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Motion for election to the Spices Board

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE ,
MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY (SHRI JAIRAM RAMESH): Sir,
I move the following Motion:

"That in pursuance of Clause (b) of Sub-section (3) of Section 3 of the
Spices Board Act, 1986 (No. 10 of 1986) read with Rules 4 (1) (b)
and 5 (1) of the Spices Board Rules, 1987, this House do proceed to
elect in such manner as the Chairman may direct, one Member from
among the Members of the House, to be a member of the Spices
Board."

The question was put and the motion was adopted.

Motion for election to the Rubber Board

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY (SHRI JAIRAM RAMESH): Sir
I move the following Motion:

"That in pursuance of Clause (e) of Sub-section (3) of Section 4 of the
Rubber Act, 1947 (24 of 1947) read with Sub-rule (1) of Rule 4 of the
Rubber Rules, 1955, this House do proceed to elect in such manner
as the Chairman may direct, one Member from among the Members
of the House, to be a member of the Rubber Board.

The question was put and the motion was adopted.

SHORT DURATION DISCUSSION
Indo-U.S. Nuclear Deal

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA (Jharkhand): Sir, | am grateful to you for
fixing a date, though belatedly, for a discussion on this very important issue of
national concern. | am also grateful to you, Sir, for having permitted me to
initiate this discussion.

Sir, as is well-known, our nuclear programme, like our foreign policy,
has always been based on a national consensus and, even today, the issue
that we are debating in this House is an issue of national importance. |
propose to approach this task not in a partisan manner, but in as objective
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a manner, as fair a manner as possible and clearly | expect that those who will
respond from the Government side will also keep this in mind and respond to
our concerns taking this as an issue today of supreme national importance.
Sir, India's nuclear programme, as we are all aware, has been fashioned by
our leaders ever since this country became independent. It was Pandit
Jawaharlal Nehru, the first Prime Minister, and Homi Bhabha, the eminent
nuclear scientist, who prepared the three-stage nuclear programme for
India.The first was pressurised heavy water reactors; the second part of it was
the fast breeder reactor programme; and the third phase is the phase of the
thorium programme. And, in all these, our scientists have played a steller role.
The entire technology of the pressurised heavy water reactors, the entire
technology of the fast-breeder programme and the entire technology, which is
in the process of development in this country, regarding the thorium
programme, are based on the research carried out by our scientists. There
has been no foreign participation; we have not borrowed technology from
anyone. The programme of India is an entirely indigenous programme, and it
is a matter of great pride and satisfaction for all of us that it is the scientific
capability of Indian scientists which has provided this glory, this satisfaction, to
India.

[MR DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.]

Now, therefore, to talk in the context of this deal of India's nuclear
isolation, of the fact that we have been denied technology from abroad, of the
fact that we have been handicapped because of the denial regime, | think, is
not acceptable to us. We have never been dependent on foreign technology,
and let us resolve that we will give the fullest opportunity to our scientists so
that this country does not come to depend on foreign technology as far as the
nuclear programme is concerned. We are also aware that we have never
accepted discrimination. We did not sign the NPT because we were against
the discrimination which was built into the Treaty; we raised our voice against
that discrimination; we have raised our voice all along in international fora. We
are also aware that the 1974 tests, which were conducted, when Shrimati
Indira Gandhi was the Prime Minister, has led to the creation and the setting
up of an entire international nuclear architecture most of which is based on
controlling India, keeping India under check. The impetus for that architecture
was provided as a result of the 1974 tests, when we defied
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the world and went for tests. Similarly, when we went for nuclear tests in
1998, we faced a barrage of opposition; we faced the U.S. sanctions in the
economic field; we faced sanctions from the various countries of the world. It
appeared for a moment as if India was under siege. But resolutely,
determinedly and with courage, we faced those challenges, and | am glad to
say that we overcame those challenges without submitting before any foreign
power or anyone else. Then, our hon. Prime Minister went to the U.S. thirteen
months ago in July of last year, and he came back with a nuclear deal. |
would like to state, on behalf of my party, that we oppose the Accord of 18th
July, 2005 and | have no hestitation in telling this house today that we had
opposed this deal from the beginning. We have never been in any doubt
about the deleterious impact of this deal and, therefore, we opposed this deal.
So, let it not be said that we have changed from our position then, or, ever.
Sir, we opposed the deal because we believed that it was meant to cap
India's nuclear weapons programme, our strategic programme. Sir, what was
the significance of the May, 1998 tests, apart from the fact that we declared to
the world that we were now a nuclear weapon State, that we came out of the
closet? Sir, to my mind, the most important significance of the 1998 tests was
that we demonstrated to the rest of the world that India believed in the
concept of strategic autonomy. And, as far as our national security was
concerned, we were determined to maintain this at all costs. We have kept
that space for ourselves. There is no way in which that space, Sir, can be
taken or can be surrendered to anyone else. We also defined our nuclear
doctrine in very clear, unambiguous terms. The world today, Sir, is not in
doubt about the nuclear doctrine of India, and | am happy to say, | am very
satisfied that this Government also has accepted the nuclear doctrine that we
enunciated and left behind. What are the three pillar, Sir, of our nuclear
doctrine? The first is, 'no-first-use'. It is only a country like India that can come
out with a concept like 'no-first-use'. Then, the second was, we will not use
our nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon State. This was also a
contribution that India has made to the global lexicon of the nuclear debate
that we shall not use our nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon
States. And the third part, Sir, of our doctrine was that in case someone did
attack us, dared to attack us with nuclear weapons, then, in retaliation, we will
use our nuclear weapons, and inflect unacceptable damage on that enemy;
unacceptable damage on that enemy. And, this is how the concept of the
credible minimum deterrent,
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Sir, was born. Why have we been talking about the credible minimum
deterrent? We have been talking about this because the credibility of our
deterrent must be maintained at all costs, at all times. This is something that
India cannot surrender to anyone, and this is a judgement which India will
make, from time to time, and nobody else will make it on behalf of India. Why
did we oppose the July 18 Agreement, Sir? Because we felt that it was going
to perpetuate that discrimination against which this country, cutting across
political party line, through all the Governments had opposed internationally ail
along. Why did we oppose it, Sir? Because the cost of separation — we were
told — between civilian and military will be enormous. And, | am sorry to say,
Sir, that though the Separation Plan was shared by the Prime Minister with
this House in March and May, the cost of that separation is something which
has not been mentioned ever in this House. The Parliament of India has not
been taken into confidence with regard to the cost of this separation. We also
opposed it, Sir, because from the very next day, not one week, not one month,
not two months later, from the very next day, i.e., 19th of July, 2005,
diametrically differing interpretations of the Deal started appearing from the
US side. You will recall, Sir, that on the debate which took place in this House,
last year, on the 4th August, 2005, our Deputy Leader, Shrimati Sushma
Swaraj had participated in that debate. At that time, she quoted the US Deputy
Secretary of State, Nicholas Burns who had said within 24 hours of the Deal,
and | quote, "What was significant about yesterday's Agreement is that India
committed itself in public very specifically to a series of actions to which it had
not previously committed itself." Actions which will, in effect, in a de facto
sense, has India agreeing to the same measures that most of the NPT States
have agreed to." She quoted this and she ended her speech by reminding the
Prime Minister that the deal that he had entered into would lead to complex
interpretations, will lead to different interpretations and today, Sir, as we
discuss this deal thirteen months down the line, we are aware of all the
complexities which have enterd this deal.

Sir, | would also like to take the House into confidence, through you
and make, with great humility but with all the force at my command, that the
basic reason for this deal that our Government would like us to believe,
namely, that it would provide India with nuclear energy and energy security, is
fundamentally flawed. It is fundamentally flawed. How can India have energy
security on the strength of imported reactors and
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imported fuel? Would we not be critically dependent on import for that energy
security? Has any country based its security concernes or its security
considerations on imports from third countries which are uncertain?

Sir, analysts have compared the cost of producing electricity from
various sources. Coal-based thermal power plants cost Rs. 4.5 crores per
MW; combined cycle gas turbine running on gas or naphtha cost Rs. 3 crores
per MW; indigenously built nuclear reactor costs about Rs. 7-8 crores per
MW; and imported nuclear reactors costs Rs. 10 crores per MW; This is the
most expensive form of energy for which we are bargaining.

So, at this rate, Sir, 20,000 MWs of additional power by 2020 would
need an investment of 2 lakh crores of rupees by this country. Two lakh crores
in the next fourteen years! And we are worried about the rising costs of
petroleum crude and gas! What about uranium which we propose to import?
Uranium prices, Sir, have gone up by 70 per cent in the last one year from
US$ 21 to US$ 36 per pound. | would like to quote Dr. A. Gopalakrishnan,
who in a recent article talked about the energy mix which every country goes
for; and, he has said that at any given time, the best qualitative combination of
electricity from various sources is something which we should decide about.
Indigenous coal, imported coal, hydro-power generation, from national water
systems, hydro-power from neighbouring countries, indigenous nuclear
programme, based on three-stage programme — wind, solar and biomass
resources. Then he goes on to say, "Even with a renowned economist as
Prime Minister as Chairman, his trusted follower as Deputy Chairman, and
energy economist as Member-Energy, the Planning Commission has failed
totally in initiating such studies or basing their policy pronouncements on the
basis of such wisdom. The report of the Expert Committee on Integrated
Energy Policy, put out by the Planning Commission in December, 2005, is full
of generalities and platitudes for the future and does not address the energy
mix or the role of indigenous versus imported energy technologies. So, on
what basis is the Prime Minister expounding on the need for 30,000 or 40,000
MWs of nuclear power as an essential element for ensuring energy? Why not
a figure like 15,000 MWs or 70,000 MWs? Instead, the Prime Minister's over-
enthusiasm for nuclear reactors of the imported kind can only be explained as
a deliberated attempt to spread out a welcome mat for foreign nuclear firms to
sell their wares in India and to

221



RAJYA SABHA [17 August, 2006]

make the questionable case for promoting the nuclear deal." These are not
my words, Sir, these are the words of an eminent scientist that this country
has produced. Sir, when this country was developing, it has not developed as
much as it has developed today, when we were leading what the eminent
thinker Deen Dayal Upadhyayji described as a ship to mouth existence, that
the ships loaded with the wheat of PL-480 used to come to our ports and then
used to go straight to the mouths of the hungry millions. When we led a ship to
mouth existence, India did not bend, no Government at that time bent no
Government accepted anything which was inconsistent with the dignity and
the sovereignty of this country. Sir, | will refer only in brief, in passing that the
PMO, Sir, came out with a backgrounder and | suppose any document which
comes out of the Prime Minister's Office is owned or will be owned by the
Prime Minister. In that document, Sir, on the 29th July last year, at place after
place, after place, after place it has been said in response to imaginary
questions that India is going to be recognised as a nuclear weapon State,
India will be recognised as a nuclear weapon State. If many of us, Sir, in this
country believed in the assertions of the Prime Minister's Office, in that
background, are we to be blamed for misunderstanding the nature of the
deal? But | would also hasten to add that at the same time the American
officials including their Secretaries before the media, in their speeches before
thinktanks and in the evidence and testimony before the Congressional
Committees repeatedly said that our understanding was flawed; they had a
completely different understanding of the nuclear deal and its basic objectives,
and the divergence between the Indian position and the US position kept on
widening day after day. Sir, we are reading in the media and elsewhere that
we will not accept departures from the July 18, 2005 agreement or the
statement that the Prime Minister agreed to in Washington. Sir, my case is,
forget about departures in the future, the departures have already taken place
from 18th July till today as we debate it on the 17th of August. The departures
nave taken place. And what are the departures, Sir? We have already
accepted a watertight separation plan, which does not apply to nuclear
weapons States. We are all aware of the fact that the nuclear States have the
flexibility to transfer their facilities from civilian to military whenever national
security considerations so demand. Therefore, the question of our being able
to do so has been quashed for all times to come. We have accepted
safeguards agreement in perpetuity. The safeguards agreement that we
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are negotiating or we shall negotiate and finalise with the International Atomic
Energy Agency is going to bind India in perpetuity. No nuclear weapon State
has ever accepted any obligation in perpetuity. The IAEA inspection, Sir, will
also naturally be in perpetuity and reciprocity today, the biggest pillar on which
July 18 agreement stood—reciprocity, nondiscrimination—that stands on its
head today. There is no reciprocity and | will demonstrate and others will
demonstrate how. Sir, we have been told that if we are entering into
obligations in perpetuity, then their obligation is also in perpetuity to supply us
fuel. There is a point, which has been repeatedly made. | would like to refer
here to the letter which the hon. Leader of the Opposition had written to the
Prime Minister in which he had said that during the hearing of the Senate
Foreign Relation Committee on April 5, 2006—this is a very, very important
date—Senator Feingold put precisely this question to the Secretary of State,
Condoleezza Rice. | quote, "You said that the safeguards will be permanent
but India emphasised that these permanent safeguards would be predicated
on an uninterrupted supply of fuel for civilian reactors. Now, does that not tie
our hands down the road?" This was the question of Senator Feingold and
what did Secretary Condoleezza Rice reply. She said and | quote, "We have
been very clear with the Indians, that the permanence of the safeguards is
permanence of the safeguards.” This is testimony of Secretary Rice before
their Senate Foreign Relations Committee. It is not a piece of paper floating in
the winds of Washington. "We have been very clear with the Indians that the
permanence of the safeguards is permanence of the safeguards without
condition. In fact, we reserve the right. Should India test as it had agreed not to
or should India in any way violate the IAEA safeguards agreement which it
would be adhering that the deal from our point of view would at that point be
off." This is what she had told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Sir,
we were told that as a result of the 18th July deal we would get supply for
Tarapur. In a separate communication, which was sent to the Prime Minister,
because in the last session | had given a notice of breach of privilege, that
communication, Sir, was sent to the Prime Minister. A reply was sent to the
Rajya Sabha Secretariat and | was favoured with a copy of that reply. | had
said clearly that the Americans opposed the supply of low enriched Uranium
which came to us from Russia for Tarapur. They opposed,—much less
supporting the supply—they actually opposed the
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supply. Where is the 18th July, 2005 Agreement? Sir, finally, we have given a
separation plan to the Americans and we believe it has been accepted by
them. We have made much of the fact, Sir, that our fast breeder programme is
not going to be placed under safeguards. But, you read that document. The
document which the Prime Minister shared with this House and you will find
that immediately after we have said that sentence that we were not going to
put our Kalpakkam reactor, a fast breeder before safeguards, we have gone
on to say that in future all civilians fast breeder reactors will be put under
safeguards. Isn't this a contradiction? The fast breeder programme is Indian
technology. Why are we putting it to intrusive IAEA inspection through a
safeguard agreement and through an additional protocol? This is an
explanation which the Government will have to provide to this House. Sir/the
first Waiver Bill which was submitted by the US President to the US Congress
in March this year was a three and a half page document. That has swollen to
and expanded to a 23 and a half page document, both before the Senate and
the House. Why, Sir? It is because a number of conditionalities had been
added by both the Committees, both the Houses before they agreed to look at
or pass this. What is the reality check, Sir, at this stage? The reality check is,
the House of Representatives of the US Congress has passed the Bill. We
have the text of the Bill passed by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
The Senate, we understand, may consider it in September and pass it. Then,
the two Houses will go into conference to reconcile differences, if any, and
then, Sir, the US Congress will finally adopt the Bill. Now, we know the House
Bill. We know the Senate Bill. The House Bill has been further strengthened in
the course of passage because one amendment by one of the Members has
been accepted which makes the conditionalities more onerous. The Senate
Bill, Sir, from all experience that we have is going to go through the same
process and the final product is going to be far more onerous for us than we
imagine even at this time. If we want to delude ourselves, if the Government
wants Jo delude itself, if the House wants to delude itself, if the whole nation
wants to delude itself, then, therefore, the end product of the US Legislative
process is something that we should wait for. Then, | will say, Sir, that that will
be not only a futile wait, it will be a dangerous wait because our House, Sir,
our Parliament will only meet in November again, towards the third week of
November. By then, the deal might be done and we will be left with nothing but
fait accompli. So, Sir, whatever caution, whatever precaution has to be
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taken has to be taken now, unless we decide to bury our head in the sand in
the face of the approaching, gathering storm. Sir, today, everyone seems to
be protesting. Our scientists have come out; most eminent nuclear scientists
of this country have come up with a statement two days ago. Defence analysts
are protesting, pointing out the pitfalls. Other knowledgeable people are
protesting. Why, Sir? Why are they protesting? It is because we feel that
assurances given by the Prime Minister to this House, to the other House, to
the people of this country had been completely broken by the Americans.
Today, if the Prime Minister of India is at the North Pole, the Americans are in
the South Pole.

