y agd 3l 9 &8 <@ & .(
G )...

it IToTa F (AR ) : AT IF FHY fae I — #301 9 99 (a9 )... 8T8
STeTSil ®l refuellinga &1 gt <1 it oft |

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J.. KURIEN): Please do not disturb him.
...(Interruptions)... We have no time. ...(Interruptions)... Please
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continue your speech ..(Interruptions)... You please take your seat.
...{Interruptions)... Please. ...(Interruptions)...

A} TS Y : D! TETSI1 Bl ST S RIAT refueling BT TRHIT 781+
<1 Y (TFET ).

#} fefraera R« 9 o9 &1 919 &1 STar9 <a1 g, 39 A 91 G 7 SUFHINEdE
Sft, U IS A1 B, U Bl 39 B TGN B! A1y | ey Rg sw faw fagw
SYHT <, 31ToT T © | 3MTST 3 ¥HT 8, Bl T2 X8, oifhT <1 9 b fhaeT @
a1 & 2 SuwTEds Heled, 59 refueling &1 91 319 X 3T @1, I8 g8 Al o9
FrEIRER SN WRBR b T 731 & 3R WRGR DI food BT g7 &1 2 3119 a9 By oF
WY& | o e BT el o |

7} TToNE 3% : § THIBR AT (I )... AR G T IS |

3} fefrasr R« 781 — 781 I8 S A1 | Y I DI FEHT H RS B
HRBR 1, IH FHY PI ARBR - el o1 [ 39 T[S 4 84 &% <RE B| Haq S| HG<h
I HETAHT P AT BT 3R 9 refueling 819 o1, ARG, 31TST TSGR i §IHRT
BT BT H &, Wl 9 b 3T g Ta1 1T AT 7T & S |erd B9 I 1 BRa © - Al
e faR aroTu) 3R 57 Uel. &. ATSarull , ST TeRaR Sil 7 I8 el fobar o1 df
RIS e I gB e fHar o1 | 16ig TEl & $Ed W, e Sif AR Arsarf St B
faream 5 IR B refueling BT BT gaIT AT, fhdl & TS BE- IR T8 galT T |

Y TTofta I 2 I8 T 919 & .. [FE)...

it fefraora R 3 59 &1 iR Qe =1 A8 § ..(HaE)...
4} TTofta IF 2 I8 [ T I © | [FEH)...

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
(SHRI ANAND SHARMA): Digvijsyji, just one minute. ...{Interruptions)... |
think you are getting carried away and making a statement which is not
correct... {Interruptions). ..It is incorrect that it was on the instruction of the
then leader of the Congress Party, the then President of the Congress Party
and the former Prime Minister, Shri Rajiv Gandhi. ...{fInterruptions)... This is
not correct at all. ...(Interrptions)...

it fRefraora Rz : 319 % U ed SR 981 aEdl § | ..( Fau )... 3 — 3
HRHR o faer Al & s QR S | ..( FFET )... G MY | S1d H aret XeT g <l
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fFERT 9 91 R8T § | S 99 T8k WRGR H [aes f[GURT 31 @R% 3 Sase
Hehedl I 3R TIH A S 7 .. AL )...

SHRI SURESH RACHOURI: You cannot name a person here who cannot defend
himself here. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: | object to it, Sir. ...(Interruptions).. .You cannot name
any official for any reason. ...(Interruptions)... The Government officials cannot speak
in the House. ...(Interruptions)... He should withdraw that. ...(Interruptions)... It is
not a responsible thing at all. ...(Interruptions)..

A fefraora Rye « B e 2

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Mr. Digvijay Singh, please listen to
me. (Interruptions) Mr. Digvijay Singh, this discussion is about nuclear deal.
Try to confine to that.

SHRI DIGVIJAY SINGH: | am confining to that.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): You also remember that as a
Minister you have taken an oath not to reveal and don't forget that oath you
have taken.

SHRI DIGVIJAY SINGH: Sir, it is Shri Rajeev Shukla who raised it.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Shri Rajeev Shukla, was never a
Minister. Please come to your seat.

SHRI DIGVIJAY SINGH: No, no ...(Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Please come to the topic.
(Interruptions). Please come to the topic. (Interruptions) Mr. Rajeev Shukla, please
take your seat. Don't disturb. (Interruptions) Mr. Digvijay Singh, please come
to the subject.

it fafraora Rig « W=, # oo wedlae W o7 .(ae ™ )... 3 )1 &1 fieie gu 9, ot
# 79T 91 GH PR G |

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): You have to be given only ten
minutes. That was the instruction given to me and you have taken 15 minutes
already. Please try to conclude. (Interruptions) Please sit down. (Interruptions)
Please sit down. Take your seat. (Inferruptions)
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SHRIV. NARAYANASAMY: Sir, if he cannot substantiate, it should not go on
record. (Interruptions)

N} fRefraera R - Suawiereer weiey, # O a1d 7€ $E .(@u™)... I8 Th 41
Jeorge &, T U= # gg el aredn b His T 91 81, T 110 3 $Is d-1a B
HTEIA B | &H IRET & IR H I B UH BT A8 © , IS ATE ...(FIL)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Please conclude. You have
taken 15 minutes. You address the Chair. You are such a senior Member. Try
to address the Chair and you know that your time was ten minutes. You have
taken 15 minutes. | have direction about the timing.

it fefraora Rig : &Y 2, W) 1 AT wIife S8i7 ware Sern, swfo # s9a1 s/
< B[ AT ..(HFHH)... IUF9IRT Heled, § YR & For #301 oft 4 & - I ard &1
PEA1 ATl § | H 4 |1 — <9 I $feTe e &1 AT b U aTel GAoll Bl ISTT 1T
AT 3R TSI & IR # 27 WART T ST 7 U 98 1 37871 ITd I iR S I
1 H Ueb HaH 3R M of ST AT8d § | 89 96 @l 39 <21 3 A1 & (& fergw e
TP AThaR <20 T8I 8 Hehell, STd qb SIE701 UTRIIT &l IRIT 78] el | 3R qiarae
F TR T Y, Taret § T S, o St F TR 2, A WRT v drbaay <1 T8
B AP 2 | IqD! TRET e TE1 Aahell, Rifeh SHRT dTSY el 3Tl & | 7T P AN
TR QA Tl AT B, TR & 3R &7t SpT & <IN TR < | =l 377 © |1 4 SAferg
TR T8 Tl 37T & 1D I81 @M BT fSHHT1 e8] & 1 d AN TR | IRer graps I8t
I & | SR AR ST &1 IRATd T, 3R e #H3i1 St Faqa $9 <20 4 Goil ol
AR Pl FATG BRAT T8 & — U7l H (ST 98l § , g81 Ts G 3715 © AR I8l
P AN W FHIER) T¢I & 3R 30 FHSIGR] BT BRIST SSI gU 8H Sl dbRIa 70 — 80
BOIR HITAIE BTSS! Soifded ol &l SHIG X X8 ¥, T8 ~UTd I GIR<] B T dR%
7 Rt Tl @Y IR BN L (AT B E ) . afes SR IR iR faER # S |
TR 918 37T &, 89 99 916 B I # Hl $TAE 81 Fhd © | ..(TEH)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Please conclude. (Time-bell)
Please conclude. Please conclude.

3t fafaora R . § Pracls PR @1, IR | I8f wR e I e 81 aren © 2
ARG, S WRBR] AT & — § I IR 81 A § — 40 3o . 7. STarR | 307
IR ST 20 fafera™ a1 38 &, I S ARBRI M ST B, ISP MURT IR § Haal g [
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40 fferI STl W 81 31K 40 faferr STeR &1 Al § — 2 TR §9IR BRIS ¥V | 2
WG EIR PRIS BUY 3R T B refueling ? 3R TSI & foTg 3R 31T RYfreraR Tsil
BT TRIATA BRI, I IGH fha- BT IR ysdl §, SHABT MY 3iSTS 1 ST |
(...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Please conclude now.
(Interruptions) You cooperate with me.

it fefracra e : gafew Swrerasr Aeiey, I8 I8MT 9 9911 9V | § 91 81
PHEAT T8 g 1 YSi1 BT T8I T F1IT AN .(FLH)... TR S P I IRT TR TSI
BT 7, I SHP WA BT ST I]GT ST, JHRBT 6 A1 TS T T PRSP 5
YT % IHHT DI MY G9TC T8I 19 bl | aforg mere #4 <ft .. (craem)...

Syawisred (M. @ 9. PRI ) ;AW Hleifuve FINQ | .(@@EE).. You

cooperate with me. Please conclude.

it fefraora Rie - &=, 9 @1 @ IR R@T1§, 319 YA A1 ..(Faem)... § Hacgs & IR
RETE | TN AT DE < [ I3 T3, H 96 ST § MR 761, 1 &1 e STy, § @e @)
A1 ...(FauT™)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): You please conclude. That's
what | am saying (Interruptions) You please conclude, WT/T eft |

it ffraora e« § dac(s €1 PR IETE , SUGWIRTEE He e |

JuawTeTee (9. 9. o FRAF) : SN &, Bacs DI |

37t fefraora e« SAferg & anmuds A1y 3 e w301 S 3 U8 SRR HRAT 18]
% 1% e =301 ST, MU oy 9 G931 T © , 19 3119 &1 T |11 H TR 3 a1
B | MY 42 A T8 HE qbdl © b 3 Aol IR YRT <20 AT A1 TS 2 AR 3R
3T qeHa 39 <20 B WA H SHRIDT Bl ASANT o<1 AT8dl & 3R 3R YD T &
% Taga M TSB! TRIRT H DT HGG HRAT ATl © , Al AT IFRIBT | a1
SRR P [ ST 1 899 81 gdbI & AT ST a1 89 AU AeT H 3R <20 I fIzarq
IR BE o1 &, BH S Ueb B Y B dTel T8l &, a4l 39 Wi BT TR 59 <2 4
BT | 9T |

1. el AATER SArel : SURTHIeTEdeE Sfl, H JMTUchT MU g f oo 491 59 fawa i
379 faeR Y@ &1 3fawR (31 | I8 Ul aR T8l 8, STafh 59 IR H 59 A& &l §
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U 3R ST ST o AR 3 37 DR BT §, 9 (49 R H A1 JLH Sff
B HB TF I o 2, Ifh 1 BN 8 I TAT BT STR <1 I8l SfeId T8l
|qHSI | H s Fhd1 §, 1P I U3 H g4 Sl ARG ] oY, S g S8 9, 9
3T T ST IS ¥ AR & AR S I IR ST A8 |

H¥ Ugd § I8 fraes -1 A 6 namwE Sft 7 a8 wer o fb Iw
FASI o1 b DRI BH AT 981 & | 211 Rredl ST 5 $9 aR J <97 Bl 3iR & Bl
TS R A 9T BT 980 YA fT o B9 <21 H So1l BT 98 AWTd & 8 f49g Bl
HETeIh &1 &, B9 10 TRIRIT A1 S9A 37ee 4T Bl &% R s ugemn & 3R
ST 89 11 B ATILIHAT & | 3T Bl I T8 (P [adrd &b o1y, sfenfie e
F Y ST 980 YT < 8, T8 SHD! Poll 8, Tfh I8 Pls EIAT! B a1 T81 &
o & Ul 4T BT GHoil SR <2 6 81 H I < | [P & Ty o1l BT SRevd &
3iR 98 9gd HE@yul 2, oifd I8 e &l ol 89N 81 | 81 =iy | g1 1S S
2 % 7o IR o qiTet areeng Rgwa # ugell 9 Sy, 9 Hie R g & el o |
ifep, fagwrr # areemms a1 ergens gl W e 9 9 | ey Sid d FarR! & fofg
el 1 A E1fl W1 o7 | =M Pe P 39 U= H I B 2 ITh! Far M7 b
9 TRE ¥ 3! Hae el e U wget v ST T OR g k] 3T BTt v
U G | 9IS 218 | BT b 98 3res1 2 | fhr qraere 7 Yo' & 5 gl oI ey
B ? Al I el Hel SHPI A TG | $H W d18es 1 Hel fH B g1 gl
J0 P SRBR eI 8, AT HIST & 3BT 8, O # g I | 1 Hare I8 & b oR
39 ol & BTl IR ST 918 I 81 3R I Holl $ 812 Bl T arell Helad dTiRTe
HIOTEL AN I Sl | < BT HM ! Tl |

o a7 18 2 % & garn w6 et St agd skl © , aife g€
T T T, a9 STed) et ) ol 8, aiee | e St 7 A St 7 et
e & IR 3 a1 FEl oY, § IqA FEH g, Afp S HI1 A Sl b Up YT 3T Bl
oo & e, St @ W ot | gfrar # Regear ue Y <w & Rt afy s
HfeHiex wad SR diek gt e 8, 12 7E e § | & o & frdt e o
HEMT, &1 HE I 7 firel A1 gy o W el W&l 8, b ol Aare” AR ol o1
HI ST 91T IRA I e & 3R H I8 e H=1 area § & Ui — | a1ed Ul
S H e w2 @ 2Raaa & ST T A1 A1 ST P IS+ g el o1 fh d
N — &R 3T AR TAHDII Holl FAF §€ PR I 8 AR AR IHD g8l AR Holl bl
TR , AR HA1 P IR T2 & | 379 3R ST 39 I o [T DI B
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AR &, ST&T 31 WR ol T8 fAelcd! al WRd &I w7 faadhd § 2 314 Sl s qaTY
ST % & & a1 IRT B9IR BRIS WYY @ B, 3R ST I PV BOR PRIS 8] AR
Tl & forg, §R et & faer & forg @ o) g S o 9gd /a1 81, 94ifs |k
Sl TAR I H IUAY T, 95 H B §H ST PY I8 © , clichd ST YR,
DT ST 9T BT SR 2 3R I8 3R BH 10 Hferera ff gg1 &1, 15 — 20 Hfera
QT BT T&T W, Afh 3R 10 Ufrera WY Swat VU RIGe &9+ g1 <1, o1 3ny <=
b {917 fopft e & B9 IR <91 31 SHoft < TP 3R IS VRIS W B Fhil, TR 50
IR & T8l fear T |