This is the difference in the position. | will quickly recount, because |
would like to leave enough time for my friend, Mr. Arun Shourie. The Indo-US
nuclear deal is about non-proliferation. It is not about nuclear energy. The
separation of our facilities between civilian and military has been done at the
behest of the US. And, the Congress of the US is going to sit in judgement
over that separation plan as and when it is submitted to them. May | ask, what
was the need for announcing the closure by 2010 of the Cyrus Experimental
Reactor? What was the need to shift the fuel core of Apsara from its present
location? Why have you done it, if there is no pressure? Sir, the US, | have
already said, actually, opposed the supply of fuel by Russia to Tarapore. The
sequencing of various steps, | have said already, stands on its side. India is
not going to be recognised as a Nuclear-Weapon State. The deal is going to
bind us in perpetuity. There is no exit clause. We are required to identify and
declare a date by which we will be willing to stop production of fissile material
for nuclear weapons, even unilateral, forget about the FMCT. And, one of the
determinations, which the US President is required to make, in writing, before
the US Congress is this. What does it say? It says, The Report shall also
include—(1) An estimate of the previous year of the amount of uranium mined
in India; (2) The amount of such uranium that has likely been used or allocated
for the production of nuclear explosive devices; (3) The rate of production of (i)
fissile material for nuclear explosive devices; and (i) nuclear explosive
devices; and, (4) An analysis as to whether imported uranium has affected
such rate of production of nuclear devices.' This is the kind of intrusive,
detailed requirement of the US Congress. Not once, but, every year, before
the 31st of January or, by the 31st of January. It is annually. It puts a ban in
perpetuity on nuclear testing, which goes even beyond the CTBT. And, | am
sure, my other colleagues will explain how it
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goes beyond the CTBT. the deal is entirely one-sided. As | have already
mentioned, even the supply of fuel in perpetuity is not assured. It does not
assure full civilian nuclear cooperation.

Sir, what are the symbols of our sovereignty which are housed here in
this Parliament? To my mind, the most important symbols of our sovereignty
are: (1) Our Foreign Policy, the autonomy of our Foreign Policy; and (2) The
autonomy of our nuclear programme. And, today, these two symbols of our
soverignty are under threat. | would like to appeal humbly to the House,
through you, that knowing the stage that has been reached, shall we swallow
this; shall we submit ourselves to this? The Parliament of India does not enjoy
the powers of the US Congress, we are all aware of this. But still the
Parliament of India is the seat of our sovereignty. Does the Parliament of India
not have the need even to be briefed properly? Who has briefed the Parliament
of India? Has any Parliamentary Committee been briefed about this deal? Sir,
whatever information we have got, has been information coming to us from the
US. Very surprising! Our Govemment has been very, very miserly in sharing
information with this House or with the people of our country. It cannot be
anybody's case that those who happen to sit in the Government today have all
the wisdom and that this Parliament has none of it. And, | would like to quote
here what Henry Hyde, who is the Chairman of the House Committee, had to
say when he put up this Bill before the Committee. He said, "Over the course
of the past several months, the Committee had held five hearings. Benefited
from the counsel of a scores of experts, across the country, had numerous
briefings by administration of issues and conducted extensive research,
notably with the assistance of the Congressional Research Service." We go to
our library; we go to our reference service; and we get extracts from
newspapers. That is what a Member of Parliament of India gets. No
assistance; no briefing, nothing. This is how the Parliament of India has been
treated so far. We have had a couple of discussions. But the point is: is that
enough? Mr. Henry Hyde goes on to say, "This new Bill is based upon the
Administration's original proposal, but has been amended with several
significant changes, the most prominent of which concerns the role of the
Congress. HR5682, which refers to the Bill, changes the process by which the
Congress will consider and pass judgement, consider and pass judgement, on
a negotiated agreement regarding civil nuclear cooperation with India. To
further strengthen the role of the Congress, a number of
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reporting requirements and other consultative measures have been added. A
Sense of Congress—'sense of Parliament' is a dirty expression, let us not use
it—but a Sense of the Congress section has been added that lays out
conditions regarding when Civil Nuclear Cooperation with other countries may
be in order. In addition, there is a Statement of Policy section that clarified the
US policy in a number of areas, in particular the Nuclear Supplies Group, the
interpretation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, and a series of goals regarding
India and South Asia." Sir, as far as we are concerned—in the Bharatiya
Janata Party, in the NDA—we are not against building strategic and friendly
ties with the US, let me make it very clear. But such ties must rest on the firm
foundation of sovereign, equality, reciprocity and mutual respect. They cannot
be built on the shaky foundations of a patron client relationship. The manner in
which we voted in the IAEA—not once, but twice—in the case of Iran confirms
this suspicion. Now, the Bill calls upon the US President, and | quote, 'To
secure India's full and active participation in US efforts to dissuade, isolate
and, if necessary, sanction and contain Iran for its efforts to acquire Weapons
of Mass Destruction." This is the clarion call of the US Congress to the Indian
Government, so that when the US says, "Go to war with Iran", we will go to
war with Iran; US says," Send your forces to Iran", we will send our forces to
Iran, because our responsibility is to contain and sanction Iran against
Weapons of Mass Destruction. Why are the 'non-proliferation Ayotollahs' in
Washington quite? They have not criticised the two Bills. They have not
criticised because the Congress has met all their requirements. All that they
wanted this deal to have has been incorporated in the two Bills. It is
unprecendented even in the US history that a legislation has been adopted
which targets just one country, and that one country is India. India must not
accept these crippling conditionalities. Therefore, what is our bottom line? Our
bottom line is: (a) It must involve full Civil Nuclear Cooperation with India; (b) it
must accord India the same rights and benefits as other nuclear weapons
States; (c) under it, India will undertake only such obligations as adopted by
other nuclear weapon States; (d) at any stage, Indian actions will only be
reciprocal; and (e) India will accept international inspections on its civil
facilities or any other binding obligation only after, as the Prime Minister had
said on July, 2005—I quote him—'all restrictions on India have been lifted'. In
addition, we demand that any Civil Nuclear Cooperation Agreement must
provide for uninterrupted and unconditional supply of
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nuclear fuel to India; a permanent waiver of relevant US domestic laws without
annual review, and certification; IAEA inspections of our civil nuclear facilities
only as long as the deal holds; Complete freedom to India's strategic and
foreign policy options; and an explicity stated right of India to terminate the
agreement on national security grounds. Sir, these are the basic benchmarks
to which we must adhere. If these are not adhered to, if these are violated, |
have no hesitation in saying, on behalf of the party that | represent, in this
House, that such a deal cannot bind India in future.

| have already said that some of our nuclear scientists have spoken
against the deal. We read in the media that the Prime Minister was going to
call them, meet with them. Then, we read that he is not going to call them. He
is consulting the in-house scientific talent that he has. We must heed their
advice. Their advice should not be taken lightly. We have been demanding in
this House that we must have a sense of Indian Parliament Resolution. That is
something that we have been demanding across party lines, across party
lines. We must have such a resolution. And, | will go a step forward today and
say that we must have a Joint Parliamentary Committee of the two Houses of
Parliament which shall oversee the implementation of the Resolution. Nothing
less than that is going to satisfy the Parliament of India. The time has come for
the Parliament of India to assert itself. We cannot remain mere mute
spectators in the light of the developments which have taken place across the
seven seas. India cannot bend to the will of the US Congress. And, it is this
Parliament which has to assert that India will not bend. Under no
circumstances shall India bend to the will of Members of the US Congress.
And, that is the message which should go loud and clear from this debate in
this House, and let struggle and let the US be warned that the Parliament of
India thinks otherwise and let them stop in their tracks and stop putting those
humiliating crippling conditionalities on a country like India. Thank you very
much, Sir.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Anand Sharma.

DR. BIMAL JALAN (Nominated): May | seek a clarification on a factual
point, Sir?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No. no. You can seek later on when you
speak.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL
AFFAIRS (SHRI ANAND SHARMA): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, the debate
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which this House is having on Indo-US Civil Nuclear Cooperation is not being
watched with great interest by the people of this country, but this debate has
attracted the attention even outside the shores of India.

A debate in Parliament on any issue which is of critical import for the
country is the very essence of democracy. Parliament has a right, | agree with
Shri Yashwant Sinhaji, to be kept informed. Parliament has a right to discuss
and Parliament has a right to advice. That is our constitutional system. In a
system of Parliamentary democracy, it is the Parliament which is supreme and
it is the Government which is accountable to Parliament. Sir, recalling the
words of Shri Yashwant Sinhaji—| agree that we have not gained sudden
wisdom by coming to this side and, surely, you have also not gained new
wisdom by going to the other side—unfortunately, did not demonstrate when
he was sitting here. Sir, the UPA Government has a very transparent
approach. It respects the institution of Parliament and nothing more can
underscore this but the fact that in the last 13 months, it is the third time this
august House is discussing this subject. It was discussed last July. It was
discussed in March, and it is being discussed again in August. What more
proof of respect for Parliament can there be? What Yashwant Sinhaji has said,
| wanted to deal with it towards the end, but it prompts me to say that when it
is alleged that they were not getting any information, the Parliament was being
kept out, and, sometimes, some meagre information was given, the rest they
got from outside sources. It is this Government and this Prime Minister who
have shown utmost respect to the institution of Parliament by giving all
information, by laying ...(Interruptions).. No interruptions, it is a gentleman's
opinion.

7 STFHTIRT : @IS 319 4 G ]2 &, a1 379 41 g 72

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: May | ask my friend Yashwant Sinhaji.
..(Interruptions)...

it SETRTET qIfdT (ST ) : TR, (A ). .

it Suwurafer : wiftr Sff, SRaTI I S 81 51 3T offsd Wl 41T 3= 8 9 No
Interruptions.

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Why | say so is this. As Shri Yashwant Sinha
was saying this is a national issue. | also do not want to give an impression
that it is a partisan issue. Such decision, such policies have
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to be backed by a broad national consensus. There has to be an
understanding within the country and within this Parliament. But if what was
said here was a genuine concern about the institution of Parliament, | would
have respected my dear friend, Yashwant Sinhaji. He had the privilege of
serving as a Cabinet Minister, both as a Foreign Minister and as a Finance
Minister. At that time, for almost one year there were talks between the then
Foreign Minister; the hon. Leader of Opposition, and Strobe Talbott. Sir, let
along this country; this Parliament was never informed and Parliament was
kept in dark. Had you protested and demanded that they should inform the
country what they were discussing, then, | would have saluted you. But you
did not. That was political expediency. Today you have presented a very
powerful case and painted a gloomy picture as if India's independence, India's
integrity and sovereignty were being sold and compromised. What twisted
logics you have given! We had to wait for Strobe Talbott to write a book to get
to know what was conveyed. The offer to sign the CTBT was made without
informing the people of the country and without informing the Parliament. 1 do
not know how many of the Cabinet Ministers and whether the Cabinet
Committee on Security, at that time, was kept in picture when these offers
were made. Shri Yashwant Sinhaji was also talking about the detonation, the
U.S. laws, the proposed legislation and that if any detonation takes place or if
India were to detonate, the nuclear cooperation would cease. | will deal with
that in great detail later. | do intend to do that. But, let me share with this
House something which is very interesting. Shri Yashwant Sinha was referring
to the May, 1988 Test. Subsequent to that was the unilateral voluntary
moratorium declared by the then NDA Government, Sir. Because you were
talking about the great achievement, how you protected India's independence,
how you braved the sanctions, but you did not bow, thereby implying that this
Prime Minister, this Government is bending, bowing and compromising.
Nothing could be farther from truth. Sir, | will take you to September, 1998, the
UN General Assembly Session where the then hon. Prime Minister, Shri Atal
Bihari Vajpayeeji, while addressing the UN General Assembly said, and |
quote from his speech: "Accordingly, after concluding this limited testing
programme, India announced a voluntary moratorium on further underground
nuclear test explosions. We conveyed our willingness to move forward to a de
jure formalisation of this obligation. In announcing the moratorum, India has
already accepted the basic obligation of the CTBT." This is the statement of
the then
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Prime Minister, and | have great regards for him. Yashwant Sinhaji was there
in the Cabinet Committee on Security. As i said earlier, you would have risen in
my admiration Yashwantji had you questioned Atal Bihar vajpayeeji for making
this statement without informing Parliament without taking the Parliament into
confidence. And, today, we are listening about Parliament being ignored when
the third debate in 13 months is taking place. | am appalled.

i} Ferea Ri=eT : IR, 98 Sic 781, Al S1d FeI...(aHH )...

i STFHTIRT : TET, T FIer Bl P! IS B ...(FETH )...

37t 3T 1 R, STU-3TU M Bl...(TIETH )...

it 3R R ;. (SR Uaw ): §i, Sie1 df 8 A118g 3= Sil, $UAT Sifey

off STUMFY : 21, 98 TR I S ... (L )...
oft Terdd RieeT : R I Sifeul....(aem ). .