Sl BT U 3 A BISQISH 8, ST 984 Feild o 3R TR A1 § Suere
T 3R SUHT ISHISdT 3esT U gaT & | <19 § fagm #3) a1, a9 #9 3! S
B AR gFY ¥ .(AGUF)... HUT BRS A3 ARSI Al 7 dlel ...(FGLTH)... STHHTEIE
ST, 31T I JARMAAT X .(ae)... H M0 e &= 81 o7 fF &9 39 grggor
oIl BT AN B ST, ST AleX — ATsfdhel Il B fgTs T8, S ST Fell B
s 18, U BN 81 FHdT 2, IAH HIST UHTIT S Ghdll § iR g8 FgR A1
H ST W) ® 1 BAR 99 & g oft 1i Y PR %R § ? I I8 ol 8, a8 =efl 7, s
HAETad g9 WY 8, I8 98 °rel 8, ) o g9R I & 3R 51 off 89R <91 &l
Pl ATHHR AT gfess e wofy &) efee I Y &9 MY of SITUEl 8iR B9 YRd
B & T8, AR AT 1 AT fzam Wbl | Sy # I8 /T g fob 89 39 Aol 3 3R
TENTS 3 IR ex1 AR |

89 5 a1g Sl Pedl ©, f4S Uoil ded & , g8 1 AR < H 9gd go! A1
H SUe § 3R ST8i do AT 3791 STMaR 8, TSR St 9 Bel sare] 89N <97 H 18
IS, 2005 BT Iqee ot 3R g et AT H Iure oft, gAY ITH BIS HSAS
T8I & 1 37 AR SR YE ST GHSIT 217 of ¥&T & b 89N U Sroff &) B & 3R
URT S STeATal Sl BT DI A el 8, § I8 1 A & oIy TR 721 g 3iR TRe
29 & PIs WM farRam aafs , S o1 @1 Ginfore RRaat @, 8 @ @i
ARG A, AT B YT B eTHAT ¥, TS DY AR SHoll bt 397 91 Bl Bt Tapw
el BT o Ryt gast wdifelt Tl Sol, R A oy agd W T et
BN B, ST 8T 9aran 7 {6 S TR BT, S9H W Ol IRe FhadT 8, S9 IGHT
3R bR ST fSIoTa -1, SMRER T SFIRBT 71 TSl T 84 59d fFoR I¢d
P TS IR WS DI gOIToId -T81 &1 8, TP 98 SHDT [SToTe 319+ IgT U= Tl
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FRATATEAT 8 | I8 A1 39 a1 DI DIRM P b AR AT BT YfFeRR I 891X I8
SH {1 S, WA 70 IB1 98 I e o<1 d1edl | 84 39 akl IR fIaR =1 a1y
3R Sl BT ST 8T AT M 9771 ST ]8T &, H A6 A1, I Yo ARJHe fam <
RE1 8, AP [T ST BT 8, I8 9gd AoIgd a0 81 6 |

&1 B AMWDII G| B ST6RA & AR P aR IE BB SNl ¥8T & b TAR UTd
DT IoT DI Ieq= B b fIQ MR U T T HrRIGAT b forg, I &l agd
HH! oY 311X R &9 IF@! g & Ty S7rarst oS 3iR @ g B & oy it
7 %1 % 3@ < A, 39 A8 A BT BRI 3R T SD! A1 fora1 iR e S 5 |
BEEEIRIRREIN

T AW D] BT UH 99T 8, O+ S84 BaT & , "At the very outset,
it should be understood that India has sufficient supplies of natural uranium to
meet immediate requirements until the third phase of thorium cycle has been
commercialised, when India would have attained complete self-sufficiency
over all aspects of nuclear energy production. With uranium mining activities, in
India, proceeding at a snail's pace, we have come to a point where immediate
imports were required mainly to keep the two Tarapore plants running past
2007."

g a1d g & f5 gR <o H R 2 1t § 9 @1 {5 e o e Fx E
g 3R 7 & et siaersiar woielt Y RIS < <77 €, I8 9IRS I91fia! &l o 2,
S g AT Srot |, Yfaerar Toll 9, Gfaerar I A S 2 7 1 H f s I 3
ST g 5 3R <91 A IRI1EW & IR WeR €, STy YRv A B, SIREe H § , S H
g, AT | 8 3R SaRtad # W ¥ | 3ot Y S A Er <& 7, R g\ e €,
ITH 12,000 T 3R (ore) TS TARTS XM AN < H SUAH ©, offdh I
AT T TET B X & 2 3T MW H R B V@1 8 2 ARIAZSH g8 W A & el
A 3R TTRE &b Aol T B Al Bl a8l g el <l | Yo IR H Je1erd & SR
IR I AT, G819 q@T {6 U Ar<Ie 8 X1 AT | 98 If<led sdafay o fb 84
R TE o S 139 T 6 3T €, UR S 1 ® | R arel o gW g W o
, CIfh 89 SH®T I8 W T8l of ST <3 | 981 a37el A D11 I IaT AT | 89 Hel fob
PRI T o ST < X2 81 2 PXFH T of ST 1, BIISAT of ST < | SHHT HAold &
5 v fifeaa Seew 4 98l sricle by 11 37 o 16 st & w98 o 59 &3 1
AT
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IR TE o ST ST | HET IR URTNTA ST 81 Al UaRINe 81 d <,
TP g8 STSadl DI ST & b G T © | H I8 o1 aTedl § (b -1 <20 BT GRaE
3R 97 BT T U 39 911 § Serstl 27 2 31t T 39 a1 B SIFaRT Rl
Tl ot TS & I8 3ffeTa &l 81 78 © 3fR 3 3fialemi & Ui HiF didd & 2 g1 dHl
— U1 W<E BIA1 & 6 I A1l Sl [RGB BTRIBH B, Yfaerda= HIH
DI, TP UM B Fhd 81 811 o1 d18d] 3R 89 <deloR AMl 4 , DY
AW H M — F1¥R 781 8 <1 F1E<ll, Hel d dTdhd ol S9! Yo 81 § 2 $el d I8
A1 el =Ted! {6 U ST 89! I8l W YfFasR HSIRIA H 3747d U 81, WD
IS — B 71 IRITIH ATST T8l DR Ao, IAD] WG 7 Feb MR R 89 IHH! g1
JHY ? H 39 G191 DI Bs A8 A Al § | AT 37 SRIIR H SGDBR FST ST AT
3 SHAR AT 9T w41 S Joseph Stiglitz & A1 IS §U ¥ iR fadraeiier el ot
31} AR W SN fASRIT 321 8 ST B4 IHTG U T8T 2 I1 Id! &1 [T §
The politics of W.T.O. * 9 TR I=I |90 T | W21 91 2 | 3R 3777 IR 4 <
faeTar &b feTQ Yol &l STeRd &, [T & foy Saiarstt , /1 — HERyer ik Uil i
TR 2 | 3R 319 39 TR &1 <, ST DI JATH — &0 & foIy 7t Bl STevd 7, a1
<@ar g f there is a politics of W.T.O. There is a politics of food . There is a
pilitics of energy and there is a pilitics of technology. Is Y€ &I & §RT They
impinge upon the politics of technology. I& ST ARY SaRATY BT MR 3fTer
B Sl Uiferfea™ & 98 TSl gifeifead 8 | SFTSl & Al | G391 B Bl oo
ST, 30 WRBR 7 ST GART FASIT [T & 74 521 AT 1w b |qrer — w1,
R gat 59 9 4 81 g3, Sl b I 8 ST71 &, 98 3MMId Hebs U R
®I T, that is, food politics. A UK B RabTed & T SRS & BT Hehed! 7
®el AT Food is our instrument and it is a very powerful instrument to bargain .
DT A IE & % TS @t U ulfetfearT € 3 JIFTST & SeR UR, 3TFTST Bl ofdx
F BH AN T BT 41 G & | TSl U uiferfead & e gk R gq gy a9
DI ST Ghd B, IRATTT B Ahdl B | Aol BT ITHTT UST H, TTST BT 391G UaT
BRI, YTl T 141d U7 I, SHTGISl 37 A T 3fR fhy 39 ST DI 370 Peol
3@, fasfad <ol @ S Ud ARG ar § SAd] 89 GHST o | 39 T & o1y oiRT S
AR AR FHT B TBYH AR AT Tb & STAuic IR AR B | § f7aep!
e AT F1EdT §, H QIR 8] i 9gd Wl a1d fawIR 9 $81 T8 © , offd
AR WY H H I8 Bl a18d] g [P R AM Sl 815S Tae 1T 8, <ifh =19 I 815s
TJT 2 But it hides many things and reveals very few things . I 37a+
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3feR 984 9ol fOUTd U 8 | /TR S $9 1Y 39H] 9 IR Y H 599 $8 I1i SHAT B |
gl 919 <l I8 & & It seeks to neither fully nor irreversibly lift civil nuclear
sanctions against India. S 9T ®&! 9 & IR — IR 98 3949 ¥ fod T8 B 2 |
9P WIS , 3T TRTE BAR SR I YR R TR 0 91 721 SoT 3R Fa1 F fory +ff
21 $31d | It provides no guarantee of uninterrupted fuel supply over the ligetime
of imported reactors. 3R I8 ARI NG W B, TSI W=l B Th a8
 ufEfdd sxar g, it foeft ) &7 S ST | R et I8 AR SaveHe IR o
BOR BRI I, S ARI BOIR BRIS B, I ATqBT TRT S fIpry &t Rret WY Fiormd &
39 B ST | 1 §99 $8 MREI 81 7 | It denies India an unfettered right to either

reprocess U.S. — origin fuel discharged by reactors or to ship it to the U. S. for

disposal . BIg BT FILAT TET & 3R 3T Al ST S | ARSI IR e, g7
3ATY T TS 9T Hebil, SHDBI 3T BEl [STIST — 3 BT, IS YD Fra1 T ? It
debars India’s exit from the arrangements, but allows the U.S. to terminate all
cooperation it New Delhi fails to abide by the listed good - behaviour

conditionalities. 3125 g2 @ TRE & WIER X I8 ¥, 3R I &A1 718! faw@grar ar 9
JHSIIAT s 9hd © | It devrees U.S. end — use verification in India, in addition to

inspections by the Vienna — bassed International Atomic Energy Agency.
IMARDT DI ST Toid! 7, a8 ot gaRT e ol | Ay v w31 Si o dat o fos

there is no reason for the American scientists or the American agents to roam
about it, But I T WY — WY ITHI SOOI < 8 {6 I MY, FFdx oY 3R 1R A

S T 6 89 9T PR IS © | 3 Aas Ul BT § b BARI S SaTeiol § , forad
IHRST 95d WIS & Riif I8 1970 H 3T b b A Ryaer & a9 & | AR
TSI DI G1d A1 BIS ST, ST RIH B TSdies STl & , ! a1 $el
ST 8, S9H SMR®T 7 1970 & 3t 9@ iy Wt Ruaex 7& 9911 § 1 It not only

formalizes India’s status as a non — nuclear — weapons State, but it also
mandates that New Delhi signs with the IAEA a highly instrusive Additonal
Pritocol of the type applicable to non — nuclear nations. A®! IR — IR I8 HET

T {5 ARTTY BT T 9gd 97 | Y | dl I8 Bel 11 AT b R et Jfderw
9= ¥CT B | R q1e H W |31 Sff 7S94 WRiee 61 iR el % 781 non —
nuclear @I a7 a1 T8l ¥ , A T Tedive ~JfFerR oISl arell <91 I8 8 3R I8
$IP] T BN AT T8 I 5 3feR 8! 8 | Rl I I 2 M IE &, d A1 - fFerar
U= ¥ee & fory &, 9 gfaerar
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ST § USaive I3 & foly 781 & | It seeks to compel New Delhi to unilaterally
adhere to US-led cartels formed without UN sanction that continue to exclude
and target India-the Nuclear Suppliers' Group, Missile Technology Control Regime,
Australia Group and Wassenaar Arrangement. In addition, the Act seeks India's "full
participation" in the controversial US-promoted Proliferation Security Initiative
(PSI). Weil, the Act perpetually, hangs the sword of Damocles of waiver or
termination over India's head.

g B W SHBT IR Whd & | 37T 397 A1 fhedt ft 98 A TR @ &l
BIg I BT , I [ I8 A © | 19 3715 4 $© 78] AT, IT0] 98] Bls
JfFerR U T2 firetr , a8t g & & @, 1 R I8t ff 81 91 § | War T
N P 39 IRE B B3 NIRIE MY | It aims to bring India forcibly through the
backdoor into a pact rejected by the US Senate- the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty (CTBT). It seeks both to build pressure on India to halt all fissile-
material production and continually shine a spotlight on the Indian nuclear-
weapons programme. It widens and toughens a stipulation that India actively
and fully assist US efforts to discipline and isolate Iran and also to follow policies
congruent to the policy of the United States.

39 I8 <l I 2, I IR S 91 &, A1 9T #1301 ST A 39 e & Arhd
U& R 21, Q1 IR T8l , T — o9 IR 3R 989 & 2% /), IR — IR I=M 3MMeawd
fora 2 fo 3 9 a7t 721 8T | <feh I8 w9 ST Hyde Act &, S99 aRUTH &, S9d
RO} a9, ITav(e §¥0h b BHR fAgT 9xhT = € el b agd A ard geH d &,
S non — mandatory &, Sil 89N $UR SUSHUSE el § | I8 IS [AfI= 914 8 I8 ST
oG & g a1 & 981 | B @1 FR®T & fow a1 & 1 @RS &1 w1
interpretation ¥, 98 T SWHI 37 I B, FATA oI G8f T | I8 HA SABI
interpretation ®x< 2, RIT SHD! AT B & ? IR I D oIV &1 ¥, a1 Ugel
PR B TR ¥ Jg WE &1 Y, DR Pl oW A I8 I W A =1y fob 3
3FIR® JfSTST & fofg binding 8 a1 T8 ? U8 WaTdl Ul 1 SS1AT AT | 37751 Gag
TR St 51 ) IoTT IR ART ISR | § |1 g WeE] H ST I b R Y
Tferder non — binding g, @1 w7 sFR& UfTee & HUR W = e ? T 98 §d!
SHIR &R AHAT & ? T 98 39 918 B B Fdhdl © , Rt parameters have
been well defined. @geT a1 a1 f&ar 721 € | gOY1 919 I8 € 1% I8 99 I asi
feerclt & , ST i Atomic Energy Act, 1954 &1 2, IH&T Sl HaRT 123 B, S9H o
IR At el <& & | 98 Yae 37 5118 W HISE & , 9 UaT ¥ dl Pl daeld el
31 & | Evertything which follows
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On that Act SW% HWR g8 ART Il binding BRfT ST 1954 & vae § Hiv(g &1 98 Sl
TT WIS T, 98 T AR HUR o7 BT 379 FEd If2Y f% 98 non-blinding 1 98
Heil fh ART ST Atomic Energy Act, 1954 &1 2, SU®T I8 Ha= 123 B 3R 39
HF BT AFUTAT I o fofQ & Y <ol € 3R 34 vae H aga A1 ard foredl 718 &1 123
I YIS Bl MR Ff ATST & B AhdT 2| TYBT “B$E Tae” 9 123 TR & fata
AT AT &, I F 3R 8 G IR b, 39 INE BT R & T 51 T 8139 R
TERTS A a1 BT ATy SR H wsra g o fagT siferathT s 1R ol TeRTs 4 far
B o T “BTSS Tae” B ST 31TST YRV &, SHYA 3! Irseufy ufefea 81 €, 9 59
IR TE TN, T I8 BT ISt HR AhdT 2, FIT 98 ITH 8¢ AhdT &7 3R VT Bl
a1 Tel dd H AHeIdl §, SRS B9 7 IAB] BRE ¢ [SHISTT B arell Sl
DTG oI, 98 WeR T8 fhar, 78 S+ 741 o a1 f 21, a5 &0 2} A 3R
I U8 HET P 3R 39 59 VI & T8d Pl ISl B o ol Wiell Irgufy =
T B AT, 3a7 9 91 781 T TR U R W AV R AU ? It Bl
MY ITBR SHY F 81 BIS FAT? I BEd 8, 81, MY J8T MgV 31X & fewrsy fh
“BISS Uac * & qdTIad 59 TSI DI TRTY =1 AT & A1 781 99101 T4} 21 1 Aol
T IHBI? SR YT AT qT3fST BT B FaTdl § 3R S @rell T faer g+ 7= & fb
TR 3281 & o6 U1 41 i BT <1, S9 Ui 3 I8 €, 3! 3267 379+ 978 &,
MUY BT IS 37T SITE &1 HEd 8, el SR U9 Mgy, &4 G@igyl 919 & &F
SHPB FUR SERT A YSCYIA T8l P, T9 Tb I8 B 6] a1, 79 Ib I8 FH
& AT ST, (AT Pl S )... T AR Il € 91 39 IR ¥ &4 Aeifohd deal € 6 a8
BT, T8 FARAT HRA Bl STl A IR, Holl WA IR GRT 32T T Bl a1 8
BT 91 T R SFH I8 AR AT B I g9 BEFT 8, I8 981 W 81 I,
BT YSTEY BT ST 3R &4 370+ fARpIe B AT T B, SHBT H¥iell B HM? &H
PN AT ARDT ..(THT Bt "X )... AR, o A6 BN, I8 95 Aeayol vy 31§
U FHY TR HIIS D AR, TS & Bl a1 51 84 I8 aarn Sy fop QT RRafy 4
FITB? IP GRT 1 PO IHRBT ITA PHRA1 918 V8T &, S I8 9d 17l 81 8 84
forer & 1 =T 87 SUBT SRT oRAl-SGT A1 81 {6 g9 S9N, $8i? TS dRisH
JTIhT AT & NS ST credible minimum deterrence &1 9aTd €, 98 T4 8, T8
39 8T 7 Feb1| TAIael RIgURM dae je] 8, IR avw 3 89 foR Y &1 7 QT RRIfy
HEq
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I TABI Welid HRIGT § g8 el ) Fdhd? AR SHP foly MRBT A
SOITSId |l I8 &RIT 910 g5 7 BART Sy 30 €% AR Holl I e, TARI B
Uiferell S 3T, BART TS Uiferdl I 3fS<-8H Hl o1 I &7 [PeR o SHT1 =med
2 399 § B! Tg WY IATEI 6 319 T ISABT A TAR AT W= ST Bl g
foreaT & IH@T WY SIRT SR BT g8 o dewe 7, 37 fora & 9o 4 @ed 2 f5'In
the context of our August 2006 meeting with the Prime Minister, we have
summarised below our views on the Hyde Act, and our recommendations to
the Parliamentarians on the action required from them". ¥ @19 @ 57 I Fga
uRig M 8, I BXER B a1l & -Dr. H.N. Sethna, former Chairman, Atomic
Energy Commission, Dr. M.R. Srinivasan, former Chairman, Atomic Energy
Commission, Dr. P.K. lyengar, former Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission.
Dr. a. Gopalakrishnan, former Chairman, Atomic Energy Regulatory Board,
Dr. AN. Prasad, former Director, Bhabha Atomic Research Centre, Dr. Y.S.R.
Prasad, former Chairman and Managing Director, Nuclear Power Corporation
of India Limited, Dr. Placid Rodriguez, former Director, Indira Gandhi Centre for

Atomic Research. I g ATHI @RT 81 2| Ih1 B I1d Fa DI AT S1foTg)

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Please, conclude.

ot RN AR S . ISUHTEIET HEISd, IS dgd AeaqUl a1 &, Ui R
A I= i & 2 full cooperation in civilian nuclear energy has been denied to
India:(a) US unwillingness to cooperate in the areas of spent fuel reprocessing
and Uranium enrichment related to the full nuclear fuel cycle, (b) Denial of the
nuclear fuel supply assurances and alternative supply arrangements mutually
agreed upon earlier (c) Limits cooperation in the GNEP programme. India will
not be permitted to join as a technology developer but as a recipient State. 8%

STTTE 3179 recipient €1 Bl MY SaTalrol R &R I8 €, el 3y i Reflg o =
2, Bl 39 Yol 1 = 37 &, 8 S8 3119 recipient

(d) India asked to participate in the international efforts on nuclear non-
proliferation, with a policy congruent to that of United States.

(e) Impact on our Strategic Defence Programme: In respondng to the
concerns-earlier expressed by us, the Prime Minister stated in the Rajya Sabha
on August 17, 2006 that "We are fully conscious of the changing
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complexity of the international political system. Nuclear weapons are an integral
part of our national security and will remain so, pending the global elimination of all
nuclear weapons and universal non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament. Our
freedom of action with regard to our strategic programmes remain unrestricted. The
nuclear agreement will not be allowed to be used as a backdoor method of
introducing NPT type restrictions on India." And yet, this Act totally negates the
above assurances of the Prime Minister.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Please, Joshiji.

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI: Then he referred, The Act makes it explicit
that if India conducts such tests, the nuclear cooperation will be terminated.' fopr
M 9 wEd & % "Unfortunately, the Act is totally silent on the US working with
India to move towards universal nuclear disarmament, but it eloquently covers all
aspects of non-proliferation controls of US priority, into which they want to draw
India into committing."

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF P.J. KURIEN): Your time is over.
...(Interruptions)...

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI: Then fih% 3111 9 @&d g f& India's unending
programme in nuclear will be ...{Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF P.J. KURIEN): Your time was fifteen
minutes. Now you have taken twenty-six minutes. -...(Interruptions)... Please
wind up. ...(Interruptions)...

Y RN AR SRt : 9 39 91 B WHR N B IR T B IR I' wHeiar s
FR o, A1 9RA BT 1 AU &, WRA DI G W 8 39 A 4 4RI 37
U & §IRT Sl AW 9 8T o1, Uod d aul I g9R a=iiel 7 {54
I, o1 ST BT SRR IQ@T 27,98 faferd 81 St amads a8t o forasi
SF®RI &, 98 ART TSR] o & 7Y SMRPT AU KT FebTel ST EHIRT S 37T
SR 35T T &, S IR Al U ke 4 TNl 81 SQ, I I Waw & 3R § I8
Tt g # off s &1 va et € ok aga arell 9& #7 fagm gern 31§ a8 9ga
T8 9 1 =T8T g (b 3R I8 RRART 311 18, A1 Sl $B 31T d HRA B TRkTST
1 B, IR & JSI1h1 &b N H AT T Il THA &, I 0 T 81 S| HRA o I
o W G B DY, AT BT 9T I Bl el da-aredia aret § Raf ey @
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9T recipient I &1 ST I8T 81 AR 95 fI79a1 9 R © 6 <91 @) grem & o,
Sl B YRef F forg, <21 & e & oy ofiR <1 @t o1 -FRar iR Iy &1 99y
I o 39 IR # g #3) S dl ¥ g1 @Ry 6 39 vl ur, 39 IR i)
R |HSI @1 91 781 BT You must be very forthright and say f a7R gARY
18 JeTS,2005 BT Sl letter and spirit 2fY, 3R 317 IAH I8 A1 3T §, Al AIH DI,
T I A BT TR 7TE] 81 BH AU Sroft UGT B il T ATl & I8l IR ATel H
ST B o, HETd B, T BT S <91 & ame F aRfRufrat € ok 3FR werre
H Sft 39 ATl BT B I & AHA TG 3R TE B b 9 Bl AR 9797 8,
Sl & el H, 3ref & ARl # 3R 31 & ATl H iR & fodt 91 & i e g,
AT ART S DT AGE B, B STd! AGE B, Afdh SToxd & b eA-aw = &
A S B, AT - (R & forg @ 2, <21 &1 el & g @S 2l 99 & forg &
&l

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Hon. Members, there are ten

more speakers. If you don't stick to the time limit, then the discussion will go
on beyond 7.00 p.m. So, please stick to time limit. Shrimati Jaya Bachhan.

S S FE9 (SR Ue¥ ) ¢ 9% Y W MU Fel [ et 9 sy, #
IR & | Sir, we heard so many great speakers here, so, | am going to
(Interruptions)...

JuHTege (57 4o S0 $RIA ) = qifer. .. ifem)

it 5/ e . 99 3, U gSToid < &1 1 Sir, | am not going into the details
and technical details because they they have been spoken so many times and
by great speakers before me.

| am going to tell you what the 379 3TeH! is saying, after reading what he is

reading or after seeing he is seeing on the television or in the newspapers. Sir,
we have been committed to the policy of Non Alignment since independence.
There were two blocks, the Russians and the Americans. India was the leader
of the non-aligned countries. But, after disintegration of the Russian block, it was
the responsibility of India as the leader of the non-aligned countries to balance the
unasked, unwanted and self-imposed supermacy of America. Instead, we are
doing just the opposite. Today, all small countries of these non-alighed
countries are disappointed and our non-aligned image is tarnished. Sir, the way we
have
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been functioning, | say 'the way' because were are supporting this
Government from our side, it is very clear with the kind go policies that we are
bringing to this House and to the country that we have forsaken socialism and policies
of the welfare of the people.

Sir, since May 2004, for each and everything, foreign treaties are quoted and
subservience to foreign directives has been the order of the day. All these are
working against India's sovereignty. With regard to any treaty or proposed to be
concluded with any foreign country, a full-scale discussion has to compulsorily take
place in Parliament, and only after both Houses have given their approval, the
treaty should come into force for implementation. But, | am afraid, in spite of it
is not what the majority number is saying. | agree that the voice vote is very
important. But, it is also very important to know what the Members are trying to say
repeatedly by asking for discussion on every point. &R ST ST & {89 AN &
YT &b AT § I8 S &, 914 YT SR & 3R 89 RHaRia o of S 1 Sir, the
moment this Indo-US nuclear deal comes into force, all information concerning
our atomic plants, their research data, particulars of operation, production and their
functioning and the waste from the atomic plants will be in the hands of the US. It
will no longer be possible to .maintain secrecy. The deal has been fomulated to
prevent India from becoming a nuclear weapon State. These are very obvious
things. But, | am talking about what the“3TH 2TeHl" is talking about and

discussing.