Y T, 0. Ao (SIRES) : Rl Wpel Avex A7 IFL...(aET ). .
SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Sir, as | said, this Government has a
transparent approach. What we are saying is, the larger issue before this
House is that why we are having this discussion. It is clear that it is a follow up
of the July 18, understanding on fun civilian nuclear cooperation between India
and the United States of America. The ongoing legislative process in the
United States Congress which was referred to by Yashwant Sinhaji, which is
one of the reciprocal conditions contained in the July 18 statement and
understanding; and also, Sir, our negotiations with the International Atomic
Energy Agency for India-specific safeguards; there is criticism, there are
misgivings, and there are concerns and doubts. One, because the ongoing
leglislative process and what is being stated by a Senator and by a Member of
the House of Representatives are included or suggested for inclusion in what
is merely an exhortation or a statement or policy. An impression is sought to be
created that these are the new conditions which have been imposed; India has
been shackled and the Govemment has accepted the shifting of the goalposts
and new obligations and conditions. Sir, for the benefit of all the hon.
Members, let me say that the United States of America and India, we both are
democracies, two of the largest democracies in this world today. We
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have a different system. The legislative process in the US Congress is different
from the legislative process in the Indian Parliament. There, the House of
Representatives has its own version of the Bill—the title also is different, the
objective would be the same—and the Senate has its own version. The House
of Representatives has passed the Bill, the Senate is yet to pass; and then the
process of conciliation will be there. That is the requirement of the US
Congress which will empower the US Administration and the President with the
waiver authority India-specific, permitting them to enter into a bilateral
agreement on civilian-nuclear energy cooperation. Sir, Senate is yet to pass it.
After that, the conciliation is to take place. Then, we will look at what is the final
product. And, then, the Agreement under 123 will be there. The question is,
why is this legislative process? It is because as per the July 18 understanding,
certain reciprocal steps had to be taken. The US had to amend its laws,
because their law does not permit cooperation with the country which does not
have fullscope safeguards, that is the nuclear facilities are not under
safeguards, a country which is outside the NPT, a country which has
detonated, a country which has a dedicated military nuclear programme. What
is envisaged there, Sir, is a full civilian nuclear cooperation accepting the fact
that India has a dedicated military nuclear programme. That is the implicit
recognition when we talk of the separation plan to which India has committed
itself, separating the civilian and the nuclear facilities and retaining the
integrity, the autonomy of our strategic nuclear programme.

Sir, after the waiver authority is there, the US Administration and the
President then will be empowered. That would be the time of an agreement for
this bilateral cooperation. Regarding the 123 Agreement, Yashwant Sinhaji
knows everything. Sir our Prime Minister, our Government have made a
categorical assurance that whatever agreement India will sign will be with the
templates of July 18. In this House two weeks ago, Sir, the Prime Minister had
made it abundantly clear that India will be accept any additional obligation or
conditionally. And, if | may say so, if the concerns are there—the concerns that
were being referred to by the nuclear establishment, by other people—those
are bona fide concerns. Concerns our hon. Prime Minister also has; and the
Prime Minister has unambiguously and firmly conveyed those concerns even
to the US President, Mr. Bush, in St. Petersburg very recently, and our officials
in their meetings have also made it abundantly clear what India's position is,
Sir, we can be faulted it we had conveyed even remotely an
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impression that India is prepared to accept any additional condition or
obligation. We have not. We can be faulted, Sir, if we have inked an
agreement where India's interests have been compromised but we have not.
No legislation of any Parliament, with due respect, is binding on this country.
India will be bound only by the agreement which India, as a sovereign nation
State, will sign. Sir, we have reached a stage almost after six decades where
India is acknowledged as a country with a advanced nuclear technology, a
country whose scientists have made India proud by mastering the fuel cycle.
Our scientists who worked under very difficult circumstances in a regime of
denial and discrimination which is rightly termed as 'nuclear apartheid'. Sir,
the quest for nuclear technology started soon after our Independence. It was
the vision of Pt. Jawaharlal Nehru and also the vision of Dr. Homi Bhabha, the
founding father of India's nuclear programme. As for the three-stage nuclear
programme, which was being referred to, Sir, we retain our commitment; we
reiterate our commitment to the same three-stage nuclear programme, which
Shri Yashwant ji was referring to, where, in the first stage, it is the heavy
water reactors with the natural Uranium—just to add to that, because you
forgot that part—and after that, the Plutonium which comes out of that goes
into the fast breeder reactors, and the third stage is that of the breeder
reactors with the Uranium 233 when Thorium will be used.

Sir, from whatever little that | know—this is not a subject which | have
studied, but | have tried to be educated by our able officials and by the nuclear
scientists about what we are doing ...(Interruption)... Sir, lam only trying to
share what | have learnt with the august House. Surely, if there are great
nuclear scientists—I| don't claim to be one—they are welcome to their
observations.

Sir, | can only say that India is fully committed to this programme. This
was the vision of Bhabha and Nehru, as | said earlier. | have also mentioned
that our nuclear scientists and establishments worked under the most difficult
circumstances; they have done the country proud and we respect them. If
they have concerns, we shall address those concerns. But the same nuclear
scientists, that Shri Yaswant Sinha was referring to, in their statement, have
welcomed the July 18th Statement and termed it as a historic opportunity. Do
not go in for selective quotes; please, go by the full text. They have not cast
any aspersion on the integrity of this Government. They have not cast any
doubt on the intentions of this Government.
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Sir, it was in 1974 that Pokharan-I took place. That led to the imposition
of sanctions, denial of technology, denial of fuel and denial of reactors. But,
Pokharan-1 happened when Shrimati Indira Gandhi was the Prime Minister of
this country. That was in 1974. Shri Yaswant Sinhaji, 1998 came 24 years
later! That was a courage of Shrimati Indira Gandhi, the commitment of the
Congress Party, to India's independent foreign policy and to develop the
nuclear technology. We saw the Pokharan-I. Let us not try to deny the facts of
history.

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH (Andhra Pradesh): You must continue
that ...(Interruptions)...

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI (Uttar Pradesh): This should have been
continued ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No interruptions, please. No, interruptions,
please.

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Sir, | would like to say one thing here. Much
has been said by Shri Yashwant Sinha; he has raised specific points and said
that we have compromised and shackled our strategic programme. He has
referred to the Separation Plan. He has referred to the safeguards
arrangement, thereby giving an impression that this Government is not mindful
to India's needs. India's sovereignty and India's independent decision-making.

Sir, the Separation Plan, which was tabled in this House, which was
referred to, is with regard to the separation of the civilian facilities from the
military nuclear facilities. So, the Separation Plan itself is a reiteration and a
very loud proclamation that India has a dedicated nuclear programme, military
nuclear programme, which India wants to seperate and keep out from any
inspection, from any safeguards arrangement, so that our scientists can
continue on this strategic programme uninterrupted. Sir, the Separation Plan
has been worked out not by the Prime Minister, not by the Government, but it
has been worked out by our nuclear establishments and those scientists who
oversee the strategy. They know what they are doing. It is only fourteen of our
reactors which are on the civilian list and the eight remain dedicated to the
Military Nuclear Programme with the upstream and down-stream linking
facilities. The minimum credible deterrence has been maintained.
...(Interruptions)...
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SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: Credible minimum. ...(Interruptions)...

it 3S ¥ |y, shisad ff e o8 <d B

T10 HRel FAIER SAIEH : BT Il ©, T8 AT B IEHH 8| PR I3 o

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Let me say one thing. Our colleagues on this
side did not interrupt Shri Yashwant Sinha even once. Joshiji, you are an
elder, be kind. ...(Interruptions)...

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI: That is why | am correcting you. You
are making a horrendous mistake.and | want to correct you.

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Sir, as | was saying, the integrity of the Military
Programme has been maintained, kept intact, not compromised. India has not
accepted any demand to cap the production fissile material. We have not. As
far as the reference to the FMCT was concerned, the FMCT is not a bilateral
arrangement between two countries. The FMCT will be a multi-lateral treaty
which will be negotiated in Geneva. Yashwant Sinhaji knows that. India will
also negotiate alongwith other countries. We have our own views. Merely to
say to work together with the US and other countries does not mean that we
have similarity of views. We will work with all other countries and that is the
right way to move forward. To allege that we have agreed to capping, we
have agreed to give up our dedicated Military Nuclear Programme, our
deterrence, is not correct, and | am just setting the records straight. Sir, | may
also add here that a reference was made earlier about the Fast-Breeder
Reactor. We are very clear that the Fast-Breeder Reactors are kept out
completely. The Prototype Fast Breeder Reactors are not on the table; we are
only talking of civilian nuclear energy cooperation. What is indigenous is
indigenous, is protected, is kept out. Again India retains the right to construct
more reactors in future, both military and civilian, and what would be a civilian
reactor in future that would be the sole determination of this country. Now |
come to safebguards. Sir, July 18 Statement when it referred to the
Separation Plan, it also very clearly referred to the safeguard arrangements
which India will negotiate and enter into with the International Atomic Energy
Agency for its civilian-nuclear facilities which have been identified in the
Separation Plan. | have given the numbers. The Safeguards Agreement that
we are negotiating will be India-specific Safeguard Agreement. In the
Safeguard Agreement itself, explicit in that is the acceptance of the fact that
India has a dedicated Military Nuclear
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Programme and that is why we use the word 'India-specific' because that
Agreement, which we will enter into, will not be similar to other non-nuclear
weapon States since we have a declared weapons programme. Yashwantji,
you referred about nuclear weapons States not having any Safeguards
Agreement. They do have Safeguards Agreement. But it varies; there is no
one standard draft which is applicable to the nuclear weapon States. The
Safeguards Agreement which they have, they all have. Now, we are
negotiating something keeping in view India's national interest and long-term
needs. We will have, in the Safeguards Agreement, if | may add, also multi-
layered assurances of uninterrupted fuel supply. Even the Agreement, which
we will have with America, if we have one and when we have one, will also
have inbuilt fuel supply guarantees. But, with the IAEA, that is what the
safeguards arrangements will be, it is not only the uninterrupted fuel supply
but also, Sir, India will have the legal right to build a strategic fuel reserve for
all the nuclear reactors for their life-ime. No other country has this
arrangement. Let the people not be misled and misinformed. Let no
misapprehensions be created. Out of the 14 reactors, six are already under
safeguards. You referred to Kudankulam. So, whether it is Rajasthan-RAPS-I
and Il; whether the Tarapur-TAPS-I and Il; and, also the Kudankulam-I and II,
that is very much clear. Any of those reactors for which outside technology or
assistance has been there, in the Separation Plan, it is clear that there are six
which are already there and the other eight will be put under safeguards in a
phased manner between 2007 and 2014. Because much has been talked
about the segencing, that we are already negotiating with the IAEIA and that is
what US Congress wants, and the Prime Minister had given an assurance of
placing the facilities under safeguards only after restrictions are lifted. That is
what exactly the position of the Government is, and | reiterate what the hon.
Prime Minister had said, Sir, in this House and in the other House in July and
repeated in March, that our facilities will be placed under safeguard
arrangements only after all restrictions are lifted. As | said, co-operation will be
instantaneous after the agreement.

Sir, now, we are discussing the Civilian Nuclear Energy Cooperation.
What | am saying, Sir, is that the strategic fuel reserve, which | referred to, the
phased manner in which the facilities would be placed under safeguards
arrangements, there is a double cushion. As | said, we have taken care of any
future interruptions. Just to make it clear, and |
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am repeating: the strategic reserve for the entire life cycle of the reactor, so
that nobody can say tomorrow that we are stopping fuel supply. We are not
going to go through that experience. The Government has taken care. Should
this Government, our establishment, be not congratulated for achieving this,
for protecting India's national interest, for retaining the integrity and autonomy
of a dedicated strategic programme, for ensuring that India is never held
hostage when it comes to fuel supply even in future. This Prime Minister and
this Government do not deserve unwarranted accusations and the criticism.
This House will be doing justice by complimenting the Prime Minister and the
establishment for safeguarding India's interest by ensuring that we retain our
freedom of a foreign policy, of a decision making and of a nuclear programme.
Sir ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jothi, your name is there. Please, there
is absolutely...(Interruptions). It has been decided that there will be no
interruptions.

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Sir, there are two more things which | need to
mention. Sir, | have referred to the detonation in detail. There is a question
about what you were referring that the cooperation would cease in case India
were to detonate. In any case, there is a huge difference since our position is
to continue the unilateral and voluntary moratorium and does not go beyond
that. Anything beyond that is unacceptable to India. We are seeking a
permanent waiver, an irreversible waiver and also the same rights and
benefits that the other Nuclear States have. That is the purpose and objective
of this Civilian Nuclear Energy Cooperation.

Regarding this certification which Yashwantji was referring to, Sir, there
is some provision in the US law which predate July 18, and, we are clear that
any reference to certification is contrary to the spirit of July 18 understanding.
Even a mention in non-binding section will be unacceptable to India; even a
mention. So, our position is very clear. We will not be dictated as to what
foreign policy we have to pursue, we will not be capping our programme and
we will not be compromising where India's vital interests are concerned. And,
Sir, after all, as | said, discussion and debate is the essence of democracy
and it is the right of the Parliament to discuss and to be informed which this
Government, and | am repeating it, has done
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so repeatedly. At the same time, Sir, there is a campaign, which was built up
over the last few months. | use three words: misgivings, concerns and
criticism. Misgivings can be genuine, concerns can be bonafide and we have
to address those concerns. The Prime Minister himself is very clear, and, as
Government, we are also very clear. Criticism can also be bonafide; we don't
mind that. But what about the motivated criticism, the partisan political
propaganda targeting the Government, targeting the Prime Minister. Sir, let
me make it clear that the Congress Party had given the independent foreign
policy, which we are proud of, as | said, starting from Pandit Jawahar Lal
Nehru to Shrimati Indira Gandhi, Lal Bahadur Shastriji, Rajiv Gandhiji and the
present Prime Minister. Sir, we do not need any sermons or certification on
patriotism or on safeguarding India's interest. {Interruptions)

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: Is he sermonising us, Sir?
(Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please have patience. Why are you getting
agitated? (Interruptions) No, please sit down. That is his right to speak.
(Interruptions)

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Well, Sir, surely my dear friend's agitation is
not going to change the facts of history. They will not be only read by you but
by your future generations and my future generations. (Interruptions)

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: That is what we are reading today.
(Interruptions)

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: That is what you will continue to read. Please
don't distort. (Interruptions) | come to the last point which | have to mention.
Sir, we have a Parliamentary system of Government where the Parliament is
supreme. The Government and the Prime Minister are accountable to the
Parliament. The assurance being given by the Prime Minister to this august
House and to the Lok Sabha should be treated as final. We are using a
phrase—this has become a trend—and everybody today talks about the
'Sense of Parliament'. It is a borrowed phrase from US Congress. Like, 'Sense
of Congress', 'Sense of Parliament* you want to make. You want to turn our
parliamentary democracy on its head. What system would we have when the
assurance of the Prime Minister with full sense of responsibility to the
Parliament about the sincerity of
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the Government, about its commitment to India's independent foreign policy,
its commitment to safeguard India's national interests is doubted, is
questioned.

After listening to what | have said, that there is no shifting, there is no
departure and we remain committed to what we have said, you will hear the
Prime Minister later, and, | would urge with all respect and humility to all my
friends to please respect that. Let us not, for the sake of our partisan politics,
create an impression that India's interests have been compromised nation
wide. Thank you Sir.

3t erR e : STwwfT wEieY, 9g9-9gd gae] ) AN € o9 oft
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SHRI SITARAM YECHURY (West Bengal): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir,
at the outset, | must welcome this discussion that is taking place. Sir, | would
like to compliment the Government for agreeing to have such a discussion on
an important matter, and, if this be the precedent, | think, we will be setting a
new trend in Indian Parliamentary democracy. | think, this ought to be the
trend, and, therefore, | will being with that acknowledgement.

But | am also rising, Sir, with a degree of anguish and a deep concern
over many issues connected with the Indo-U.S. nuclear deal. Now, | have
heard the spirited defence of my friend, the Minister of State for External
Affairs, Mr. Anand Sharma, and the assurances that he has given that India
will not compromise its sovereignty, that India will not, in any way, lower its
guard, its nuclear weaponisation programme, etcetera, etcetera, We are
happy, but the point that | want to state here is that if that is what the
Govemment is agreeing to say, why can't it be part of the proceedings where
this House expresses its own opinion unanimously? And that is the point we
wanted to raise on those aspects. That is why, Sir, while | have this deep
concern and anguish, | need to state that we are a party that is supporting this
UPA Government from the outside, that we are a party which is supporting
this Government on the basis of the Common Minimum Programme, that we
are a party which accepted the Foreign Policy section in the Common
Minimum Programme where we have repeatedly underscored that India's
foreign policy shall be an independent foreign policy; while developing
relations with all countries, we will not succumb to pressures from any
country. Now, having stated that, if that comes under doubt, there is a
question of credibity of this Government for which, as a supporting party, | am
as concerned as the people are and as our nation is, and, therefore, when we
raise certain concerns, often it has been dismissed as anti-imperialist rhetoric.
And let me tell you that the Left's anti-imperialism is not rhetoric. We
understand today's world;"" we understand what is happening and what
imperialism is doing in the world today. We have seen, without their support,
this atrocity, this
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absolute inhuman atrocity in Lebanon was impossible without the U.S.
support that is being given. We understand how, under globalisation, they are
trying to economically-they are trying; it is not that they will succeed; hope
they will not-recolonise the developing world. Now, all this is a reality, Sir.
Therefore, when we express out anti-imperialistic concerns, we are
expressing on behalf of the majority of the world's people that this is
something that India as a country should not and cannot succumb to. And |
am glad that eight of the high priests of the Indian nuclear establishment have
also expressed similar concerns. After all, these are people who built our
nuclear capacity. And they had built it when the United States of America
opposed it tooth and nail. They have built it overcoming the sanctions. They
have built, and they have created for us that self-reliant base on which we can
today stand and talk about all these things. And if they raise some concerns,
do not dismiss them as bickering; do not dismiss them as something that is -
q -#A-AThey are concerns which we also echoed; these are concerns which
need to be address in right earnest. Therefore, Sir, | have said it earlier in this
House, and | want this House to respect this aspect that do not question the
integrity when the issues and concerns are raised. You can definitely question
my infallibility. 1 may be wrong, but do not question my integrity whenever
these questions have been raised, and it is on that point, Sir,-not only me but
anybody else-that we are wanting this House to express its concern which, we
think, will strengthen the Prime Minister and the Government's hands. And
what are those concerns? On three oceasions-in July, 2005, in August, 2005
and in March, 2006-the Prime Minister has, if you shortlist many of the things
he said, has assured the country, in the House, that full civilian nuclear
cooperation will be achieved because of this deal, that India's credible nuclear
deterrents will not be lowered. That nuclear India would be treated-l am
quoting, Sir-"with the same rights and benefits as the nuclear weapons States
that India shall do nothing unless there is reciprocity, and, finally, that India
will proceed on this only when the U.S. amends its laws." Hon. Prime Minister
has stated all this. Now all that we are asking is that if these assurances,
because we perceive there are shifts in thegoalposts-and why we perceive, |
will just come to its-are reiterated as an expression of this House's opinion, |
think, this will only strengthen the Govemment and the Prime Minister. When
President Bush can come and tell us that "What can | do? My congress and
my Senate has said this "We can go back and say, "What
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| can do!" This is the Indian Parliament's opinion, and beyond this, we are not
going to come down. And it is with that issue in mind, Sir, that we have asked
for an expression of this position. | am fully aware what Mr. Anand Sharma
has said here of the constitutional arrangement that we have in India which is
different from that of the United States of America. In India, the executive is
answerable and accountable to the legislature, and because of this being
answerable and accountable to the legislature, the framers of the constitution-|
have recently gone through the debates-spent a huge amount of time on this
issue, whether a parliamentary ratification of an international treaty is required
or not, and, then, they came to the conclusion that it is not required because of
this accountability. In the United States of America, | am fully aware, the
President is not accountable to their Houses and, therefore, the ratification is
required. Therefore, | am not drawing a parallel from what is happening there.
In the Indian context, there is a flaw which we need to correct. And that, Mr.
Deputy Chairman, Sir, | think, involves all of us, including the Presiding
Officers. In India since the executive is accountable to the legislature, and if
the legislature does not agree with what the executive has done, we have the
right to outvote the Government. But if the Government has already signed as
international treaty, the Indian Parliament can outvote the Government, but it
cannot rescind the treaty. And that is a flaw that needs to be corrected, Sir. 't is
that flaw that needs to be corrected, and when we asked for a sense of this
House...(Interruptions)... Thank you; you have read it. | am very glad that Mr.
Narayanasamy has read my articles, Sir! Therefore, Sir, when we ask for a
sense of the House it is not borrowing phrases from America.! mean, we
borrow anything good from everybody, including the USA. We borrow only
when it is good, but it is not that we are borrowing the phrase; it is an
expression of our concern that yes, for the Executive of the day, today, this is
the denominator below which we shall not go. It is that sort of an assurance
we want. That was why, Sir, we wanted to have this discussion. And | am glad
that it is taking place.

Sir, coming to the deal, there are two aspects of it, which, i think, need
to be considered. One is the implicit concerns; the other one is the explicit
concerns. And | am more worried about the implicit concerns; let me make it
very clear. | will come to the explicit concerns later. But the implicit concerns
are connected with the initial concerns that | expressed regarding our
country's foreign policy. Now, you may say that one senator
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said this and another senator said that. But this was said by Senator Lugar
who recommended to the Senate to approve this Bill. And in his opening
remarks, in his recommendation, he says—I quote, Sir: "We have already
seen strategic benefits from our improving relations with India. India's vote at
the IAEA on the Iran issue last September, and this past February,
demonstrates that New Delhi is able and willing to adjust its traditional foreign
policies and play a constructive role on international issues."

Now, this is the quotation, Sir, of the Senator when he moved, and,
accordingly, the Senate discussed and the U.S. lawmakers are proceeding
onwards. The implicit issue is this. This nuclear deal, we see, is not only
concerning the explicit issue of nuclear energy, but it has got a very implicit
bearing on the strategic ties between India and the United States of America.
In these strategic ties, if India is tied down to protecting and advancing US
strategic interests, then, | think, we are violating the very essence of the
Common Minimum Programme understanding that we shall pursue an
independent foreign policy. When the americans said that our vote in Iran was
because we wanted to go closer to them, we had criticised here that our own
vote in Iran should actually be to oppose the US administration. We would
also like to know various other developments connected with this. India had
initiated it. This Government had initiated it. We had welcomed the
strengthening of the ties between India, Russia and China. At the level of
Foreign Ministers, | think, meetings were taking place. Now, for some time, it
is not just happening, Is it also an implicit pressure that we are succumbing
to?

THE PRIME MINISTER (DR. MANMOHAN SINGH) : We had a meeting
of the Heads of States, Heads of Governments, in St. Petersburg. President
Hu Jintao, President Putin and | took part in it. ...(Interruptions)....

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Anyway, | am glad that the Prime Minister
has intervened and said that he Heads of Government met. we are only
urging you, let this process of Foreign Ministers meeting, the Shahghai
Cooperation, etc., to go ahead. The point is that the signal that we are giving
to the world is that we are not, at the present moment, today, succumbing to
the pressures of the USA and its administration also. That is something very
vital for us and, | think, it has got something to do with the dignity and self-
respect of India as a nation. So, we don't want this deal to be used as a carrot
and stick policy where we only find
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the carrot dangling and the stick is being used against India to browbeat us
into various positions. That is the concern and that is the fear which the
Government will have to allay. That is what we are asking from this
Government because we are seeing now what is happening in the world
today, as | said earlier. Given this, we would like to have a categorical
assurance from this Government that this can't and will not happen. This, |
think, is also reflected in the nature of the deal itself. A certain degree of
explanation is required, whether it is a nuclear deal or a deal concerning
civilian nuclear cooperation. Then comes the question whether we are being
treated as a nuclear weapon State or not being treated as a nuclear weapon
State. Do we have the "same rights and benefits" as the Prime Minister has
said or not? This is one side of the issue. On the question concerning nuclear
issues, | would also like to know—I have raised this issue earlier when we had
as debate on this—what has happened to the famous Rajiv Gandhi plan which
was enunciated in the UN General Assembly. Now, are we committed to
unviversal disarmament today or not? Where is the reiteration? What is the
implication of this particular deal connected with that? Are we pursuing this
entire goal of universal disarmament? That is why certain elements—I will
come to that a little later—in this deal which actually to be going contrary to
that. Therefore, what we are saying is that India's position of even taking a
voluntary moratorium on further nuclear testing is a right which should leave
for ourselves, not at the behest of anybody else. We were opposed to Pokhran
Il. We have said that we are still opposed to nuclear stockpiling. We are
opposed to nuclear weaponisation. But we will be the first ones to defend that
that right will be India's right and we will not listen to any dicates from anybody
else. We will have our internal differences. That is okay. But our right cannot
be infringed upon. Therefore, if this whole issue is about civilian nuclear
cooperation and if it is meant to augment India's nuclear energy, them | would
actually like to know whether any study has been done on the basis of which
you are moving towards this option of augmenting India's nuclear energy. Has
the Atomic Energy Commission ever discussed this entire issue? What is the
right fuel mix that we have? What is the fuel mix that we should have? We fully
understand the Prime Minister's concern. India is growing at eight per cent or
plus. Very good. We wish it grows faster. It requires a tremendous energy
augmentation. This energy augmentation has to come. But has there been any
proper evaluation from which source, from which you will
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augment this energy? Which is the best way to augment this energy? They
are relying on nuclear energy. We have our apprehensions, the Atomic
Energy Commission is also under the Prime Minister. At least, the country
does not know and the Parliament does not know what their opinion on this
entire nuclear deal is and whether such augmentation is feasible or possible.
What | want to ask is: What are the facts on the basis of which you have to
make this decision? In 2005, of the installed capacity that you had of electricity
generation, the nuclear electricity generation was a mere 2.5 per cent, and
that was, actually, 3310 MW. Now if this were to increase to 10,000 MW,
which is what is being planned, by the year 2015, this would still be only 5 per
cent of India's projected generation then. So, for this 5 per cent of the
projected capacity generation, are we going to tie down our country's strategic
interests insuch a manner? And, if you look at it in another way, that is, cost-
wise,— Shri Yashwant Sinha also referred to the question of the cost of
nuclear production, it is the most expensive one—if you actually look at the
ratio, as compared to electricity generation with coal, the ratio will be: nuclear
would be 3 and coal would be 2; with gas, nuclear would be 2 and gas would
be 1; and with hydro electricity, nuclear would be 5 and hydro electricity would
be 3. So, on all counts, the nuclear energy production is the most expensive
one. And, if by 2015, we have only 5 percent coming in from there, and the
most expensive one that we are going in for why are we doing this?
Compared to this, our own National Hydro Power Corporation has estimated
that India has 50,000 MW of untapped hydro potential. Add to this, the
estimates that they have made for Nepal our neighbouriong country, that is
83,000 MW, which is uptapped there. Now our interest in tapping this
untapped potential is not only in terms of energy augmentation, but it is also in
terms of preventing my own people from dying every year due to floods.
Taming these rivers, taming these waters, coming particularly from Nepal,
apart from helping our neighbouring country, is actually vital for very existence
of the millions of Indians. Now, instead of choosing that option, why are we
spending our resources on a more expensive option of nuclear power
generation? This is a question that needs to be answered, and | hope that this
will be taken up. Now what is our apprehensive? For the last three decades,
the United States of America has not installed a new nuclear reactor for
electricity generation. Why ? They themselves admit that it is because of its
high cost and the problem of disposing of the nuclear wastes.
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Therefore, they are not building nuclear power plants. In three decades, they
have not built it. But they want you to enter into this deal so that we buy their
reactors. We buy their reactors; spend a huge, awesome amount of money for
generating 5 per cent of our electricity by 2015, and we get saddled with the
problem of how to dispose of the nuclear wastes. What are we doing? Are we
actually helping the American economy to survive and sustain? Or, is it in the
vital interests of India? Now this is an issue which, | think, we have to consider
because unless we have a serious evaluation of whether we should go into
this deal for that particular aspect, we will not come to an impassioned
analysis of whether this deal is really required for India's civilian energy needs,
or, whether it is a part of a larger strategic concept of Indo-U.S. relations, on
which we have our serious apprehension, as | said earlier. If it is the former,
then, we have to answer this question as to why the most expensive option is
being chosen. If it is the latter, we should reject all these things if it is going to
draw us into the U.S. strategic interests in the global situation today. It is,
therefore, based on this position that we have identfied, and we feel that at
least on nine areas, there has been a 'shifting of goal posts' done by the
United States of America during the course of these discussions. And, on
these issues, we would like the Prime Minister, for the interests of India and its
people in the House, to give us assurances on these aspects, and that, | think,
would be doing Indian polity and India's future good. | fully understand what
Shri Anand Sharma said about the system of democracy that the United
States of America has. You are right in that. What will now happen is that both
the Houses, the Senate and the Congress, will pass this Resolution. It will
then go to the Reconciliation Committee. They will have a 123 Resolution, and
on the basis of this 123 Resolution, there will be a { waiver given to the
U.S. President to conduct negotiations for a deal with India. We all
understand that. But our point is what waiver does the President of the United
States get. That their Senate and Congress will decide. And if it is a
conditional waiver, with all these conditions that come, is India prepared to
discuss a deal under that conditional waiver? ...(Interruptions)... No, Not
...(Interruptions)... That is it. So, what the Senate and the Congress are now
doing? The Senate and the Congress are precisely laying down these
conditions. Now, that is where..