Sir, as on date, the Government, at the Centre, has not answered the
question as to what is compelling and what is so necessary for them to sacrifice
India's sovereignty. | have a few questions. May | know why the Government of
India is hiding from the people the truth that our Indian scientists have crossed
the stage or Uranium-based atomic plants and are doing advanced research
on generating electricity in much greater quantum through thorium technolocy.
Other speakers have also spoken about this. But, | am asking again. The Indian
scientists are engaged in plasma research too for setting up atomic plants
which can bear the tremendous heat generated while producing electricity.
Why is the Government going all the way to support the efforts of this and
trying to prevent India from becoming a super power? What is India going to gain by
throwing to the winds the policies nurtured with so much care from the time of
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru. Sir, what is our compulsion? Our country,
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which has been so rich, is still very rich in its resources. As has been stated,
the growth rate is very goods, it is fantastic, and it is going to take our country
very forward. We are going to be one of the richest and the wealthiest countries
in every possible way. Then why are we getting into this Treaty? We are making
the same mistake that was made generations ago. We allowed the British to come
to this country, plunder this country, take all our goods away, and leave us back
again struggling and trying to stand on our feet. | think we are repeating the same
mistake.

Sir, | have been listening to a lot of people. Being an actor by profession, | do
understand a lot about body language. The body language of our colleagues
shows that they have realised that they have a slipped somewhere,
(interruptions) Comment later; hear me out.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Please.
SHRIMATI JAYA BACHCHAN: | patiently listened to you while you all spoke.
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF-. P.J. KURIEN). Don't be distracted by them.

S ST T : AR G VAT AT BT 6 b d e PR I8 & (b ST g 8l TS &, 4
S Y & o 31 ST 39 fawg W Id A1 el © SR S 37 ARl § 9gd §
?*ﬁ"'l%,Trﬁi’:ﬂﬁféﬁﬂﬁ%,Gﬁwmirepresentatives gl

37t ISt 9%« R 91 2...(FaH )...

STl ST 99 . e A1 91 8T R §. L (FaE)... R, § ]IS Yo ol
Teh 9T e d18dl g (b AT 984 disrupt A &, D] argdre! Gei URiE 781 ©, 3
B4 AT -dT8 7 HINIT.....(JaGH)....

37} IToTiE % : § ARG PR BT

S ST 924 ;D! ARG g el A1y, W ARG A AN S| 3T 59
B39 H SOHR AT8-A18 A DIVTGL...(FTLM)...
10 37AHT &3 ([OIRT) : 3179 AT Al 1= 3 qlerd ©.... (e ). .

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (P.J. KURIEN): Alkaji, please. (Interruptions) Please.
(Interruptions) &Sl Siel ST, BIFSY... (e ). .

St STaT 9 ¢ 31T ST ST HIMY....(FGHTH )... AYH] FHAT B Bl MG
B 7S &, 919 <@ a4 feuft...(aaem)
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Please continue and try to
conclude.

St ST S RISy, 9T o @ U Hiadr 8, i § g a1 TE g ureeht, i
g A AN e FHS U | IR T H U ASh 9 I8! ol Bid I8l 1Y, I ach ARG
ST T SETT &1 BT AT g1 S HTHIET AN B IR I I, IR I ATh Hal foh-

T3 T U1 © 1 gerriall 81 7 ?
EECIKIREACIEY)

EEIREPIEEPIE RN

I8 qlcil-gH] 81 Ao, BHRT Contractor
9EdTs &I, Igd T BT 81

3 SITGH! B IR T 21 3N SMSH! Bl I8 AT § 78] o7 Y81 & & 919 ot <21
IHRT B 3R S X8 7, TAR U 9l ARE & Qe 2,7 89 S6T WA F1 8] $Y
2 € @R i} 9 89 U subjugation a1l level IR T 9T %= 27 faaR &Ry, e ameHt
& IR A AR, AT ART B e |

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN). Thank you, Shrimati Bachchan
for adhering to the time. Thank you very much. Now, Shrimati Shobhana Bhartia.

SHRIMATI SHOBHANA BHARTIA (Nominated): Thank you, Sir. Sir, | welcome
the progress that has been made in the civilian nuclear energy cooperation and in
normalising the relationship between the United States of America and India.

Sir, the bill popularly known as the Hyde US-India Peaceful Atomic Energy Co-
operation Act has received overwhelming vote and support from the House of U.S.
representatives, and its unanimous passage in the Senate shows the over
whelming support it has got and the bipartisan support that this move has
received. | only wish, Sir, that we could have also extended similar bipartisan
support to a move that will not only . transform our relationship with the United
States, but with majority of the developed world. And more importanatly, Sir, it will lay
a strong foundation for our nuclear energy security.
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it enfRe RifEat : wr, woia goaa fsed v e &

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Siddiquiji, please
{Interruptions) You please continue; don't get distracted.

SHRIMATI SHOBHANA BHARTIA: Sir, the report of the Expert Committee
on Integrated Energy Policy, which was also accepted by the National
Development Council, points out that the per capita electricity consumption in
India as of 2003 was 435 units. Sir, contrast this with the per capita electricity in
countries like Brazil, where it is almost two thousand units; China, where it is one
thousand units; Japan, where it is is eight thousand units; and the United States,
where it is over thirteen thousand units. Sir, you will see from this report that it's a
very stark table showing the challenges that the country confronts in terms of our
energy security. It's nobody's case and | am not trying to say that nuclear energy
alone will bridge that gap. In fact, we have a long way to go But, Sir, if will be one of
the very important components, besides, it is in the interest of every nation to have a
healthy mix of energy sources. The running cost in inexpensive contrary to what
certain Members have been saying in the House that the cost is very high. Sir,
there are a number of reports and, in fact, my friend, Shri Sitaram Yechury, said
that the running cost is very high. | can show several reports which show that the
cost is comparable, if not cheaper. But, you have to take into account the carbon
factor as well. The carbon factor is going to be a very important component in
costing. If you look at that, it is carbon-free; it will not lead to global warming.
Besides, as of today, we produce only 3,500 megawatts in the country which
is very close to how much we generate from wind sources. If we have to achieve
our target of 50,000 megawatts by the year 2020, then, we have to have this
judicious mix. There is no way for us, but to augment our capacity.

Sir, | would like to compliment our scientists for the uphill task and for the
tremendous progress that we have made on the nuclear from in spite of the US-led
embargos for the past thirty years. But, Sir, if India has to take a leap forward, it
is this deal that holds the key for us to access-sensitive technologies, sensitive
equipments in the field such as pharmaceutical, space, defence and you name i in
any other field. Besides that, it will also allow us to join the mainstream of
collaborative research and development, which is the mainstay of the global
power industry. So far, India has been precluded from collaborative research and
development.
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Sir, critics of the US legislation have been quick to grab on to the non-binding
declarative portions of the Bill. To my mind, they are missing the woods for the
trees. Sir, to my mind, the most significant aspect of this Bill is that it seeks to
provide a waiver to the US's own laws. It seeks to amend certain laws to give
India a de facto status as a nuclear weapon State. Sir, as you know, only those
countries that had tested nuclear weapons before 1st January, 1967 could be part
of the NPT The US cannot change that. You need all the 188 signatories to bring
about any change. But they have done the next best thing which is to provide a set
of waivers, thereby allowing India facilities which no other country has received.

Sir, under the US legislation, the US could not interact or could not have civil
nuclear cooperation with any State, that had not signed the NPT, if it did not have
full-scope safeguards in the nuclear installations, if it had --despite being classified
as a non-nuclear weapon State-carried out nuclear explosions and if they were
continuing to produce nuclear weapons. Under the Hyde Act, Sir, all these
conditions have been waived for India. We are the sole exception. This has not
been done for any other country in the world. It has not been done for Israel. It
has not been done for Pakistan. So, we have to realise that this is only an
indication of India's standing in the global arena and, therefore, we have this US
legislation today in the form that we see it. Sir, critics also say that the need for
annual certification has made this less than a permanent deal. Under pressure from
India, the US Congress has changed this annual certification to assessment.
But many critics are saying that it's one and the same thing. But, that is simply
not true. Unlike certification, assessment does not impede on the continuation of
cooperation. You will recall, in 1991, the lack of certification in the Pressler
amendment, led to the termination of US's military cooperation with Pakistan.
So, there is a world of difference. Taking our concerns into account, the US has
amended this. Sir, the agreement so far, the Hyde Act, is an important step,
but much remains to be done before both the countries pen the 123 Agreement.
But, | am sure, looking at the way in which we have cooperated, this too will not
be difficult. Sir, just two more minutes. There are two or three issues. Somebody
mentioned that the US has said that we cannot reprocess the spent fuel. The
US's position is well-known. But, | have to point out that they have not said that we
cannot. They have remained silent on this. | believe, we have asked them for an
exception for permanent entitlement which the US has granted
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on a case-by-case basis to certain countries. So, | hope that the 123
agreement will be able to capture this. Also, Sir, given our experience with Tarapore
in the 1980's fuel supply has been a major issue for us. So, the Prime Minister's
March 7th statement has said that the US will help India create a strategic reserve
of nuclear fuel. If despite this, there is a problem, then the US will jointly convene a
group of friendly countries to try and restore fuel supply to India. | understand that
section 103 of the Hyde Act, which is a statement of policy, speaks of a fuel
reserve, commensurate with reasonable reactor operating requirements,
whereas, a portion of seciton 102 expresses a sense of the Congress that the
US should not encourage any exports to India by any other party. | understand
that this clearly points, perhaps, to some sort of confusion. But the latter is meant
to be non-binding on the former, and the Secretary of State, Condoleezza Rice has
already told us that this infringes on the constitutional authority of the Congress.
| hope this too gets resolved. Finally, Sir, after the agreement, the NSG is bound
to give us the waiver. Some of the important countries like China, France and
U.K. have already said that they are willing to start civil nuclear cooperation
with India. Sir, it is not a US conspiracy, as many people allege, but it is a hand
of friendship that is beign extended by the major powers of the world, and | think,
India would be foolish if we were to do anything but to accept it. Thank you.

SHRI RAHUL BAJAJ (Maharashtra): Thank you, Mr. Vice-Chairman. We
have heard a lot of speeches, and everybody has spoken in national interest. |
also intend obviously to speak in national interest. But, there is a slight
difference. Barring, maybe, a couple of persons, | could, at least, feel rightly or
wrongly, that everybody has spoken, keeping inmind that the person concerned
belongs to a party. So, a little partisan approach has come in either to support
the deal or not to fully support the deal. We know we do not have to vote on
this deal. It is not a Bill which is being brought before the House, but a
discussion to get the feelings of the representatives of the people about this
deal, about the vide Act. | literally do not want to repeat what other have said
about Iranian imability to test, about thorium thing, about reprocessing thing,
about our ability to get indefinitely uranium. These things can be argued, and
ultimately, will be negotiated; especially, as Dr. Abhishek Manu Singhvi said about
the binding thing in section 106 about testing is something we will negotiate for
123 agreement. If we do not succeed, we can get away from the deal, walk
away from the deal. We are not bound to sign the deal. The question is,
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the perception of the US Government about the deal definitely to me appears to be
different from our perception about the deal. For us, it is a nuclear energy
receiving deal, and that is what matters, apart from building our relationships, as
my sister, Shrimati Shobhana Bhartia said, with the super power. Some do not want
to build the realtionship, some want to build it. | am amongst those who would like
to build that relationship, but the U.S. look at it primarily as a non-proliferaiton
exercise. Go through the letter and spirit of the Hyde Act. Everywhere, it is non-
proliferation. The first 5 clauses are non-proliferation clauses. Fine. They have a
right to see that their needs are met, and we should reasonable try to see that their
needs are met. But to get what we need in terms of energy, is the main issue. |
am not getting into hydro electric, coal, clean coal technology and hydro electric
power from Nepal. As of now, | would say, under the 5,000 megawatts, 10,000
megawatts, 20,000 megawatts in the next 5,10 or 20 years, figures were given by
Dr. Abhishek Manu Singhvi, starting from 65 per cent of France to 20 per cent of
Spain, we will have 5 per cent or 10 per cent. But, as an industry man, may | say,
power at any cost in terms of price is better than no power at all. This country
cannot grow at the rate of 10 per cent GDP growth rate a year if we are short of
power. The villages of Maharashtra do not have power for 10 hours a day, 12 hours
a day. Pune also does not get full power, we need power. The price does not
matter. But, what matters is, we have to keep in mind two things. What price are
we paying? We are talking of sovereignty; We are talking of national security. At what
price are we going to get nuclear energy? Then, | have my questions. | don't
know, ultimately, whether 123 Agreement is governed by the Hyde Act. | don't
know. | do agree with Arunji. | don't think it is away from the Hyde Act. Abhishekii
has said that nothing is written in law. It can change. They may change it. | don't
know. But we must change it. There are certain things which | don't want to
repeat about Iran. Talking of civil nuclear deal, what has it to do with Iran? | don't
want Iran to be armed with nuclear weapons. | am not in favour of Iran as
somebody has said. But | want the right" to deal with that as | want two years
down the line or five years down the line. Similar is the case with testing. Similar
is the case with supply of uranium, reprocessing units of fissile material, etc.,
etc. | would request the hon. Prime Minister, through you, Sir—I have no doubt that
he has the capability and the competence; | see our Foreign Secretary, Mr.
Shivshankar Menon sitting there-to negotiate hard. As a businessman,
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| have experience in negotiating with all kinds of foreigners, including the United
States. They just don't give in. They dont's give in, whether it is WTO or
whatever it be. They shoved your subsidy on agriculture. They just want what
they want. We should be hard and say that on such and such things we shall
not give in. Otherwise, we will walk away from the deal. If they give in on those
things, | am in favour of this deal.

Finally, this is my impression. You know much more than | do. My friend
talked about the US. The US needs this deal very badly, whether; it is to supply
the technology, the equipment and material, the reactors worth 40 million
dollars or whatever it be. They need it badly. That is one of the reasons for their
thunderous approval but on their terms and not on our terms. So, they need it
badly. If we walk away from the deal--| am not saying that you should-l am not
sure in 6-12 months they well come back arid in some way or the other sign the
deal. Thank you.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): Dr. Barun Mukherjee.

DR. BARUN MUKHERJEE (West Bengal): Thank you, Sir, for giving me this
opportunity.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): You please conclude within
five minutes.

DR. BARUN MUKHERJEE: Okay, Sir. | think we are discussing this very
important issue in the backdrop of some recent international happenings. Very
recently we have seen how America and President George W. Bush have acted in
Irag on some serious charges and making some serious allegations that Saddam
Hussein is possessing a lot of Weapons of Mass Destruction. But those serious
allegations have never been proved. In spite of many idependent inspections
over Iraq, that could not be substantiated. Still on that plea, America under the
Leadership of President Bush invaded Iraq and ruthlessly destroyed that
country, that old civilisation. The whole world was looking with a Shocked feeling.
We must keep it in mind before finalising any deal with America.

It appears that after the recent changes and amendments, the deal in the
shape it finally comes will do more harm to our interests than give benefits to
our country. It appears that there is an apprehension that we may have to
compromise on many areas of our sovereignty or independent foreign policy. As we
all know, India has a pride of place in the world being
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the leader of non-aligned countries. But we are afraid that once we sign this deal
with America, India may lose this priced position of the leader of non-aligned
countries. There is an apprehension in the mind of the people that due to this deal
there will be a lot of hurdles in the progress of India in the field of nuclear research.
America will have free access to our resources and that may prove to be dangerous
for our further development in the field of nuclear research. We need not finalise
this deal in a hurry. We should think over it. Of course, a ray of hope is there. We
are thankful that a very threadbare discussion has been allowed on this
important issue. This issue was discussed once before in the Hosue and it is
being discussed today also. There is a lot of scope for further discussion in the
matter. | do join my other colleagues to say that we are for the national interest.
We should be given more opportunities to discuss an issue of national interest in
greater detail. We would like to have more opportunities to discuss this deal in
detail before it is finalised. Thank you.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI (Nominated): Sir, this matter is of great
importance. It raises questions about our history so far as nuclear weapons are
concerned; it raises some quesitons of international law; it raises some
quesitons of American Constitutional Law and it also raises some quesitons
relating to our own internal system. These complex issues, unfortunately,
cannot be resolved by raising one's voice or by generating heat or by making
menacing gestures. These have to be rationally considered. The first question
which we have to ask ourselves is: When we entered into negotiations for this
deal, against whom were we pitted? It is unfortunate that the impression is being
given that we were pitted against the USA. No, the truth is that we were pitted
against the rest of the world, minus four or five States. Practically, the whole
world, minus four of five States, has signed the NPT It is that policy of all these
countires together which we have to contend with before we get the supplies which
we want. Sir, we have, first of all, the group called the NSG. It is the London Club, as
they call it. They started it in 1975. At the same time, we have the powerful
Australia Group, another big group and the third is the Wassenaar
Arrangement, as they call it. All these States are in a position to supply us things
which we want. But they have created a regime under which we are disqualified
from even buying it at their cost and at their settled prices. The quesitons is, today
America has taken an initiative not only in joining us in solving our problem which is
the problem which we face, as | said, against
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practically the whole world, not only that the Americans are relaxing today in our
favour, but the Americans have also agreed that they will induce all the nuclear
supplier groups, all these nations, that they will join in relaxing - their export
requirements and their export laws and supply us what we badly want. Sir, there
is, in this country, a long history of anti-Americanism, a part of which, at some time,
was justified. The Americans have acted against our interests at some time. But
that, fortunately, is a thing of the past. Sir, now, the first thing is our historical
attitude to nuclear weapons. There is no doubt that those who were influenced by
Mahatma Gandhi had permanently set their face against the production of nuclear
weapons in this country Nehruji learnt at the feet of Mahatma Gandhi, and he too
was vehemently opposed to the production of nuclear weapons in this country. But,
Sir, after the Gandhian influence became a little weaker with the unfortunate
death of Gandhiji, under the magnetic influence of Homi Bhabha,—the man
was a towering personality, a towering scientist; he was a very pleasant
mannered man—Nehruji reluctantly relented, and he allowed some kind of a
rudimentary research to go on in this country. Bhabha was such a great
scientist, and also the group that worked with him, and they, undoubtedly, produced
the thorium technology, rudimentary, though it is, and not of a great magnitude,
but it is all the same a very useful technology which India can make use of in a
small scale, but not to the extent to which the other technologies work. So, we are
grateful to our scientists. But, on the other hand, it is false to say, as has been
repeatedly said by many people, that the scientific community today is against
this deal. Most of the Scientists are not; some of the scientists are in favour of this
deal. But, Sir, if | have today sat here for the whole day to make a 10 or 15
minutes' speech to you, it is because | am terribly provoked by one scientist, Mr.
Gopalakrishnan, who, in the Asian age .of the 14th December, and written an article
which deserves to be commented upon and which deserves to be absolutely torn
to the bits because if that kind of an impression goes around,...(Interruptions)

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Sir, | hear no objection from that side to the hon.
Member naming a person who is not a Member of this House.

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: The rule is about not naming civil servants and
Government officials. He is only quoting an article...{Interruptions)

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: He has denounced all scientists....(Interruptions)
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SHRI ANAND SHARMA: He is quoting an article. It is in the public
domain... .(Interruptions)

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: | have requested Shri Ram Jethmalani to yield
for a minute.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: | have yielded to him many times.

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Yes, we both are Rams, and there is one Ram
there too, Jairam. Now, with no offence meant, | am requesting Shri Ram
Jethmalani that the scientist, that he is naming, is one of the high priests of our
nuclear scientists. Mr Ram has full authority and right; we respect that right, and
we should grant him that right to attack an argument. But let us not bring in
individuals because they have all contributed to our country's nuclear status. | would
only request Mr. Ram to attack an argument.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF. P.J. KURIEN): You speak about the article,
not about the person.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: He says in this article that the leaders of the current
Government, that is, our Prime Minister and his Cabinet, have never been
supporters of India's weaponisation programme. Sir, he is right to that extent
because we produced one bomb in 1974, ten years after China had exploded its
bomb in 1964. After 24 years, in 1998, we produced one more bomb. So, Sir, our
whole arsenal consists of two bombs which we have manufactured..

Sir, | don't know whether you consider this a very good achievement. Even
the second bomb is followed by a voluntary moratorium on further tests. But, |
want to remind the House of some very important facts. In the Times of India
dated 9th June, 1996, this is what was said, "A nuclear scientist from our own
establishment told the Times of India that since 1975, the developed countries
have stopped giving us that vital technology, thus, affecting our nuclear power
generation, which, at the moment, is pitiably low at 1700 megawatts". Sir, at
the time when this article had appeared, and this statement was made, China
had deepened the Indian frustration by conducting its 44th nuclear weapon test,
exactly two days earlier, on June 7th, 1996. Now, Sir, again, after one year, The
Telegraph.of August 20,1997, in an editorial, claimed that India's entire nuclear
power programme deserves evisceration—Sir, it is a very strong word which really
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means, destruction and elimination—because it cost the Earth, but provides us not
even a dream, accounting for subsidies, land costs, financing and other costs,
India's reactors have taken far more out of the economy than they have put in.

Sir, even to support my case, as an argument, | wish to exercise
tremendous restraint because we cannot expose our weaknesses, to the whole
world. Sir, take it from me, that our nuclear programme, and our nuclear energy
programme was in an extremely bad shape and it is we who went to the United
States and said, "Help us to get out of this difficulty"; it is not that the Americans were
waiting there and they tried to come and conquer India economically and
otherwise! This is an unfair criticism of a great democracy, which has committed
mistakes in the past, but is now prepared to correct its mistakes. It has corrected
its mistakes by declaring in this very Act two things; that India is a most responsible
nuclear power, it is not a nuclear weapon State in the technical sense, but it
possesses the nuclear capability; it has certainly a small nuclear arsenal, which
way, perhaps, be good enough to face Pakistan, but certainly, is not big enough to
face the combined unclear might of Pakistan and China if the two were to collage
together in an armed aggression against India. Now, Sir, we go to the Americans
and the Americans now; having realised, that the world democracies must come
together, the world democracies must fight the forces of obscurantism, the
forces of fundamentalism, the forces of totalitarianism together. Till now, |
regret to say, that the American democracy often went wrong and for reasons of
expediency which America should not have succumbed to, it entered into
alliances with totalitarian powers of all kinds and went to the extent of supporting
some of our real, real enemies who wanted to destroy us. But, Sir, it is a matter
of great satisfaction that the Congress of the United States has now declared in
the opening part of this legislation that India is a responsible power. It has never,
misused its nuclear power and nuclear energy. It is not guilty of any international
aggression, and it has a complete faith in supporting democracy and
maintaining the democratic apparatus intact.

Sir, the enemies of this country see the advantages of this deal. The
advantage of this deal is not merely that we will get nuclear supplies. The
advantages of this deal are that today the mightiest democracy and the most
populous democracy in the world have come together and they will put forth their
strengths, moral, spiritual, financial, fiscal and economic for
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fighting the forces which seek to destroy civilisation in this country. Sir, | am not
impressed by this talk ot sovereignty. What would have happened, if all the oil-
producing States said 'we are not going to give oil to India?' Sir, our economy will
dwindle like this. It happened in 1973. They raised their prices and we suffered an
economic setback. We would have to go with a begging bowl, with our head down
and succumb to any kind of terms and conditions which they were to impose upon
us, if that situation ever rose. Sir, nothing of the kind has arisen. Today, the most
powerful democracy of the world says that India is a country worth cultivating,
that its nuclear force, its nuclear energy will be for the good of the whole world.
This is the recital in the Act, that this is going to be for the whole good of the
entire humanity that India should become prosperous.

Sir, what is more than something more to be read into this Apt, something more,
that is. hereafter India and the United States shall cooperate in the economic field.
Sir, those are advantages which any country would envy. So, our Prime Minister
has not got merely supplies for producing nuclear energy in this country. He has
won the support, and the ever-lasting support and friendship of America, a
powerful country, and what is more, that powerful country has worked as our
broker. They have undertaken that they will go round to ail the nuclear suppliers of
the world and they will see to it that they all relax their export control laws. Sir, this is
the achievement. | think, Sir. Manmohan has been a great friend, but | have never
been such a great admirer of his as | am today, becuase he has brought in the
history of this country a total, total change of Foreign Policy of the two
countries. The people may not acknowledge it, but | do; that today,
democracies will stand together and fight all the totalitarian forces in the world.

Sir, my friend, Shahid is here, | have such great respect, and more than that
affection for them all. He mentioned Iran. {Time-bell) Slr, | have whole of the the
RJD's time, apart from my own time. Sir, they have assigned their whole time
to me

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PROF P.J KURIEN): Fifteen minutes are over. Please
conclude

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Sir, | won't take long. ...(Interruptions)... Sir, he
mentioned Iran. Sir, India and Indians will ever remain the friends of the
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Iranian people. Sir, we have historical ties with them, and Sir, these predate even
the birth of Islam. With Iran, | have so much affection, Sir, my families have lived
there; | myself have lived in Iran. But, today, if Iran proclaims that they will wipe
off a member of the United Nations, a brother nation, with which we have friendly
relations, from the map of the earth-; Sir, let it not be denied, let us not elude
ourselves that the whole Shia militancy in the world is concentrated on the
Hizbul-Mujahideen of Iran. They are the most powerful terrorists of the world.
They are breeding the terrorist movement. The Sunni movement is elsewhere. The
Shia movement is Hizbul-Mujahideen. Sir, what are they doing today?
...(Interruptions)...