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: | have explained it clearly that after the waiver
authority is given, then the negotiations of a bilateral agreement
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will take place. India has made its position known ................ (Interruptions)...
And this is exactly what we reiterated that it will be within the templates of July
18, India will not accept any additional conditions or obligations. That we have
made it very clear.

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Mr. Minister, the point is that if we have
made it very clear that—the American law-makers are discussing these
conditions, presently—if such conditions ar attached to the waiver to the US
President, we shall not enter into any deal or discussion'. If that is being done,
then, these things are happening despite your saying that. Now, the fact is,
this happening despite the Indian Prime Minister conveying it. That only
strengthens my case. Despite the Indian Prime Minister conveying, despite
the Indian Government conveying, if the US law-makers are still continuing
with this, that only means that they are trying to brobeat us. And that is where
this assurance and this debate in the House become important. What are
these nine points? | would just like to briefly go through them. The Prime
Minister has assured this House, both the Houses of Parliament and the
nation that India will not compromise its strategic interests. | am just quoting
from the resolution of the US Senate. It says, "such cooperation will induce
the country" meaning India," to give greater political and material support to
the achievement of US global and regional non-proliferation objectives," Sir,
under line the words, 'US 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 delive such weapons." Then, it
continues, Sir, and | quote," secure India's full and active participation in US
efforts to dissuade, isolate and if necessary, sanction and contain Iran for its
efforts to acquire weapons of mass destruction, including nuclear weapons
capability, etc., etc." Now, what we are being told is that this is a non-binding
section of the resolution. My worry is, if it is a non-binding section, if it is not
binding , why is it there at ail? We have seen in the past, with some other
countries; we have the experience of the famous, infamous, let us say, of the
Pressler Amedments being imposed, and how it was misused in Pakistan, and
how it was misused against Cuba. So, this is one area of concern, | think,
where a categorical assurance will have to be made by the Prime Minister that
we are not drawn into the vortex of actually advancing US strategic at the
expense of India's.
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2.00 P.Mm.

The second thing, Sir, is that the Prime Minister has said that there will
be full cooperation on civilain nuclear technology, which should include the
complete fuel cycle. Underline the word, 'complete’. Now, what does section 6
of the Senate Bill tell you? It prohibits the exports of equipment, materials or
technology related to the enrichment of uranium, the reprocessing says that to
restrict such equipment and technologies to India which means that the
current sanctions on a host of technologies considered as dual use would be
still under an embargo. When they say, 'they restrict such equipment and
technologies to India', it means, in effect, they are arguing that the current
embargo continues on these dual use technology products. Now, this is where
another assurance will have to be given that this cannot be acceptable to us.

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA) in the Chair]

Then, on July 29, the Prime Minister himself stated, and | quote, "we
committed ourselves to separating the civilian and strategic programme.
However, this was to be conditional upon, and reciprocal to, the United States'
fulfilling its side of the understanding...steps to be taken by India would be
conditional upon and contingent on actions taken by the United States."Then,
he said, "Before voluntarily placing our civilian facilities under IAEA
safeguards, we will ensure that all restrictions on India have been lifted." The
Minister himself said that we are already discussing with the IAEA for an
India-specific protocol. You have admitted. Why discuss when they have not
lifted this?

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: What | had said is that we are negotiating
India-specific safeguards agreement with the IAEA. 'Negotiating' does not
mean placing the facilities under the safeguards. We are very clear becuase
the negotiations have to take place ...(Interruptions) We have never said that
we are not going to start the negotiations ... (Interruptions)

SHRI N. JOTHI: (Tamil Nadu): What is the necessity?

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: | am answering him. You can hear. Let me
first show respect to Sitaram Yechuryji who has raised this.

Sir, | would like to assure that what is being negotiated is for the civilian
nuclear facilities' India-specific safeguards, as | had mentioned, with a multi-
layered assurance of fuel supplies. | had also mentioned fuel supplies for the
life-time of the reactors. | had also mentioned that it is in
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the phased manner, starting from 2007. So, why are we jumping to the
conclusion that those facilities would be placed first under the safeguards
agreement? No. What has been said will be adhered to fully, there should be
no doubt.

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: | will tell you why | have raised this.
Because the restrictions have not been lifted yet. We have said that we will
not place our facilities under the IAEA safeguards until the restrictions are
lifted. But they are not lifted and we are conducting negotiations! My point is,
suppose they are not lifted, why these negotiations at all? Once they are lifted,
once we have an assurance that they would be lifted, yes, you talk. We are
not saying no. But what | am saying is.,. (Intenvptions)

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: On negotiations, there is no departure. You
have quoted from Prime Minister's assurance and there is no departure from
it.

JuRrTeaer (St BoRTS 181 1 31 Sft, 319 98 SISY...(HFETH )... BIS STavt
T & o5 I8 S A2, MY IUW AEHd &1 10...(HIYT )... ATTE off, $9 e ¥ 989
&1 BT e |

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: That is why | said, these are our
apprehensions. What | am saying is, we have our experience with the United
States; we have seen how they have dealt with many other countries and
what they are doing.

Well, my earlier point, point number two, when we talk of the question of
the complete fuel cycle, we have our apprehensions. As rightly pointed out,
there is a great pride of being indian that we have developed these
technologies on our own, combating and fighting these sanctions. Our fast
breeder technology, nobody in the world is working for the last two decades.
You open them up now and what intellectual property we have achieved, you
are handing over these technologies to the world where they have not worked,
if you are opening up. You can say no, and that is the assurance | want. Why
do they want to restrict us? If there is a movement towards using thorium as a
fuel, where India is the country in the world where the largest thorium deposits
are there, ther), we will, for ever, be independent of any nuclear blandishment
and blackmail when we reach that level. We apprehend that the United States
of America wants us not to reach that level. And that is the assurance we want
that nothing will be done to stop India from reaching that level so that we
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attain our own independence from the rest of the nuclear supplier group where
we start using our own thorium, we have the world's largest deposit.

The fourth point, Sir, on which we see a shift in the goalpost is that in
the March agreement, it was said that the USA will take necessary steps to
change its laws and also align the nuclear supplier group rules to fulfil the
terms of the Indo-US nuclear deal. Now what do we see in the Senate
Resolution, Sir? It says, "In addition, we require that decisions in the nuclear
supplier group enabling nuclear trade with India are made by consensus and
consistent with its rules. "That is very clear, they are not going to seek an
amendment in the nuclear suppliers' chapter at all. It has to be consistent with
the nuclear supplier group's rules. Then what is the change that they are
making so that our uninterrupted flow is not affected? And that is a very
serious departure.

The fifth departure that we see is the original agreement talked of an
additional protocol which the Prime Minister's statement made clear was an
India-specific protocol, not covered under the protocol for weapon-State or a
non-weapon State. That is what the Prime Minister assured us.

Then, the Congress and the Senate have suggested a more inclusive
model additional protocol of the IAEA which only few contries accept in the
world today and the additional protocol as a non-nuclear State. Are we
accepting that status? Both the Congress and the Senate talk of an additional
protocol of India with IAEA as a non-nuclear weapon State. So, that is
something again which we think is not in India's interest, which has to be
safeguarded. Point No.6. The assurance given by the Prime Minister on
March 7,2006 was that we are placing our facilities in perpetuity as
reciprocally the USA is also guaranteeing fuel supply in perpetuity. In case,
the US defaults on fuel supply agreement, as it did earlier with Tarapore, it will
ensure that other members of the NSG will take over its obligations. This was
the assurance we were given. Now the amendment to the Senate Bill says
and | quote section 102(6), "The US should not seek to facilitate or encourage
the continuation of nuclear exports to India by any other party if such exports
are terminated under US law." You cannot be more explicit than this, that is,
the US will decide whether the Nuclear Supply Group will continue to give
India fuel or not. It is a clear-cut restriction and reneging on what the earlier
understanding was. On this as assurance is required. Point No.7. In the
original
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agreement, India had to agree to work with the US for a Fissile Material Cut
Off Treaty what is normally called the FMCT. This is now being restricted to
India's fissile material stockpile. And this is in section 103 of the Declaration of
Policy concerning United States India Peaceful Atomic Energy Cooperation,
which states to achieve as quickly as possible a cessation of the production
by India and Pakistan of all fissile materials for nuclear weapons and other
nuclear explosive devices. As has been pointed out by others here, the
President has to report the efforts it has made with India and Pakistan for
'disclosing, securing, capping, and reducing their fissile material stockpiles'."
Is it an international multilateral agreement that we are entering into and
FMCT, or is it a bilateral pressure on India that we reduce our stockpile while
nothing will happen to the global stockpiles that are there? If that is the case,
as | have said earlier, we are contradicting our own commitment towards
universal nuclear disarmament. This needs to be clarified and an assurance
has to be given that this is not going to happen. Point No.8. In the original
agreement only IAEA safegaurds were considered. But in section 107 of the
Senate Bill, the end-use monitoring programme states, that in case IAEA is
unable to fulfil its safeguard obligations the US President, "takes measures to
ensure all material and its use is in conformity with its declared purposes, this
includes physical verification and suitable access to be provided by India to
US inspectors." Are we now going to allow a situation where we will have the
US inspections taking place in our country? It is there in section 107. The final
point that | have here is that the military programme had no monitoring
requirement from the IAEA or the United States of America. The Minister also
made it clear that it is going to be totally independent. What section 108 of the
Senate Bill says is that, 'the President to report to the Congress significant
changes in the production by India of nuclear weapons or in the types and
amounts of fissile material produced." Now, Sir, this, as | said, my Party had
opposed Pokhran-Il. We have said that India should not be stocking nuclear
weapons. We stand by that. But it is part of the overall universal disarmament
that we were talking about. But as | said earlier, that is a decision which is our
sovereign right, India's right. We cannot do it at anybody's behest, anybody
telling us. This actually here says that the President of the United States of
America will keep on reporting on these matters and the type of fissile material
produced. This, | think, is a severe breach of our sovereignty. Therefore, Sir,
on these nine points | request the Government and the
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Prime Minister that in the interest of the country, in the interest of our future to
actually assure this House. If that assurance is coming and precisely that is
what, | think, ail of us, everybody had expressed earlier that let that be an
expression of this House. Do not use the word sense. | do not want this. It is a
US borrowed thing. | mean | am not particular at all on that. But some form of
expression, whether it is a resolution declaration, assertion, statement,
whatever it is, some form of expression from this House, is needed. Yes, this
is the bottom line, beyond this India in its own sovereign right, for its own self-
respect will not go. Let that message go loud and clear to the world and to the
country that yes, this Government is just going to strengthen India's
sovereignty, strengthen India;s independence and not kow-tow to US
pressures in terms of our foreign policies. That, | think, is what we owe to the
country today arid that is the responsibility with which | want this discussion to
be taken, not in terms of tu tu main main, or who did what, when. | mean there
are so many other things. We can talk about what happened in those six
years. But right now, | do not think that is the point we have to emphasis. Let
us all unanimously come to this understanding that this is in the interest of
India. This is the bottomline that we define. We shall not go below that and it is
in that spirit | want the Prime Minister and the Government take this entire
debate and then assure all of us. Thank you, Sir.

SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, already, Anna Dravida Mannetra Kazhagam is
opposing this deal tooth and nail, with the mininum level or to the maximum
level with no concession, there is no compromise in these matters. We should
maintain our sovereignty in the absolute manner and to the extent possible we
should never have any discussion at all on this matter, That is our view. Sir, |
will illustrate the reasons why. Sir, we have had Jawaharlal Nehru as our first
Prime Minister and the illustrious Prime Minister, Madam, Indira Gandhi and
up to the level of Narashimha Rao also, the Congress Prime Ministers
opposed NPT Agreement. They never ventured into it. They never thought of
it. They were opposing it. What change has suddenly now taken place? Why
has it taken place? This nation wants to know from the UPA Government.
What is the possible answer which they want to give? The answer they want
to give is, the fuel to our reactors is now lacking and we need reactors further
more and fuel further more. For that, we should have the treaty with them.
This is their answer. This is what they want to tell the world. Sir, the
information from our scientists indicate, neither the fuel is lacking nor the
scientists are lacking in their
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attempt to have self-suficiency in nuclear energy. What is lacking is political
will. That is all. Sir, if you join the NPT, what will happen? There will be fast
discrimination between nuclear weapon haves and nuclear weapon have-
nots. There will be discrimination. The discrimination will lead to inroads into
our sovereignty. Sir, it is a one sided treaty.

If you go into the treaty, your will know that it is a one-sided treaty. It is
something like, 'you bring your grains; | will bring my chop. We will mix it
together and then we will have them equally." It will lead to only such a
situation. And, you are willngly joining in it. Sir, your basic theory that fuel is
not available is not correct. Have you ever verified the data? Have you
checked it with our scientists? Have you checked this with the available
material in India? Sir, according to my information, Uranium, which we are
using, as on today, as fuel, is available in plenty. It is available at Cuddapah in
Andhra Pradesh. It is available in the North-Eastern States. It is also available
in Jharkhand. This can last, at least, for another fifty years. It can also go
further. In the meanwhile, we are already on research of harnessing Thorium.
We are already on it. We may also achieve that in the years to come. Under
these circumstances, where is the need for fuel to be borrowed or the reactors
to be borrowed. | don't see any reason. What explanation do you have? Have
you come to the conclusion that Uranium is not available in India? Have you
come to the concession that our reactors cannot be fed any further with the
available raw material? Have you come to that conclusion? Have you got any
data for that? If so, please, explicitly show the same to the House. Please
show it to the world. Please show it to the nation. Sir, Uranium is a natural ore.
Our scientists have developed it and made it as a fuel. And, as on today, we
are having, at least, ten reactors situated in Tarapur, Kalpakkam, Narora,
Kaiga and Kakrapar. And, now, Koodankulam is in the offing. They are being
run. | am sorry to say this word. | don't think you will be disagreeing with Smt.
Indira Gandhi. | don't think that you will be disagreeing with Dr. Homi Bhaba. |
don't think you will be disagreeing with Sarabhai. And, | don't think that you
will be disagreeing with Narsimha Rao or with any other Congress Prime
Minister to that extent. In such a case, why, suddenly, you want to sign the
NPT? What is the reason? | don't suspect your bona fides. No. | am not
saying that. | am not saying that you are less patriotic. | am not accusing you
on that. But, | only want to know why are you suspecting our scientists? Why
are you not heeding to our scientists? You are not giving audience to our
scientists. When your
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Prime Minister could meet vagabond politicians, comedian politicians and others,
why is he not interested to meet our scientists? | am very sorry to say that.
Scientists have expressed their disagreement with your Prime Minister on this
issue. They want audience. You refused to give them audience. Why, Sir? Don't
you like any explanation from scientists who have been working for this nation?
They have been working for this nation. Still, you don't want to give any audience
to them, Sir, there is something wrong with your policy. Please correct yourself.
Please touch your conscience. You claim yourself that you have brought freedom
for this country. You — Congress people — claim that you have brought freedom
for this country and hence you have the right to rule this country. This is what quite
often you proclaim. But, kindly think loudly, can you ever say this hereafter,
because what would be the difference between the people who invited East India
Company to India and yourself, now, when you are inclined to sign the NPT? What
is the difference between you and them? | see no difference between those who
invited the East India Company and those who are now speaking for the NPT. |
see no difference between you both. | am sorry. And, you are justifying, whether
your justification is correct or proper. Sir, according to me it is not. | will tell you. |
will tell you what happens once you sign this treaty. Often, | have been hearing,
both from Shri Anand Sharma and through statement of the hon. Prime Minister
here, saying that we are taking care of our civilian requirements and we will not
allow them to interface in our military matters. We are self-confident on that.