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

SHRI SHAHID SIDDIQUI: That has no relevance. (Interruptions) What | had told
was, today it may be in the interest of India to align with the U.S., but, tomorrow, it
may not be. You cannot bind our foreign policy, which has come about for
generations, because of this Act. That is what | am worried about. | am not
putting up a case for Iran or against Iran. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Thank you for enlightening me.
...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no. We do not have time for all these things.
Please sit down, Mr. Shahid. ...(Interruptions)... Let us not go into all these,
please. ...(Interruptions)... Mr. Ram Jethmalani, please conclude. You said you are
taking RJD's time. Your time was just two minutes and the time of RJD's was five
minutes. Totally, it was only seven minutes.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Sir, five more minutes. ...(Interruptions)... Kindly
see this.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please conclude, we have time constraint.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Sir, this is the reference in this Act and kindly
see this. This is in the Expectation Clause of the American Congress. This is clause
(d) on page 3 of this Act which says, "Such cooperation between America and
India will induce the country”, that is, India, "to give greater political and material
support to the achievement of the U.S." global and regional non-proliferation
objectives, especially with regard to dissuading, isolating and, if necessary,
sanctioning and containing States that sponsor terrorism and terrorist groups
that are seeking to acquire
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nuclear weapons capability or other weapons of mass destruction capability and
means to deliver such weapons." And, Sir, this has to be read with 15(g) and
8(iv). It is in this context that so long as Iran continues to pursue these policies, we
will cooperate with them but if and when Iran becomes the real Iran
...(Interruptions)... This is one of the points ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Shahid is not in the Chair.
...(Interruptions)...

i} enfee fafed : Or...(caaum)

27 ISUFHTIRT : 31T IfSTI 37T et b &1 ST a1 I I, AT a7t ATqT W]
g, 39 9f3T...(zraam)... Nothing will go on record. Please sit down Nothing will
go on record. ...(Interruptions)...

i} 31 SR 3ol < *

Ig[AMRT : 39 43T Please sit down 3119 &1 a0 R I8 87 M9 43T $©
RepTe # 2T STQTI....(FFET) A9 ST 37411

it IR wifean (SR Qe ):*
SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Sir, two-three principles. ...(Interruptions)...
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please conclude, we have to conclude the debate.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: I thought you gave me five minutes, out of which |
have used oniy one minute! | have four more.

Sir, another principle which we must bear in mind, and which is a
fundamental principle of international law, is, treaties cease to be binding under
vital change of circumstances. If for example, tomorrow, North Korea, China,
Pakistan, all plan an aggressive war against India, we are entitled to say that all
our obligations under this treaty come to an end. This is a fundamental principle
of international law which underlines all treaties.

Third, under American Constitutional law, America is unique in this respect,
any treaty overrides domestic law. This is not the position in any other country of
the world except America. Once the 123 agreement, which

*Not recorded.
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is a treaty betweenjhe U.S. and India, is entered into, with an open eye, after
negotiations and after getting rid of our objections and so on, that treaty under
the American law, overrides all domestic laws. Now this is something about
which my friend Arun Shourie will do research. ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No please, because there is no time for all this.
...(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAM JETHMAIANI: Lastly, Sir, | want to say this that particularly this
article of 14th July attacks my Prime Minister and his Government of not trying to
do good to the country. But it says that you are interested in raising the revenues
of some Indian and American companies, to add to their earnings and their
incomes. Sir, this is the most malicious attack that a scientist could mount upon
my Government, upon my Prime Minister. At least, he is one person who should not
ever be consulted again even if you want to consult all the scientists of the world.
This is what self-respect requires. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI SHAHID SIDDIQUI: We should respect our scientists.
...(Interruptions)... Do not add motives to it. ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Siddiqui, please do not interfere into
everything. ...(Interruptions)... Please do not interrupt in everything.
...(Interruptions)...He will put his point of view, srrwr «TRT 3 * vifl fl Please sit
down. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Sir, | will take one more minute and | will finish.
...(Interruptions)... Let me just enumerate in one minute and | will finish. Let me
just enumerate in one minute the catalogue of advantages. First, | have said that the
two democracies have now come together. Second, our pitiable record of energy
production—3 per cent and France 75 per cent nuclear energy, and look at
other counties, that will come to an end. (Time-bell).. Our current weapons
performance and programme is totally free from any external inspection or
obstruction. Fourth, there will be economic cooperation in other fields between
the two countries. Five, the Americans have pledged that they will go on
pressuring Pakistan and China, and India, at the same time, to abandon
nuclear their nuclear weapons and convert the Indian Ocean into a nuclearfree
zone. These are the advantages of which we must be proud and we must pay our
respectful homage to the Prime Minister and his Government. Thank you.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | request all the speakers to be brief because at 6.20,
we have to start the reply. Shri Pasha. Please be brief.

SHRI SYED AZEEZ PASHA (Andhra Pradesh): Sir, | am always brief.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | am reminding the next speakers.

SHRI SYED AZEEZ PASHA: Mr. Deputy Chairman.Sir, an independent foreign
policy 1s the cornerstone of our nationally accepted foreign policy. Last time, when
we were discussing the Indo-US nuclear deal, our hon. Prime Minister sat
patiently for seven hours and heard the discussion. While concluding, he gave
a very spirited 70-minute speech. While speaking, he assured this House and
the entire nation that the basic interests of the nation would not be compromised.
But we are sorry to say that after seeing the developments since then, are we going
to compromise on certain issues? The Hyde Act, the US law, has come into being
They discussed thoroughly and threadbare before enacting this legislation and
they fixed up certain boundaries. But the predictors say that all those
conditionalties, which are stipulated by them, are not acceptable. We are now
bound further. But we are coming to a failt accompli and unfortunately, the
Parliament is not being taken into confidence. | forcefully urge upon all that when
important international treaties and agreements have to be finalised, the
ratification by the Parliament should be indispensable. Therefore, we have to
amend the Constitution accordingly. Secondly, last time the Prime Minister
assured after seeing the statement of several prominent nuclear scientists, "I
am going to call them and | will clarify the doubts." But we do not know after the
meeting what were the apprehensions and what were the replies given to them.
Because they are the persons who are very closely associated with the nuclear
science. Thirdly, we are having very huge reserves of thorium and whether we are
going to continue with the research or not, we are still unaware because it is
one of the cheap sources of energy we are having at our disposal. Then, on
the Iranian issue, last time while | was speaking | said that we have to have the
other options of energy resources like hydraulic, gas or solar energy and here
we are having a friend who are ready to supply gas at a very cheaper rate. But
after that, | don't know whether the entire gas pipeline project is shelved or still
we are continuing with or not, we don't know Then, with regard to the Security
Council, we were very much reluctant and vacillating to support the Membership
of Venezuela Only at the last
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minute we supported that country. That country is having a very huge oil reserve
and Venezuela has supplied crude oil to its own friendly countries at cheaper rates.
So, we should have an option to have such a good friend. Lastly, there is one
glaring example of how our foreign policy is getting deviated. Al Zazeera, which
is a very prominent channel, | think, we are putting restrictions upon it, that is
giving a lot of news and it is going to the entire Arab world. So, is it at the behest
of Israel or America? We do not know. So, that is why we say that we should have
an independent Foreign Policy, which should be acceptable to all, and | once
again request the Government and particularly, the hon. Prime Minister to take
the entire Parliament into confidence. Thank you.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Shri Abani Roy.

SHRI ABANI ROY (West Bengal): | thank you, Sir; probably | would be the last
speaker.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, last but one, so you must leave some time for
the last speaker also.

Y safy ;TR 317t R fawa R 9 | 9= 8138 &, 89 G P © (b SqD!
e A1 Ul 8 81 gt © 317 379 ) Wieh S IR SwIEd B 91! 2 dfh g | g
HBT ST B T BART I 9RA T4 1 Sa1G] JaRAT HT <2 © T 9! Sarat
AT BT < BN P dG9E, BY I8l IR Fdl PR P (¢ FHY 9gd ¥ (<A1 S 2
I8 U U1 fAwd 2, T IR WRA &1 Frawifed], YRd & f&d o 91, 327 @1 91 89
ST T AT 31R B QT s § veT € 6 gAR <9 % AR foefl Hee afh T we @
% BN T8 BT TN A1 “WRd 98 & oifh 89 ATST-ATST AIH 81 X8 & [ sFRa®T
HEM & FIfd 98 EHP! 980 PV ol P (oY UPHaH JIR 81 AT &1 I8 BHR I Bl 311
Tg & foI 3R faerT & forg AU & T 81 519 ot Ot 977 TR Q) <9 # gt ¥
HAS P 3iGX IWD! Tl T8l 8 A 8, I8 98 WTO BT Al 81 T AT8 DI ORI
HHAT &1, ST Sied 81 Il 8 AR ReR 81 9 &1 R S9& 918 89 39 1R I8! 941
PR &, R 8H U GR | BT DIg IRAT o1 (9l 2, I8 984 & I a1d &1 $94
A1 U a7 © 1 o199 89 991 AR A, IR Ue &6 1Y e & dTd] Gall o 59 aR |
9 IR-GR $HET A1 &9 & 3G TAN I P T HAT 7 e (3471 3R day o1 fob
B9 39U FTER el SG, Wl 3Tl I8T BN U |1l 7 I 91 Bl IS 2 3R
SHB! FeAIST dTs Feliol IS & 3R I8 W Id1IT © fh I8 FBi-$Hel ol 8 oFR Ig a1
HET & A1 89 I d¢ TV &, A1 91 $HS dTao(g Wl AR
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& fad o g8f SxIad BT A1 T8 1 &9 WY B W 8 9hd § o WRd B S
S TE1 AT 51 BAR] WS H T4l g © IR WA SHD] HOR 8] $Rall ol 9 39
TR ST Tl H3AT| I 91 SR < & YT H#fl Bf ORE 9 B A1fRY| I8 919 S5
I $ AR 1P 781 81 § A § b s S R I FIRMLY & g1 =1y
3R D! HET AMBY, RAIP Fa-T TS STTHET BT ST, S ST TS LT BT
S ST, SAP 7 B 91 ol ded 8, R Wl a7 § “WRd 98 319 89 98M
AR & I 7 WA o €, I 59 IR | 9 & 89 59 IR | 91 BT a1yl

SURHIIRT FEIGY, GO 914 I8 © b § 7 g b 3o @il 1R el
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& &b AN B XA ol ST ARy 3t ATOMIC ENERGY & &l 9R-9R 9019 < &,
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BT ARY b AT BT i & A1 Tl 89IR < H fAhN v & forg ot a1y, &9
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A U 18T fRaT 9 U@ political decision o X2 € 3R 39 deal & 915 g &1 <Y
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Y o o1 3R <27 R SIERT ™ 81 ST $HIfiy § S & SRl 9 &8 81§ fh
39 bR i o 31T M-I &AM geof SHI AT WRA Bl A8 J18191| I8 91
BEd §U H AT SREIR BTl [ IS 59 deal 18 T& A1 37267 1 g=aTg |l

SHRI ARJUN KUMAR SENGUPTA (West Bengal): Sir, at this fag end of
the discussion, today, | just want to summarise the points to which the
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hon. External Affairs Minister finally respond. Everbody is eagerly waiting for this. |
thought that the hon. Prime Minister would also be here. But, let me just try to
summarise the main concerns that this House has expressed which, | think, also
summarises the main concerns of the people in general.

The first point is this. It is not quite relevant for us what the American
Legislatures have felt or are motivated and what they are going to do. Mr. Shourie
is very worried about them. | am glad that at this stage of his life he has been very
critical about the American attitude to the global situation. But, on this particular
issue, what is relevant is whether, and this is what we would like to hear from the
hon. External Affairs Minister, it prevents the 123 Agreement to be reached by
us, because this particular law has been enacted. We want some kind of a clear
enunciation of this point. If it does, we shall not agree, which is very clear and that
has been mentioned by the hon. Prime Minister. And, if this agreement fails, and
if we do not agree with it, then, both India and the US will suffer. For India, we go
back to where we are, and that would be quite a loss. | agree with Shobhanaji. not
entirely but in terms of the total benefit that was to be got. But for the United
States, there can be a very substantial loss, whether there are motives of
hundred million dollars investment coming from there or not, | do not know
because | am told that the American nuclear technology is far behind the French
and other technologies. So, there is no reason to believe that we are going to buy
all the equipments from the Americans But whatever that may be, there would
be a loss for the Americans. And. this is the reason why there would be prima
facie for having optimism that probably they will not oppose 123 But the point
here is that if we do not agree, we don't lose much. We stand where we are. We
are not going to get into any worst position.

Sir, my second point is this. Under the 'separation programme' eight reactors
are for defence. The country would like to know whether in all these
discussions of the American Senate, anything is there which will prevent us
from carrying our activities in those eight reactors. | do not see any clauses there.
| think, the Minister may like to consider this that we can still do whatever we are
doing in these eight reactors. We can add to those reactors. In fact, we can use
all the uranium, we have, in those reactors to produce more bombs. In fact, Arun
Shourieji has given a number, which is very interesting. He talks about, we all know
the number of 78,000
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tonnes of local uranium, which we have, is correct. But he says that it will be
possible for India to make 2,000 bombs from that | was quite huddled
(Interruptions)

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: With a very small proportion

SHRI ARJUN KUMAR SENGUPTA: Well, If we can make 2,000 bombs, then, it is
more than enough. More than enough. | do not want any more. | would like the
Minister to say that if this is the case, if we can maintain our eight reactors, we
can do whatever we have been doing up till now. Then, there is no problem.
The country would like to have some kind of assurance on that.