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Just a minute, Mr. Jothi. You are talking
about the NPT. We are not at all signing the NPT. We are not discussing the
NPT. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI N. JOTHI: | know where it is going to lead. | know that. | know where
you are going and where it is heading. Now, you are having only learner's licence.
Finally, it will land there only. | know that. We know how to look at you. We know
what you are doing. What is the necessity, first of all, to have linkage with
America? Mr. Shivraj Patil was the Minister of , Science and Technology earlier
and the visited Kalpakkam several times. | know that. With all this, | would say
that our scientists have harnessed nuclear energy and are running all these
reactors so far. But, you have no confidence on them. | am not saying that you
are going to sign. But, | am saying that the day is not far off. It is something like
passing a love
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letter. Thereafter you will marry. | know that. Now, you are having some looks
at each other. Then, letters will be exchanged and, finally, elopement will take
place and marriage will be elsewhere. This is going to end there only. We
have seen the fate of so many assurances. We have seen so many tactics.
And, we have also seen where you have landed finally. Sometimes ago you
talked about self-sufficiency in food. Now, you are importing food. We are
seeing your working system. We know that.

Sir, where does the problem arise? You all say that you will not allow
our sovereignty to be interfered and you will keep them off whereever they are
to be kept off. This is what you have often been telling. Mr. Anand Sharma,
will you assure, will this Government assure this country that they will not
have inspection rights over waste management? The waste management is
the raw material for the production of atom bombs. Will you assure that they
will not interfere in it? (Interruptions) One minute; one minute. You can assure
in the end (Interruptions) Will you assure that they will not count on the
production of your heavy water? Will you assure that they will not interfere in
your heavy water production? Will you assure that they will not interfere in
your fast breeder reactor research, where you are already advancing from
250 MW to 500 MW? Sir, our scientists and our military exponents have said
this treaty, this further understanding with them will cap our research
capabilities on military warfare. They have already been warning us. You are
not interested in meeting scientists. You are not interested in meeting
anybody. You suspect us saying that we are opponents; why should you
respect us? That is the error of thinking that you have got. Kindly think about
this nation. If it is a political decision, which you have taken, please have a
referendum. If it is a scientific decision, please have a symposium with
scientists on this matter. So, on both these counts, will you assure this august
House? If you have taken a political decision on this matter, are you prepared
for referendum in the public? If you have taken a scientific decision, are you
prepared to have discussions with scientists, a fullfledged discussion? Are
you prepared? Everything is under camouflage. From day and day two you
are bottling our interests.

Sir, Mr. Yechury has said that old posts are being rearranged. | feel
further. Not only old posts are being rearranged, the old playing fields are also
being rearranged; the markings are being rearranged; the playing rules are
being rearranged; and players are being rearranged. And, this
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is a game that you want us to witness. No, we won't. We will take this agitation
further not only here, but | appeal to all the patriotic Indians to take this agitation
to the streets and to the public and tell this Government—this minority
Government, this minority Congress party— that they cannot hold this country to
ransom forever, especially in the * sensitive matters. You have all forgotten Smt.
Indira Gandhi— how indigenous she was; how great she was. You have all
forgotten. We . remember her. | am mentioning her name. You are mentioning
only Dr. Manmohan Singh's name. You have all forgotten her name. The foreign
invasion in all the matters is increasing in all the matters day-by-day. Why?
Some foreign element is triggering you off. That's the reason. (Interruptions)

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: No, no. {Interruptions) Just to help him out.
(Interruptions) | am asking him. {Interruptions)

SHRI N. JOTHI: Mr. Anand Sharma, | am not yielding. {Interruptions)
Please do not interface. {Interruptions) Do you want to say Smt. Indira Gandhi
was not your leader? {Interruptions)

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA): Please don't disturb.
{Interruptions) Mr. Jothi, please continue. (Interruptions)

SHRI N. JOTHI: Mr. Anand Sharma, | may tell you for your information
that.... (Interruptions)

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA): Mr. Jothi, please
conclude. (Interruptions)

SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir our scientists developed our fast breeder reactors
indigenously. We have risen to 500 MW from 250 MW. And, they are saying,
"Americans have to help us now". We already know driving; we already know
the cycling; we already know the swimming; we already know how to speak,
but they still want to help us in all our activities. There is something wrong with
these people. Somewhere something is, wrong. ...(Interruptions)... Something
is wrong. (Time-bell) Please, Sir, | will take five minutes.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA): Mr. Jothi, the time
allotted to you is over.
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DR. K. MALAISAMY (Tamil Nadu): Sir, he is talking about the interest
of the nation. Give some more time to him.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA): Yes.

SHRI N. JOTHI: Please allow me, Sir. This is a sensitive issue. Sir,
without the help of anybody. ..(Interruptions).. .Sir, without anybody's help, we
had Pokhran-1. Then the whole world got up and started looking up to us with
some respect. Then, we had Pokhran-Il. What have we lost due to these two?
What were the sanctions? We, Indians, are not ordinary people. Our mass,
110 crore people, our intellectual level, our scientific level is much greater
than anybody who can interfere in our country. Our country is supreme, that
pride | am having. Sir, for your information, Mr. Minister, please check up your
records and consult your scientists and you will get a positive reply. We are
the first country in the world, we are the first scientists group in the world who
have successfully launched GSLYV in the first attempt itself. We succeeded in
the first attempt. No country in the world succeeded in the first attempt. Please
check up the records. Dr. Kasturirangan has done it. He succeeded in the first
attempt. No country has succeeded in the first attempt including America,
Canada and France. Dr. Kasturirangan is sitting quietly. The problem with our
scientists is, they are quiet. They are very calm. This is the problem with our
scientists. The problem with our politicians is, they are timeservers; not we,
but Members on that side. For the time being they are saying, oh, this person
is great; oh, this Prime Minister is great. Sir, by comparing this Prime Minister,
you are denigrating Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru. You are denigrating Smt. Indira
Gandhiji, whom, even though we are in the Opposition, respect more. Sir, we
are also patriotic, though not more, at least, equal to you. Kindly understand
this. ...(Interruptions)... It may be more also. ...(Interruptions)...Sir have we not
seen Kasturirangan? Have we not seen disciples of Homi Bhabha? Have we
not seen disciples of Vikram Sarabhai? Have we not seen those people?
Have we not consulted them? Why should this be done? Why should we
kneel before Americans, Sir? | am not an anti-American. In whichever field we
want help, we will take help from them. And whichever field we have to help
them, we will help them. But why should we kneel down? Why should we
spread a red carpet for them? It is an unnecessary field. It is a sophisticated
field. You can invite your friend up to your drawing room, not to your bedroom
where you have a beautiful wife....(Interruptions)... | am very sorry to say that.
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My blood is boiling. As a citizen of this country, who has taken oath under the
Constitution, and as a Member of Parliament, | feel you are all insulting the
patriotic people. | feel I am insulted by this Government.

SHRI JANARDHANA POOJARY (Karnataka): Sir, the words, 'inviting
into the bedroom' should be expunged. It is not in good sense.

SHRI N. JOTHI: That is the best example | can say on this issue. While
participating in the debate, | am very thankful to the media. But for the media,
the issue would not have gone this much further. Sir, | am thankful to the
comrades. | am very thankful to them. They stood their ground. They insisted
on their policies in this matter in opposing this Government. | hope they will
continue further. Sir, in the Communist parlance, they used to call opponents
as reactionaries. | feel that term will apply to them. | feel the term will apply to
these people who speak for this Bill. They are the reactionaries. They do not
recognise our scientists' talent. Without the help of anybody, Sir, indigenously,
we are running this, Then, why should somebody come suddenly? Why
should they come? What is the purpose behind it? Because they want to wage
a war against Iran. They want to wage a war against Iraq people: they want to
wage a war against the Gulf people, and they want to use us as a tool. They
want to use India as a tool. Sir, globalisation is moving in a different direction.
America alone is not the only country where you can (Time-bell) look to for
matters. There are other countries also. Very nearby is China. Have you ever
looked at China? Have you ever thought of it any time in your life? Why you
just look at Americans?

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA): Mr. Jothi, please
conclude.

SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, | will finish in two minutes.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA): You have already
taken ten minutes more.

SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, there is Pokhran-I and Pokhran-ll. Like that, | will
deal with it...(Interruptions)... Sir, if you continue to persist with this kind of a
thing and giving explanations saying that we will not give you anything, the
sovereignty will be looked after, this assurance will stand, even after July 18,
nothing has changed, etc.—you would like to go on like this—you will stand in
trial before the public. Public is watching you. You will stand before the trial.
You will stand in trial before the public.
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Sir, there is some* and some kind of a * view is being developed somewhere
in policy-making sector of this Government. Please find out who they are.
Please find out who they are who are acting against the interests of our
nation. Please weed them out. We will support you on that. Please weed them
out. Sir, nobody is supporting this deal. Our scientists are opposing, public are
opposing, all political parties except the Congress Party are opposing, and
NRIs in the USA are opposing. Sir, who are the better people to oppose it?
The NRI who live in very America are saying, "Indians, please don't do this."
They are appealing to us. Please do not agree further on this matter. In spite
of all that... {Interruptions)...

THE MINISTER OF OVERSEAS INDIAN AFFAIRS (SHRI VAYALAR
RAVI): Sir, | am on a point of order ...(Interruptions)... Accusing the person
sitting on this side of *, I think, is unparliamentary. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI N. JOTHI: No. It is a section ...(Interruptions)... it is a section..
.(Interruptions)...

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: | know the law...(Interruptions)... Don't teach me
Law...(Interruptions)..No  Member can call any other Member..
.(Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA): | shall look into it.

SHRI N. JOTHI: It is not unparliamentary, Sir...(Interruptions)... SHRI
VAYALAR RAVI: What do you mean by unparliamentary? ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, it is not unparliamentary...(Interruptions)...

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: Sir, you cannot accuse any Member, or any
Government of a * ...(Interruptions)... * is a word ...(Interruptions)...which is
very serious.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA): | shall look into the
record. If it is there ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: | am assuring you, Sir ...(Interruptions)...

*Expunged as ordered by the Chair.
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SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, it is in the IPC. There is a section ...
(Interruptions)...(Time-bell)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA): Please conclude.

SHRI N. JOTHI: Okay. Sir, the NRIs are opposing. The NRI Minister is
now opposing it.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN: (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA): Now, please
conclude. Finish your speech.

SHRI N. JOTHI: The NRIs are opposing this and the whole world is
opposing this. | don't know what makes these people to go ahead further. If
you go ahead further, for the remaining few days, when you will be in the
office ...(Interruptions)... You will be leaving an indelible mark. For that, you will
be cursed for ever. Thank you.

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: Sir, | withdraw my last sentence.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI KALRAJ MISHRA): Okay, thanks, Shri
Mangani Lalji.
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T 1 FE H3AT T 27 BRaR] Bl $ AS W el AT AR 7 ATd Bl Al HT 27| 37T J& 1
F fbx w3t T % <07 59 a1 R SR fam o 6 IR anere-ye e Ayl § ok g
IHIE STdTs off f6 WRA §IRT SBTY S dTel HH WIRI 811 3R MRS §RT &l T8
HRATS
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R R B, T H 39T I IR T [T AT 3f1R 377ST W) ST 41 Bl SIERT BT g (b
D! UfHAT b [P fERT BT TAR TR SRIHH UR 7 Al Dls 9T TS 3R 7 &
Y BIs FHSIIT (AT ST I Y& H1 + F& H SATHR Pl 8. (FHY P E)

A1, fhR Al 98 Pa1 ST & b S & el H 89R1 I5fR¥re i, i ufsa
TATER T 8% $I 941 g8 ©, S g9d! gare ¥d@! offl AR 9 Aifd g9y
HUYAT A I 8% &1 379 I H S BT 39 S Y, ST BT 39 & SV Al 89 -1
BT FHLT B, B NIAT BT GHLT B, b 89 AU 2 Bl &1 H IGHR P
AT SRS P A1 IAFAT ADBR 89 S BT 7T P AT FIRBT DI A~ TGHR -1
BT faRTe X, I8 BRI IR T BT YR 81 81 51 I8 SARY I B gFarg T8l
&1 51 HIfTe eI § 1 5 3 URS I a1l g3 &, 9a Bl [qear H foran 17 2 3f)
T SR ST I 1 9t 7R 81T 8, I8 31ER § dcdhT gall ©, 98 3T arell &1 |
Fusra g o aerda oft 7 9gd faganyul o @8t €, o o off 4 39 &1 SR e g
IR g H31 St WG B |G b R W 9 $T IR <31 olfhT U a1 § Hgm,
G 19, 7 PRI WY B g4l I 81 39 HEW § TG H31 Sfl $ awhed Bl b B A
U I FHIE BRAT AT Heled, FeTe H31 St & awhed $I HIC IR H U1 a1
qHIGT BRAT AT HEld, TE H31 Sff 7 $9 W& ¥ 27 BRa¥] Bl el AT AR Fga
TQAT F W1 IR o7 6 1T geraanvor Ao 1 S a1 11 371 2, 7EIey, g9
TR # =t gHiferg g © o5 gaf dene gan 2 oik I8 Sl S AWE - & WSl 11 8,
A # AR g 9ifr e &1 yar fBar S a1 ©1 sHifae gar w3 A v &
e B fawar 7 foram & ol 59 W H $1 o1 “fT4 YrahRvl IS b1 Seaidd fhar 1
BT, I8 7 hac] G GRE B AFARIAT & 3Pl © Ifeh AR Feed ol ST e
faerer widelt fal &1 ¥t T919 BEY | HHGIR A7 IR TE ST EH Had I giaemsit
wd e & aral & ufefda feg fam srerar fodt it aRe @ TR R wEm
PRIHH & SN & FAR W § GHsian 6y 391 T Sua & w9 4 ffde
T ST &1 WIRd &1 Uet 3fed &, 9o #3i Sft 7 i aR awhed fan & e & fawara 4
foram ST 9@t & SR S @81 T § {6 ARPR Fed & Ui Siardes 2, § qqerdn g &
HRPR A& H YT &1 &M
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S21 g1di & A1 § FHIT § b IRPR BT 98T [egpel IRERIar R ameniid 21 sferg
9 BT FHT BT § SR T I1d T R gl

DR. K. KASTURIRANGAN (Nominated): Hon. Deputy Chairman, Sir, |
have been listening to the extraordinary, compelling and persuasive
statement made by some of the very senior hon. Members of Parliament,
starting with Shri Yashwant Sinha, Shri Anand Sharma, Shri Yechury and
many others. | was really debating in my mind; | was thinking, | have an end
goal that is very clear, but how to reach the end goal after having heard all
those compelling arguments.