On 'energy security' — my friend Sitaramiji, is not here — there is a point
here that the nuclear power is not going to be the only source of energy. That's
true, there are many other sources of energy. Arunji was very right that there
are plenty of possibilities of using hydel energy. In fact, yesterday's newspaper
says that we have discovered gas fields. There are many other position on that. But
that does not prevent us from looking for other sources of energy, particularly
because, and this is the point | would like to stress here, there was a number that
was given here, quoting about the cost of electricity. Arun Shourigji is an
economist, he would appreciate this thing. The argument is not whether we can
make electricity out of that or not, but the argument is whether we can make
electricity cost-effective. The arithmetic that we have got, this is not my
arithmetic, Shri Gopalakrishnan, whom Shri Ram Jethmalani does not like, but
Shri Srinivasan and others have been in these numbers that the cost of Indian
uranium is eight times more than the internationally imported uranium And,
there is also another point that if we use that uranium in absolutely the first-
ranking technology and equipment — Rahul Bajajji has left — then, there are
numbers saying that electricity can be generated by the nuclear power. The new
nuclear power is imported uranium at a cost almost equal, if not less, to the hydel
power. This is a point on which | can go on discussing deliberately. But this has
been established. If this is the case, then, the question is whether the security
is different. We have many different sources of energy security. But this is one
security if we can have without, of course, at the cost of our sovereignty and at
the cost of other things, which | am quite sure, the hon. Minister will assure.
There is no doubt that we will need more energy. And | agree that this is not the
only
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reason and one should not make this the only reason why we should go for that.
But, this is the major reason which if we can do, it would be very good for us.

Then, Sir, there are three points on which the House was very agitated, and | am
quite sure, the hon. Minister will be able to assure us, nhamely, no right to reprocess
the U.S. fuel. | think, Shri Abhishekiji correctly pointed out that with U.S. fuel we
would not be able to do it. But does it prevents from reprocessing any other
source of fuel? As a matter of fact, — and, | think, Shri Jaswant Singhji knows,
it very well — the agreements that we have signed with the Russians in South
India are for thousand mega watt reactors. Russians have allowed us. They told
us that you can reprocess it whichever way you like. We are not getting into
this. Only Tarapore created problem for us. We understand that. But will it
mean that if we sign this treaty, we will not be able to reprocess any other fuel?
There is, absolutely no reason why we should get fuel only from the U.S. Actually,
we should not. We should import fuel from Africa. We can import fuel from other
countries.

Then, there is the point regarding no transfer of equipment for reprocessing
and enrichment. This is true. The U.S. would not allow us to do that. But, | have
read Shri Srinivasan saying, again and again, that we do not need any
reprocessing technology. We have enough reprocessing technology. We can do it.
What they have worded is there should be no prevention imposed on us for
doing any kind of reprocessing. We would like to hear if this is reiterated.

The third point is regarding stockpiling. Now, this is a point which is,
sufficiently, clear from the Prime Minister's statement. But it would be useful if it
is, categorically, stated again that, on stockpiling, if we stockpile fuel from other
sources, there would be nothing against that. It has not been agreed to, this is
some point on which we may have to do some negotiation.

The final point is about nuke testing. Sir, | would like to submit that | am very
much against testing. It is the same reason why we do not want to be a competitve
nuclear power. If we have enough resources to have 2000 bombs, this is more
than enough. In fact, there is, absolutely, no reason for us to add to the stockpile
of this nuclear weapons. We have the ability to do some testing at sub-critical
level. That has been allowed. That can
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be continued. We can do that. But, Sir, what | want to point out to the whole
House, again and again, is that even if we do not want to test, whether it is
because Shri Vajpayeeji saying that | personally feel we should not do it — Shri
Sitaram Yechuryji would agree with me — but, we would not like to surrender our
sovereignty to test it if we feel it necessary.

My only point, Sir, here is, if certain extraordinary circumstances arise, like
China doing some special activities in this or some kind of a new situation
emerging. | do not think, the United States will be very much against it, if we
can show that some testing is really necessary for ascertaining our nuclear
capability. But this is a point which is a touching point and, | think, some answer
to that would be coming forward.

Finally, and this is my last point. | want to put it becuase this has been
mentioned again and again, but | have no doubt about it. Some kind of a
categorical statement should be made that issues like Iran will not deflect us from
our point of view and our foreign policy position. This has been mentioned,
again and again, by the Prime Minister. The House keeps on talking about it
again and again. So, | think, a clear statement on that would go a long way to
settle this problem. Sir, | felt, on the basis of all these discussions, these are the
main issues that are bothering the House and also the country at large. | think, all
these can be very well responded to by both the Prime Minister and the External
Affairs Minister.

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS (SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE):
Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, before | start my observations, | would like to inform
the House that the Prime Minister had the intention of intervening, but because of
his tooth problem, he cannot speak. That is why what he wanted to assure the
House about convey to the House, on his behalf, | will do so. But he has taken
the trouble, despite physical illeness, to spend a large part of his time to listen
to the debate in the House.

Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, at the very outset, | would like to express my gratitude
to all the Members who have participated in this discussion and made very
valuable contributions. | have been associated with this House for so long that |
became almost a fixture of this House, from the late 60's till the last Lok Sabha
elections. According to my experiences, any Parliamentary debate, and,
especially, in this House, and also today's debate, despite some interruptions,
speaks of the high traditions of the
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House. Members, while making their contributions, demonstrated their
knowledge, their appreciation of the situation, and their information; I
congratulate them. It is not necessary for me or for anybody to agree with every
view which is expressed on the floor of the House because divergence and dissension
is the essence of democracy, which we have followed and which we have
cherished. | think this would be the fifth discussion which we have had. Some
hon. Members, perhaps, in over-enthusiasm, stated that Praliament was not
taken into confidence. It is not correct, because the whole process began with
the joint statement of Prime Minister, Dr. Manmohan Singh and President Bush
on 18th July, 2005. After that, there have been four occasions—in July, 2005,
February 27, 2006, March 7, 2006, and August 17, 2006, and before the end of
the year 2006, on 19th of December, 2006, we are having discussions for the fifth
time. If anybody can correct me, | will appreciate, but | don't think that on any one
subject, or title, so much debate and discussions have taken place in every one of
it which Prime Minister himself has participated. It is true. It is the constitutional
provision and neither you nor me have the mandate to change the Constitution. If |
remember correctly, one election in this country was fought on the basis of a
mandate of change the Constitution. That was in 1971 when the executive came
into confrontation with the judiciary and one important judicial pronouncement
put restrictions on the amending procedures of Parliament in Golaknath's case.
Before that, the Lok Sabha was dissolved. In that election, one of the major issues
was that the then Prime Minister sought the mandate of the people that "I
would like to amend the Constitution for a social legislation, for a social purpose.
| do not have the majority. Two-thirds majority is required."” And, on that basis, she
got a massive mandate. The Twenty-fourth amendment of the Constitution
took place for the first time in article 368. The constituent power of the
Parliament was institutionalised. Therefore, it cannot be just on the desire of
somebody that you amend the Constitution. But short of that, short of having
ratification by the Parliament at all important stages, the Executive takes the
matter to the Houses and seeks the advice and guidance from the Houses. That
has been the practice in the pat and this practice is followed even now.

Sir, let me start by saying that | was listening to the entire debate since one
o'clock and sometimes, | though that | was not in the Upper House of the Indian
Parliament, but in one of the chambers of Congress in the United
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States of America, because we were discussing the Hyde Act." While making
a suo motu statement, | had mentioned that this has some relevance but not all. Now,
what is the relevance of the Act? To my mind, this is a matter between the US
Executive and the US Legislature; When the Executive decided upon having
cooperation with India on a civil nuclear deal, they knew very well that the 1954
Act stood in the way, and unless the Executive got some waiver from that
Legislation, it could not extend civilian nuclear cooperation to India, becuase
India had tested nuclear devices, all its nuclear installations were not fully under
the safeguards of IAEA, and it had nuclear weapons. Therefore, in these three areas,
waivers were required for the Administration to negotiate with India in respect of
civiian nuclear cooperation. This is an enabling legislation, to enable the US
Administration to have negotiation with us, and those negotiations will, of course,
take place;

I am not going into the details of the US procedures and US systems. There
are Constitutional experts here; they know about it much better than me. But
one clarification was sought, | think by Dr. Bimal Jalan, and he had raised an issue
pertaining to Section 103 of the US law. He asked whether there was any
precedent where the US President, despite the intention of the Legislature, the
sense of the House, and the US Policy, enacted a law or entered into an
agreement where the intent was not complied with. And this was in the case of
China—Normal Trade Relations with People's Republic of China Public Order
106-286/October 10,2000. This is one precedent; there are other precedents
also, and if you look at it, exactly in the identical language, "Human rights have
been violated by China in Tibet". Manufa'ctured goods have been produced with
the help of bonded and imprisoned labour". Therefore, US Congress advised
the Administration to ensure that these things did not happen. But the US
Administration had no way of ensuring this and, therefore, it remained as a
desire. Section 103 of the Act, Section 103 of the Act, sense of the House,
statements of policies are being articulated every year. Dr. Alexander has very clearly
explained the constitutional position and the relation visa-vis the US
Administration and the US Congress. | would not like to go into the details of it.
But, surely, Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, | would like to make a general observation.
The question comes: Who is to interpret the US legislation, its effectiveness and
its binding nature? Me; the Indian Parliament, or the person who is directly
concerned, the US President? | would just like to quote a few lines from the
statement of President, Bush
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after signing this Agreement with reference to some of the provisions of the
Hyde Act. ! quote, "Today | have signed into law H.R. 5682 an Act containing
the Henry J. Hyde United States-India Peaceful Atomic Energy Cooperation Act of
2006. The Act will strengthen the strategic relationship between the United States
and India and deliver valuable benefits to both nations. Section 103 of the Act
purports to establish US policy with respect to various international affairs matters.
My approval of the Act does not constitute my adoption of the Statements of Policy
as United States foreign policy. Given the constitution's commitment to the
Presidency of the authority to conduct the nation's foreign affairs, the Executive
Branch shall construe such policy statements as advisary. Also, if Section 104 (d)
(2) of the Act was construed to prohibit the Executive Branch from transferring or
approving the transfer of an item to India contrary to Nuclear Suppliers Group
Transfer Guidelines that they may be in effect at the time of such future transfer,
a serious question would exist as to whether the provision constitutionally
delegated legislative power to an international body." That is the interpretation of the
person who is instructed by the law to implement the Act. That is the rational with
which the Prime Minister assured the House yesterday, despite knowing the
extraneous and prescriptive provisions, not all but some, of the Hyde Act. What
Prime Minister said yesterday? | can just quote a few lines as he is unable to
speak. | quote, "We appreciate the efforts made by the US Administration and the
bipartisan support of the US Congress which has led to the passage of this legislation.
This law has several positive features which take into account our concerns However,
there are areas which continue to be a cause for concern and we will need to
discuss them with the US Administration before the bilateral Cooperation
Agreement can be finalised." The House can rest assured that in these
negotiations, the commitments and assurance | gave—l mean the Prime Minister
gave—to the Parliament on August 17, 2006, will constitute our guideliness.
"The passage of the legislation enables the US administration to follow up an
another commitment made by the US in the July 18 Joint Statement, that is,
approaching its international partners, particularly in the NSG, to Ilift
restrictions, to allow full civil nuclear cooperation with India. We will seek to
ensure that the NSG takes action to permit full civil nuclear cooperation with
India in terms acceptable to us". Many other paragraphs are there. The toal
contention, the moot contention, of the assurance is that the Prime Minister
stands, committed, the Government of India stands committed to the Joint
Statement of
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18 July 2005, to the Separation Plan of 2nd March, 2006 and to the
assurances which the Prime Minister gave to this very House on 17th August,
2006, which are being repeated and reiterated by me right now.

Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, a number of issues have been raised. | will try to
address some of these issues, because quite a number of other issues that
have been raised here are extraneous. | am not going into the issues which, to
my mind, are extraneous to this debate, like, some American businessmen or
some Indian businessmen entering into an arrangement among themselves to
do business. Keeping that in view, this whole arrangement is being done. Now, let
us come to the tests and non-proliferation. | have no hesitation to say, yes, |
belong to the party which does not believe in the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Yes,
we do believe that nuclear non-proliferation is absolutely necessary for the very
existence of civilisation. Becuase of this very fact, Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, from
1974, after the first explosion in Pokharan, repeatedly we refused to sign the
NPT. Why? When the whole world-signed—Ram Jethmalani has correctly pointed
out, except three or four countries, the whole world signed—we refused. Because
we alwasys considered that for NPT was a flawed treaty. It is discriminatory. It is
creating a class where the Nuclear Weapon States would have the right of
stockpiling, of making experiments, horizontally and vertically, while the Non
Nuclear Weapon States will not have that right. So we refused to accept this
discriminatory treatment. What was the message which Mr. Rajiv Gandhi, the
then Prime Minister—and my colleague, Mr. Natwar Singh, who is present here,
was the Minister at that time—conveyed to the International Community in the
Disarmament Conference of the United Nations? In plain, simple language it was
that we are on the threshold, we are a screwdriver's tum away from the manufacturing of
weapons. But still, we would desire to continue to be at the threshold level. We
would keep our options open. All along, we use the phrase that India will keep its
option open. We will not foreclose the option. | would not graduate to a nuclear
weapon state, provided the Nuclear Weapon States, agreed to a definitive time-
frame for nuclear disarmament that was the stand; good, bad, or indifferent too.
Even this year, we have presented a paper to the United Nations. But | am really,
Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, at a loss to understand the logic of the spokesman of
the party that indulged in closing the option, going for the test in the month of
May, 1998. You came to power in March, 1998. Surely, in two months, you
were not
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competent enough to start from zero. Everything was ready. That is why you
could take the advantage of going for our explosion in May, 1998. Then what
had prompted you to declare a unilateral moratorium? What had prompted you
not only to declare a unilateral moratorium here but also to reiterate it? Mr.
Jaswant Singh wanted to have the documents. Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, | have
some documents. This is the text of the speech of Mr. Atal Bihari Vajpayee
delivered in the United Nations-General Assembly on 24th September, 1998. And
there too you did net say that you would not go for disarmament; you would not go
for non-proliferation. What did you say? "These tests do not signal a dilution of
India's commitment to the pursuit of global nuclear disarmament." You retained
that policy. And what did you say? Thereafter, you went one step ahead and
said, "l am ready to sign. Instead of reading the paragraph, | am equoting the
paragraph. The SI. No. of the paragraph is 16. Your speech was on 22nd
September, 1999 where you also quoted the Prime Minister's speech and stated:

"Last year, my Prime Minister declared in this Assembly that India was
engaged in discussions on a range of issues including the CTBT. These
discussions are in process and will be resumed by the newly elected
Government. Our position remains consistent. We remain ready to bring—
thereafter you came to power—these discussions to a successful conclusion.
Naturally, this requries the creation of a positive environment as we work towards
creating the widest possible consensus domestically.”