Sir, | thought, first of all, | should say that over the last one-and-a-half to
two years, this initiative, which has caught the attention not only of our
country, not only of the United States, but also of countries across the world,
is obviously a significant one. This is very clear; | don't think that we have two
opinions on this. The initiative taken by Shri Vajpayee, through the Vajpayee-
Bush declaration, which for the first time highlighted through two lines, one
related to cooperation in atomic energy and the other related to the Space,
the intent to cooperate, was left to the present Prime Minister, Dr. Manmohan
singh, to be carried forward. So, that single line became a paragraph in
subsequent agreements. Later on, it became texts as we advanced more and
more into the details of this agreement. Obviously, in a area like atomic
energy, it is never a easy walk-through; it had to be complicated; it had to be
intricate and that is reflected here. So, if one talks about the present situation,
it is a natural evolution of these kinds of agreements, because these are
unique agreements; there are no benchmarks for it. so, obviously, we have to
accept that there could be pros and cons which one has to deal with. So, | am
not surprised that, this kind of a nuclear deal—the Indo-US nuclear deal—has
evoked a lot of passion in the country, this has come because of the very
nature and complexity of this kind of a system which can affect not only the
science and technology, the strategic capability, but can tilt the geo-politics of
the entire region, and perhaps, the world. Now, that is, therefore, you can see
that it is not only the political parties that has debated this, the general
intelligentsia in the country has come forward to give their opinion, and we
have also the scientific community who have forcefully argued their own views
on this particular matter. So, this only relflects the seriousness of the situation.
| don't have to say here the history of this relation with the United States in the
area of atomic energy. In fact, it did start in a
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cooperative framework with America. We have Tarapur. There have been the
supply of fuel for Tarapur. Subsequently, of course, had the Pokhran-1 which
soured the relations and even though there has been some kind of a contact,
but it was never the same. Then, of course, we had Pokhran-Il. At the time,
the geo-politics had been already changing. The end of cold war was being
withessed. But in spite of that, the Pokhran-ll did leave a certain level of
hostility towards India's need. But after September 11, 2001, there was a
discernible shift in the attitude of the United States towards India's security
needs. Obviously, the nuclear deal which we are currently negotiating with the
US is the culmination of this long-drawn process of understanding each
other's security concerns in the new global order. Now, what does all this
mean? In the context of India going alone since the Pokhran-l—we have been
going alone—over the last three decades we have conceptualised our
programmes starting with Homi Bhabha, we have been developing our own
directions and also we have been addressing the question of self-reliance and
pragmatic considerations with regard to how do we have a sustainable
programme which depends on our own abundantly available fuel, that is,
thorium. So, this resulted in having a three phase programme and | don't think
that | have to repeat this scientific aspect because it has already been very
well articulated by Shri Anand Sharma and others. But the most important
thing is that India develops its own strategy to develop nuclear power, to
develop its strategic capability for national security reasons. This, of course, is
very unique, and | should say that the Indian atomic scientists proved
themselves to be extraordinary in trying to do this. The support has politically
cut across all the party lines. | don't think that there is any question of one
party or the other party. Every political system in this country has supported
this programme and certainly the major milestone, of course, happened during
certain leadership times. But that is a part of an overall systemic support that
this programme received from the political system of this country since
Independence, That is very unique. In fact, people elsewhere are envious of
this character of our programme when they see that the atomic energy
programme and the space programme in this country are very-well supported
by the political system, without any reservation in terms of making the
necessary funds available. The Atomic Energy used this opportunity to
develop several kinds of technologies—they did this fuel cycling, fuel
enrichment applicable for the three-phase cycle which we discussed. All of
them
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were the product of extremely innovative thinking within the establishment and
that provided them with a global leadership in this area. In fact, the present
Atomic Energy Chairman, Dr. Anil Kakodkar, was telling me that every second
or third paper in the international journals that appeared in the recent year has
been from India with respect to technologies related to fast breeder reactor,
fuel recycling, fuel enrichment and many kinds of things. One can immediately
see the level to which we have progressed in this. We are ranked right at the
top in terms of our capability. So, when we talk of any kind of cooperation and
collaboration with the country having this level of development and maturity,
we are no longer talking as looking for a cooperation to get something, | don't
think that that is the spirit in which we are really looking at the United States.
We are looking to be equal partners. So, the sentiments here are more related
to whether we are equal partners. Are we really equal partners or is the US
only considering us as an inferior partner? What are our own compulsions? |
don't think we have any compulsion to co-operate. But, | think it is our policy to
co-operate because you know, any programme which we have started, we
always have an international co-operation as one of the cornerstones of our
programme in scientific and technological side. The reason is not for us to
seek. If you want to go for development, if you want to go for understanding
what the world community is doing and if you want to be a partner in that kind
of an endeavour of a world community, because science and technology cuts
across borders, there is an acceleration process that you get. Every country
derives an acceleration benefit from such a cooperative process. And, this
should not be overlooked in any scientific and technology endeavour. So, in
connection with the United States, | would like to say that it is the powerhouse
of science and technology, many innovations have come from that country.
Obviously, India co-operating with the United States is certainly a major
landmark, not so much because we are weak or we want to look at their
technology, or capability, but there can be an overall synergy which can
enhance the overall value and outcome of our own work and | do not see any
kind of a contradiction in the current enthusiasm to collaborate with the United
States and | am sure that that will be good for us. So, that part is clear.

Now, | come to the third point that | would like to make. | have, tried to
make some assessment on the issues that have been raised often here and
this is, of course, my own assessment. | had, of course, the
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benefit of few discussions with the atomic energy establishment but not to the
level that | reflect my assessment based on those discussions. | had also
opportunities to discuss with my own colleagues here but ultimately, the
conclusions are my own. | am only placing these conclusions in this august
House just so say how | feel about this particular Agreement, not necessarily
because it goes with one or the other views which have been already
expressed in this particular House. One of the things, that have been
addressed in great detail, has been the question of strategic autonomy of
India's independent decision-making in the atomic energy. On going through
all the information that is available, formal documents, those authentic
documents—I| am not talking about the interpretation in the Press and media
on what they are—I did not find a particular specific statement that our
autonomy is going to be infringed upon by this particular deal. | could not, at
least, see that. But, one of the reasons, of course, is not far to see, the
question of separation that we have agreed. With regard to the military facility
and the civilian facility, we have agreed that there shall be a division. | think it
is a right step. In fact, this was already envisaged even earlier in the
programme. And, civilian and nuclear programme being separated out is not
uncommon in this kind of area. If you look at DRDO working on missile and
ISRO working on satellite launch vehicle, it is a classic example of what we
have already done in this connection. So, it is not that we are developing a
new model here. We are only facilitating a natural evolution of a system into
two convenient sections so that we can independently pursue them. Why do
we need to do this? We are always in international co-operation. The question
of civil area is more amenable to co-operation internationally. The moment |
say that | want to develop a missile, | will have a problem. But, the moment |
say that | want to develop a satellite or a component of a launch vehicle, | will
have less difficulty because it is civilian, it is open, it is transparent, it is more
accountable to an international order, which is not so in the case of military.
This is exactly the type of model that we are discussing here. So, there is
nothing | can see as a contradiction in the decision to separate out providing
the civilian thing with more transparency and the military part of it separated
out so that we can pursue our own strategic autonomy with respect to this.
But, this was envisaged. So, if you give a close reading to the United States
and India Nuclear Cooperation Act of 2006, passed by the House of
Representatives, it allows India to develop its nuclear arsenal within the
facilities that it has declared
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military. The Act does not prohibit addition to these facilities if needed at a
future date. | am talking of secions 123,128 and 129 of the US Atomic Energy
Act of 1954. The deal also does not limit India's stockpiles of the fissile
material until you go into the Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty. That is a
multilateral issue. It has nothing to do with a bilateral agreement and this
multilateral Treaty is a part of the agenda on the Conference on Disarmament.
The Conference on Disarmament has been discussing this question for the
last several years. No agreement has been reached. Obviously, nobody wants
to put a cap. That is why you don't have an agreement. The present
assessment of the experts who participated in the conference of disarmament
is that it would take anywhere up to 15 years to 20 years to come to some
kind of an agreement on FMCT, and, even if | put 10 years as a reasonable
time, | think, by that time, we would have solved what our requirements are.
So, this is not an area that we should too much worry about so long as we
have planned it already. | am sure that atomic energy has already factored
this aspect into their own planning so that we won't impinge on our
requirements.

The other part of it is the act of the achievement of a moratorium on the
production of fissile material. There have been statements with respect to
India, China and all that. But it is a part of the FMCT; | don't think it is a part of
trying to work out some kind of understanding and the US imposing certain
types of constraints in the amount of material that we should process at this
point in time.

Sir, many Members of the political and scientific community are also
concerned that this deal would constrain India's options to conduct further
nuclear tests. | think, this is one of the things that have been genuinely
expressed by several Members here. Coming to July 18, 2005 statement and |
use this statement because we should have some benchmark, which has
been presented here, which has been debated here, and, in some sense, has
the endorsement of the House. So, that is why, | am taking July 18, 2005.
Otherwise, if we don't talk of any basis, then, we are not reaching anywhere.
So, we need this kind of a thing. Our Prime Minister had mentioned, "the
continuation of India's unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing". Further,
India's unilateral moratorium was declared based on the opinion of nuclear
scientists in the country. With regard to tests of Pokhran-Il, they said, we have
sufficient technical data to design, refine and develop the current generation of
weapons required
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for India's nuclear arsenal. This also has been mentioned. And, if there is a
change in the political environment warranting further development and the
refinement of these nuclear weapons or even tests, obviously, we have
currently the necessary freedom to respond—currently, | mean, even when
this discussion is going on and the present level of details on the deal.

If at all, there is an iota of doubt that this is likely to be constrained
because of the fact that this deal somewhere innocuously brings in this
question, | think, it is something which should be discussed. | don't think,
anybody, any nation would say that India should not have this option, having
demonstrated or having come up to a certain point. And, if that is an issue,
which the House is concerned about, | think, it is a concern for all of us. | don't
think that this can be left. Neither this Government nor the Prime Minister can
overlook the aspect of it. But, certainly, we should make sure that we are at
full liberty to continue with the development, if the geopolitical decision
warrants such a requirement in the context of our declared voluntary
moratorium on further tests.

The Indo-US Civil Cooperation comes in the way of relations with other
countries. The type of reflection of the opinions in the Act, | could say, is one
part of it. "The US shall secure India's full and active participation in the US
efforts to dissuade, isolate, and, if necessary, sanction and contain Iran for its
efforts to acquire WMD, including a nuclear weapons capability (including the
capability to enrich or process nuclear material), and the means to deliver
WMD". This is one part of it. But if one looks at the July 29 statement of the
Prime Minister in this august House, it says, "The Prime Minister agreed to
refraining from transfer of enrichment and reprocessing technologies to States
that do not have them and supporting international effort 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 harmonisation and adherence to Missile Technology Control
Regimes (MTCR) and Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) guidelines. So, there is
an alignment between that statement and this statement that has been made.
I just thought that | should bring to notice this kind of a thing.

There are similar things; one is related to annual review process. There
have been some discussions here. Are we reporting to the
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3.00 P.Mm.

Congress of the United States? | think, it is simply not possible. There is a
Kind of system that the US has established that wherever they have concerns
of a deal working with a country, they want to make sure that they are in full
know of the deal because of the strategic and many other implications. They
always made it mandatory for the US President to report to the Congress.
This has been done when ISRO was under sanctions. The President of the
United States, through the National Aeronautics and Space Administrator,
used to report every year what they have cooperated with China, what they
have cooperated with India. But, what is significant to note is, not even a
piece of paper went from India about this part of it. So, there is no question of
binding ourselves with any agreement that calls for exchange of information
between the President of the United States in his attempt to get this Bill
through with the US Congress. | don't think that we should be exercised
beyond a point. And, | am sure, we know how to guard ourselves in terms of
information, even when we discuss the Right to Information Act with regard to
these kind of details. | am sure about that.

The final thing that | would like to say is this. Has the US shifted really
the goalposts? A little analysis and sharing this assessment with all of you
here. The commitment of the US President as reflected in the July 15 Joint
Statement was that 'the President would seek agreement from Congress to
adjust US laws and policies and the US will work with friends and allies to
adjust international regimes to enable full civil nuclear energy cooperation and
trade with India including but not limited to expeditious consideration of fuel
supplies for safeguarded nuclear reactors at Tarapur. In the meantime, the
US will encourage its partners to also consider this request expeditiously.
India has expressed its interests in ITER, that is, the International Thermo
Nuclear Energy Research Project, and the willingness to contribute.

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI in the Chair]

The US will consult its partners considering India's participation. The US
will consult other participants in the generation IV International forum, the new
type of reactors, with a view towards India's inclusion'. Now, what has
happened? The US is amending its Atomic Energy Act of 1954 to make and
exception for India. By repealing Section 128 of the US Atomic Energy Act of
1954, the US recognises India as a de facto
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nuclear weapons state. The US has also exempted India from all actions that
India undertook prior to 18th July. The US has also enabled discussions with
IAEA and NSG to facilitate India's participation, | am sure the Prime Minister
would update us on what is the level of these discussions. And finally, India
has recently become a full member of ITER. So, this is where it stands. From
all these available documents, this is the kind of an assessment that, at least,
| get for the overall status of this. What does it mean? It means that the deal,
the present level of processing that is happening in the United States and also
the discussions that are taking place here, there are no major things which
one should worry about except what would happen in the future, depending
on the way in which certain things have been mentioned here, which
essentially means we have to be continuously alert. The concern certainly of
this august House reflects that part of what could happen in the future, and if
there are any such situations, that would develop either at Senate or in joining
of the two versions of the Act, the Senate and the Congress and, ultimately, of
course, the type of waiver that the President is endowed with. During any of
these phases, certainly one can make use of this kind of concerns. At this
present juncture, | should say it has gone off well. | think, it has been dealt
with well. And, it is my view that at this particular point one should not be
unduly concerned about the various issues. That is agreed. But, it does not
mean that we should not tread a cautious path as we reach the final deal. And
knowing, of course, the Government, the Parliamentary system as well as
atomic energy establishment, | have no doubt we will ever overlook things
which will be detrimental to the autonomy and independence of this country.
After all, all of us have worked for our lifetime in this country, for this country
and by people who are Indians. So, there is no question that there will be any
kind of amiss on this. If there is any amiss likely to happen, | am sure, the
Parliament will be alert. And if necessary one can identify a way in which the
Government can facilitate the Parliament being alert in an effective way, |
think, it will fulfil the concerns that have been expressed here. And, | am sure,
that this sentiment also would help our Prime Minister to carry forward in his
further dealing with the United States. Thank you, Sir.