Fine. There is no problem with it. Therefore, the short question, which comes
to my mind, is this. Truly, you were talking that you would not have the
opportunity of testing. What did we say? What did the Prime Minister say?
What is in the Separation Plan? We are not accepting any additional
commitment. We are just sticking to the voluntary moratorium which we
declared. We are not going to accept any Treaty-bound commitment. We are
not going to accept it as part of the Treaty which we will sign, because we
would like to keep our options open. If situation demands, if the national priority
demands, if the superior national interests require, we may have to do that. That
will be left to the wisdom of the decision-making authority at that point of time.
But we would not like to foreclose the option. We have just exactly retained
that commitment which you agreed to, which you did.' But we are ensuring that
it will not be a Treaty-bound commitment. The Prime Minister stated that it was a
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hard negotiation. No denial of the fact. The realy task to my mind, Mr. Deputy
Chairman, Sir, the real negotiations, will start now, because we shall have to
enter into the 123 Agreement. Of course, the 123 Agreement is under the overall
Act of 1954. But, that will be between India and the USA. What has happened
right now is between the US legislature and the US Administration, to enable
the US Administration to enter into negotiations with us. We cannot place the
cart before the horse. Now, the issue which had been raised was that what
would happen if the USA, suppose for certain reasons, refuses to supply fuel to
us. Would it foreclose the option for us to go to any other NSG countries?
Nothing prevents us, in this treaty, to go to others and have it. Nothing compels
us. That is why, you will have to have an amendment in the NSG guidelines. The
agreement which you will have to enter into with IAEA would be India-specific,
because these are a few important points; all our nuclear installations are not
under total safeguard's.

[MR. CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

India is a nuclear weapon State and India has tested earlier before we entered
into this agreement. These provisions,these situations, cannot be undone. This is
very much there. Therefore, i will just like to quote a few lines from the conference
paper. It has been stated many a time that why they have not accepted India as a
nuclear weapon State. We did not seek for a nuclear weapon State status nor can it
be conferred by anybody. It is the ground reality that India has tested twice and India
has nuclear weapons. In the second paragraph on page 2 of the conference
report, it is stated that section 123 (a) (2) of the Atomic Energy Act requires
that a non-nuclear weapon State should have IAEA safeguards on all nuclear
meterial in all peaceful nuclear activities in that State, under its jurisdiction, or
carried out under its control anywhere, commonly referred to as full-scope
safeguards, as a condition of US unclear supply and approval for new nuclear
cooperation agreements, a requirement that India does, not meet and, as a State
with nuclear weapons, would be unlikely to meet for the foreseeable future.

This is not my comment. This is the comment in the conference paper that we
are not going to meet this requirement in the foreseeable future. On page 12 of
the conference paper, it states that the conferees understand that the US peaceful
nuclear cooperation with India will not be intended to
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inhibit India's nuclear weapon programme. There is no intention. Neither we nor
anybody else has the intention that somebody will declare us as a nuclear weapon
State. Five States are nuclear weapon States. They are not going to expand.
They are not going to open the door. It is as simple as that. But the ground reality
is that they had to recognise that India has nuclear weapons and India is not going
to give up that programme which even the conference paper has admitted.

Mr. Chairman, Sir, the question is raised, what would be the sequence of the
safeguards. The Government has assured the House that before voluntarily
placing our nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards, we would ensure that all
nuclear restrictions on India have been lifted. The legislation provides for
finalisation of the text of the India-specific safeguard agreement with 1AEA,
but not its entry into force. This point is to be appreciated. It is not entry into
force. The entry into force will come after the finalisation of the 123 Agreement.
Therefore, | can assure Mr. Yechury that it is not going to be done, whatever be
the intention. | don't doubt the source of the quotation which you have made. It is,
perhaps, impossible and not going to take place, within such a sort period of
time, as it is not going to enter into force before the passage of the 123 Agreement
by the US Congress. Hon. Members should have noted that it also provides for
the NSG guidelines being properly adjusted before the approval of the 123
Agreement. The application of safeguards on reactors, identified as civilian by
us, will only take place when international cooperation is resumed. Members
should also recall that safegaurds will be implemented in a phased manner up to
2014. Thus the principle of reciprocity has been fully safegaurded. | should
add that India would only conclude the safeguards agreement with the IAEA,
and not with anybody else, not even with the US.

Now, the question is whether full civil nuclear cooperation is going to be met
or not. The promise of full civil nuclear cooperaiton has also been commented
upon extensively. It has been argued that the legislation does not address our
permanent entitlement to reprocess foreign-origin spent fuel or enrich foreign-
origin uranium. Hon. Members who have read the legislation carefully would
have noted that there is nothing in the legislation which bars India from
reprocessing such spent fuel or enriching imported uranium. | should inform
the Members that this particular issue is actually a key element of our
negotiations on
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the 123 Agreement. We are clear that there can be no recurrence of the
Tarapur situation where India is denied the right to reprocess spent fuel. Some
Members have expressed concern that the legislation provides for only
conditional access to reprocessing, enrichment and heavy water technology.
We should note that the US has a universally applicable policy of not
transferring such sensitive technologies to any country, irrespective of whether
that country is a nuclear weapon State or a non-nuclear weapon State. In that
sense, there is no discriminatory provision against India. The legislation, in fact,
specifies the condition under which such transfers to India would be possible.
While we carefully evaluate the implications, | will also remind Members that our
scientists have already established an indigenous infrastructure for
reprocessing, enrichment and heavy water production.

Members have expressed some anxiety about the supply assurances worked
out on 2nd March, 2006 and whether there would be fully honoured in the light of
the legislation. The US administration has categorically conveyed, as | have
mentioned to you, that the legislation providesit with the authority to fulfil all those
commitments that it has made to India, both in the July 18th statement and in the
Separation Plan.

| have already explained to the Members about the issue of conducting nuclear
tests.

Now, about the end-use monitoring, some Members have made some
comments. | would like to suggest, as Members are aware, that this is not a new
practice directed towards India. All the Governments, since 1985, have been
implementing the end-use procedures. We have already been scrupulous about
honouring our assurances and indeed have established a reputation for
responsibility on that basis. At the same time, utmost care has been taken to
see that our national security and strategic autonomy is not compromised in any
manner. This will remain our guiding principle. Members should also know that India
requires end-use procedures for its own high technology exports.

Some confusion has been sought to be created regarding the basis of an
India-specific additional protocol. Let me clearly state that reference in the
legislation to a particular model of additional protocol do not, in any way, detract
from our entitlement to negotiate an India-specific additional
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protocol with the IAEA. Members would note that even an NPT nuclear weapon
State like the USA has followed the same model for its additional protocol with the
IAEA as the one that is referred to in the legislation, with exemptions and
exceptions based on national security and other considerations.

Certain questions have been raised in regard to fissile material production
moratorium. | would also like to mention it clearly that the legislation does not
impose any obligation on India by the way of fissile material production
moratorium as a condition of cooperation. Certainly, the views of some Members
of Congress have found expression in some provisions of the legislation. As far as
India is concerned, our commitment is limited to the 18 July Joint Statement to
work with, the USA for the conclusion of a multilateral FMCT. Our position is
quite clear. It must be non-discriminatory. It must be universal and it must be
verifiable. Therefore, no interim, bilateral, regional or ad hoc initiatives in this field are
acceptable to us. We are clear that this is a civil nuclear energy cooperation
agreement and this is not an arms control measures.

Our scientists have referred to Section 109 of the legislation concerning the
possibility of joint research by India and US scientists on non-proliferation and
safeguards. There are apprehensions that this could result in inclusive scrutiny of
our strategic programme. The legislation does not require, but only authorises,
the Administration to explore the possibility of such joint research. Secondly,
there is no compulsion on India to accept such proposals. In fact, in the
Conference Document itself, as | mentioned, Section 109 is not intended to
create an obligaiton for India to meet but rather to open an avenue for increased
cooperation on topics of concern for both the countries.

Mr. Chairman, Sir, it has also been pointed out by some hon. Members, and
they even used phrases like 'mortgage’, 'mortgage of independent foreign
policy'. The Prime Minsiter categorically stated that the foreign policy of a
country is an extension of its national policy. The foreign policy of a country is
determined on the basis of the requirement to safeguard and to advance the
national interest. Therefore, it cannot be determined by anybody else. Our
threat perception in depends on our own perception. As an old hat in the Defence
Ministry, when somebody asked me, | told them very categorically that my threat
perception depends on my
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own perception, not on your perception. Whether India has a threat or not, it is
for the Government of the day in office chosen by the people of the country to
determine what is the threat perception. Similarly, it is for the Government of
the day chosen by the people of the country to determine what is in the best
interest of their foreign policy. Yesterday, | mentioned that and | am repeating it,
my relationship with one country is independent of my relationship or approach
with other countries. With Iran, we have civilizational links, long before these
things came and that civilizational link will continue. Somebody was asking,
"Why are we giving up the Iran gas pipeline project? We are getting gas to
cheap price." Perhaps, the hon. Member does not know thai for the
agreement which was entered into, the suggestion from the Iranian side is
that the prices are to be revised. Instead of going through newspaper articles,
if these questions had been raised here, | would have answered them earlier.
I myself had a detailed discussion with Iran's Foreign Minister when he came
over here. He suggested that the Agreement, which was made at that point of
time about the prices of gas was required to be revised. We are engaged in
the negotiations. The pipeline project has not been given up. Who said that
the pipeline project has been given up? But, surely, a project of this
dimension would require assistance from financiers; we have to get money to
implement it. We are seriously Considering it.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, Sir, | see no reason why we should have any doubt,
why we should have any suspicion. It is true that our Treaties are not ratified by
the Parliament. But it is equally true what even more unceremoniously than you
would dismiss your domestic servant, the House has the power to dismiss the
Government by bringing in a Motion of No Confidence and if it is carried by a
majority of the House. That is the strength of the Parliamentary system of
Government. For every action, we are accountable to you. In our excitement, in
our enthusiasm, we should not foreget that those who are sitting here today
would be sitting on the other side tomorrow, as it has exactly happened. The thing
which | would like to remind the hon. Members sitting there right now is, please
do not change your policy with the change of the seat, which they are doing more
often than not. When | was listening to Joshiji, it just reminded me of 1994.
and with that, Mr. Chairman, Sir, | would conclude It was in connection with
the passage of the Patents Act. India signed the WTO
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and | was the villain of the piece. As the then Commerce Minister. | had to bring that
Amendment. For three days, | could not even make my case presented here.
There were such uproarious scences, and they shouted that sovereignty had
been mortgaged. | do not know myself as to how many times | have mortgaged
India's sovereignty! When, in 1982, as India's Finance Minister, | entered into an
extended financial facility with the IMF, my Left friends accused me that | had
mortgaged India's sovereignty. Further, | was the only Finance Minister from among
the developing countries who did not take the last instalment of the loan and also
returned 1.1 bilion SDR to the IMF, What | was saying is that a drama was
enacted on the floor of the House As per the terms of the Agreement, we were
to amend the Patents Act of 1970. We could not do it, and Shri Murli manohar Joshi,
while participating in the debate, told me that | had no guts. He said, "Put up
some guts and reject the bill. Tell the WTO that we would not sign this Agreement.”
All these are in the red books here. After sometime, by democratic rule, from here
| went there, and Joshiji came here from there. And, their Government had to
pass that Bill with our support. The Left opposed then.The Left opposed during my
time, and the Left opposed during their time. But | do believe what is good for the
country does not depend on which side of the House | sit. If it is good, it is good
whether | sit here or | sit there. Despite the opposition from some of my
colleagues, | gave them an assurance that the Congress (I) Party would
support the Bill, and with that support, the Patents Bill was passed. The country
has been benefited; the Indian pharmaceutical industry is booming. Thank
you, Sir.

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Sir, | just wish to make one point. | am sure,
the hon. External Affairs Minister would yield for a minute. All that we want you to
assure the house is that without these assurances—the assurances given by
the hon. Prime Minister earlier in the House and the assurances made by you—no
123 Agreement will be entered into. That is the assurance we want. That is all.

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: Sir, | have stated categorically, and the hon.
Prime Minister has categorically stated, that we shall have to seek clarifications,
we shall have to get these things reflected in the Agreement under 123. What
more assurance do you want? (interruption)
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