5 fefracra e (IREs) : SUavTedd #eied, § Y% H & $9 a1d &l del

AT 6 519 18 JATS Pl 21D IG B! d1d, 29 JATs Bl $9 T 9 WR P TLHAT
A HE! o) 1 BH |G AN A 3T R faha o1 iR g9 FET o {6 St
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BT AT BRI S X & 59 BM &b G- T GRUMH BRT 3R 39 GRUMH BT TSI I8 1
e 13 U 1 T <INl 1 3ITST A9 a! 1 UR f42dT4 81 ]8T 8 2 Al Bl 3Mqd!
T UR ST BT ATS IS T BT AT [IT ST 3R 37T 98 G Hd-BRId Fel 8
B 81 | e ST SIEaRI & A1 | I8 91 IR-IR $el Ts (o 3d U offsd did af
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SR & o freiax dTsTs TS| cifdh &RIT 3TST 89 §9 d1d ®1 8 Wb o2 9gd Silel-
GRITN & A1 8T IR arelT ST ]8T o7 3R U a7 § gl e+ # o9 < el 5ia1e < 2
2 AT IS ART IRAT B FH1 & H BIs qaaHISl DI ATST e aIell AT, HRT AT 71 59
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not support India joining the Non-Proliferation Treaty as a nuclear weapon
State. Rather, the goal of our initiative is to include India, for the first time ever,
in the global non-proliferation regime. I8 F4T H&dl 27 $9 (& g4 # fha-i a1
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IfrTaR IfeRT PI T1 TNl 781 D] TWET § FAIT, [eF I8 81 F drac(s
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THE VICE CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Nothing is going on
record ...(Interruptions)
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BATE, MY B X8, AR BIs ORI 1 8RN S H U WX A U /I 9¢ {9 97
W, 39 FIGIT UR 89 99 AN U &1 5781 Wl b AT H 37U+ <] FHTET brell g

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Shri C.
Ramachandraiah. | just want to tell you this. | have seen that time was not
curtailed by anybody here. | would only request you to discipline yourself, and
within the time allotted, please conclude. As per the time allotted, you have
six minutes. | will not disturb you because it is an important debate going on.
But you kindly discipline yourself.

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: Sir, as far as the time-frame is
concerned, on this subject, the goal posts have already been changed.

Sir, this subject is too esoteric to anybody other than the nuclear
scientists, journalists or scientists. But, to my utter surprise, this particular
subject has drawn the attention of the entire nation. And | am happy that
everybody is now talking about it, even outside the Parliament, outside the
intellectual forums. Sir, we have been in isolation of nuclear sector for five
decades. Why have we chosen this time, at this juncture, to break this? | want
to know whether the country's interest is being protected, or, it is detrimental
to the interest of the nation. Sir, an impartial analysis has been made by
certain persons. As far as my analysis goes, Sir, it seems to be a unilateral,
not even bilateral. What are the reasons that have been adduced for justifying
this Deal? Energy security. So very well articulated by Mr. Yechury about
various options that the country has got to meet the energy requirements.
About the technologies that are available, we have got solar energy, we have
got biomass, we have got wind energy, apart from thermal and hydro energy.
And, | don't think a cost analysis has been made. A lot of investment is
needed to have the reactors, to own the reactors. A lot of fixed investment is
needed for that. Ultimately, when compared to the cost of production that is
being incurred to generate nuclear power, it is not at all an academically
viable proposal. This is my opinion. That is one aspect of it.

Sir, the second aspect is, to what extent this will cater to our
requirement? For everything, we are depending upon the articles that we read
in the newspapers because we are not privy to the decisions, and decisions of
the Government are not accessible to us. The generation of power from
nuclear sector has got a long gestation period. So, that is
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energy aspect. My opinion is, unless extraordinary benefits are being derived
by the nation from this Deal, extending the reason that the energy security
can be ensured is not a justifiable reason. In my opinion, it is not at all a
justifiable reason.

Sir, the solution lies within the country. We can solve this problem. As
eminent Members have participated in the debate, | have read so many
articles in the newspapers, that too from that particular sector of the eminent
scientists who are responsible for keeping our head high among the comity of
nations for building up the nuclear technology in this country, which state that
we are not short of technology in this country. We do not need any technology,
at this juncture because we are very rich in preparing uranium, which, of
course, may be short. But, can you adduce the reason that for strategic
purpose, we need the raw material? | don't think so because we are
committed for disarmament in the long run, and we are committed to a
minimum nuclear credible deterrence, for which, | have read in an article that
100 warheads will be sufficient, and for which, we require half-a-tonne of
uranium. So, if such is the case, what are the factors that coerce the nation to
enter into this Deal, which has become so controversial? There are so many
apprehensions. After passing the Bill by the Congress, the sum and
substances of the apprehensions that have been entertained, Sir, that this
Deal will severely limit our sovereignty in the matters of nuclear, foreign and
energy policy, our freedom to conduct nuclear research and development and
the ability to sustain a credible nuclear deterrent which we have committed.
We are not going to manufacture more weapons. We do not need more
weapons in our arsenal. Having more nuclear weapons does not provide any
nation the strength. The qualities that are required by a nation to have strength
are different, which we are trying to continuously erode. We are continuously
trying to erode those. So, What factors have compelled the Government to
strike this deal? Of course, the Prime Minister has gone on record, and is
trying to allay the apprehensions of the people. But, as a layman who is novice
to this sector, my apprehensions may be untenable. But, how about the
apprehensions that have been entertained by the eminent scientists in that
particular sector? How do you thrash them aside? And, the provisions that
have been incorporated, which we feel apprehended, which are detrimental to
the interests of this country, cannot be thrown into a dustbin. We cannot
extend the reason that these are all customary practices that are being
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adopted in formulating the legislation of the United States of America. You
bind the nation in the process. You are binding the nation for generations. It is
not a momentary decision that you are taking. So, you have to ponder over
this. If it were an investment decision, we can discuss. This is a decision
where you are privy to the information; you are accessing the information
which nobody else can have, as Mr. Digvijay Singh has pointed out. So, you
are the best judge of the circumstances as to which ones are in the interest of
the nation. So, | appeal to the Prime Minister to ponder over it; to go by your
conscience, to look into seriously to what extent this deal is desirable and
whether it is in the interest of the nation or not.

Sir, we do not need the policing of the United States which they have
been doing. We know the role the United States has played in Irag. We know
the partisan role that has been played by it as far as Iran is concerned. Of
course, we have given an impression to the outside world that we are
subjugating ourselves to the dictates of the United States by voting against
Iran. So, these all constitute the background. | cannot quote because of the
constraint of time. The sum and substance of this, Sir, is that clear objectives
have been laid. One of the objectives is to take our help and cooperation to
contain Iran. Sir, will it good in formulating a foreign policy? Can we associate
with a super power to contain the development of a nation, to formulate the
foreign policy of an independent country? So, why are we trying to divert
ourselves? What are the advantages we are going to get?

We do not need the help of the United States as tar as the technology is
concerned. As scientists are saying, we are not that poor in results also. A
uranium project is being set up in my own district. The Government could
locate these in so many areas. And, the technology is very sound in India.
But, in spite of all these things...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI) Sorry, | did not want
to disturb you but | have to. You know, you have exceeded your time, at least,
by five minutes. Kindly conclude.

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: Sir, the hon. Prime Minister has gone on
record saying in Rajya Sabha, "Our nuclear programme is unique. It
encompasses the complete range of activities that characterise an advanced
nuclear power, including generation of electricity, advanced research and
development, and our strategic programme. Our scientists have mastered the
complete nuclear fuel cycle." This, | can infer the
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meaning that our scientific community has perfected the technology of 'the full
circle'. When such is the case, what is the extra advantage we are going to
derive by getting the technology? Sir, the most dangerous provision, which |
have seen, is the character certificate by the President of the United States
whether we are following the nuclear programme as dictated by them by
virtue of this deal and, he will submit his report to the Congress and the
Congress has got power to annul this deal. It will have a very dangerous
effect on our nuclear programme | am telling. Basing on this, we will proceed
with our nuclear programme and we will be investing billions of rupees.
Assuming that if we fail to implement on one pretext or the other and if they
stop this deal, what will be the economic impact on this country and what will
be future? {Time-bell)

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Constraints.

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: | request the Chair to be fair to me.
...(Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): The Prime Minister
has also to go. ...(Interruptions)... | am trying to be more than fair and that is
my problem.

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: Sir, priority order has been changed.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Please, if you could
conclude in just one minute....(Interruptions)...

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: Sir, the President of America will issue
the certificate to us and the Congress has got power to annul this. Why are
we trying to make the United States to enter into our shoes? What are the
advantages? it is a billion dollar question to which | am unable to get answer.
Sir, my request is that, do not make India a client of the United States of
America, if there are any strategic interests of the nation being served, you
come out to the nation and take it into confidence. If it is a geo-political
warranted decision or if it is an economically warranted decision Parliament
has got every right to know. Mr. Yechury has rightly pointed out the structural
deficiency in the Constitution itself. How can a decision be taken for entering
into an international agreement with other countries without this supreme
body being aware of it? Parliament has got every right to know it; Parliament
has got every right to review if. Parliament should have a right to ratify or
reject it. If that is not prevailing in the existing provisions of the Constitution, i
appeal to the entire House
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to change the Constitution itself. ...(Interruptions)... The future of the country
cannot be kept in the hands of a particular individual. ...(Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Thank you very
much, Mr. Ramachandraiah.

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: | have not seen any merits in this deal; |
have not seen any advantage to the nation except refurbishing the sagging
image of Mr. Bush who has become unpopular. He has become very
unpopular. It is being done to refurbish his sagging image. He has tried to use
us as ...(Interruptions)... We have been used as scapegoat. ...(Interruptions)...
Let us not become sacrificial goat.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Please conclude.
...(Interruptions)... Thank you.

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: That was not the treatment meted out to
other Members. ...(Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): You had six minutes
and you have already spoken for 14 minutes. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: Sir, you compare 4 minutes with the
time that has been allotted to other Members. ...(Interruptions)... If the
Members do not want to hear me, | will sit down. ...(Interruptions)... Sir, in two
minutes, | will conclude. ...(Interruptions)... in-controvertible evidence is
available if you go through the documents; and that evidence is clearly
available that it will be detrimental to the interests of this nation, which this
House will not allow. This should not be allowed. Sir, what is happening in the
WTO?

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

This is the structural defect. | am not pointing out a mistake that you
have done it. Sir, | tell you, just by bashing NDA you .cannot justify yourself
You can't point out the omissions that have been committed by NDA and
justify your irregularities or your actions which are detrimental to the country's
interest. No longer you can bash the NDA Government (Time-bell), which has
been there for two and a half years.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Ramachandraiah, kindly conclude. You
have taken more than the time allotted to you.
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SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: Your actions are to the advantage of the
country, to the welfare of the people. As Members of Parliament, we have got
every right to review. That right cannot be taken by anybody just because you
are sitting in the Treasury Bench. Sir, my appeal to the Government, Sir, and
to the hon. Prime Minister is, | am not individually accusing anybody. It is not
the time to accuse or indulge in sycophancy which | am not accustomed. But
let us be fair, have a frank discussion with the scientists. Let them be taken
into confidence. Let there be an exhaustive discussion. You can say that the
end product is yet to come. But the end product seems to be dangerous and
end product once it comes, you will be so pressurised, Sir, honestly, | am
telling you, you will be so pressurised that you will be acquiesced, you will
accept it. Let it not be imposed on this nation, Sir, it will be highly detrimental,
anti-national. My request is to kindly ponder over and this House should not
accept this deal, Sir, and we totally oppose this.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Shri Arun Shourie.

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH (Rajasthan): Sir, | wrote a letter to the
Chairman saying that as a Foreign Minister of India when the Nuclear
Agreement was announced in Washington D.C. on 18" July.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Natwar Singhji, | have called Mr. Arun
Shourie. Your name is not there.

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: He has agreed to yield...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: How can he agree?

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: No, no, wait a minute.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | have called you, Mr. Arun Shouriegji.
SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: | have not received a reply.

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE (Uttar Pradesh): Just one small point, Sir.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: His party has not given the time. His name
has not been given.

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: | am sorry. | am very sorry, Sir.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Natwar Singhji, you are a senior
Member. I...

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: That is why | am appealing to you. | was the
Foreign Minister of India when this was signed. | have a right to speak.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, about that you can talk with the
Chairman.

1T, i Rprad iR UeH Frerd § Iod H3l 9en ANe Brl HaArerT |
I At (A PRI TERT ) IR, W] @RIT S ST 1 3R AT 15T §HT U I6 $
U 276, oI 3T Wiiepd <, ...(FGEH)... A1 e S99 9 iR IRFERTR & gerdr
B...(THM)... 51 ¥ {5 UIEl &7 ...(haem™)... B e, I8 i (@aus).. fear
ST B

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, it is very clear. | have given the ruling.
Your party has not given your name. That is the convention we are following.
Kindly take it up with the Chairman. Mr. Arun Shourie.

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: | am merely pointing out to you...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no, please...

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: | have not received a reply from the
Chairman.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That you can discuss with the Chairman.

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: Discuss when?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Arun Shourie, are you going to
speak.

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Let him... {Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no, | have not allowed him. You
please... (Interruptions)...

THE LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION (SHRI JASWANT SINGH): Mr.
Deputy Chairman, Sir, the hon. Member is asserting a right as a former
Minister for External Affairs of the country who he says had something to do or
quite a great deal to do when this July 18th Agreement was arrived at. He
wants to say something. We wish to hear him. He has a right to speak in the
House. Do not deny him. (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no, we are following certain procedures.
Please, let us not take it as a... (Interruptions)... As on today, he belongs to a
political party. The convention we are following is that political parties give the
names and the Chair is going by that convention. If he wants to deviate the
rules let him contact the Chairman and then take a decision. (Interruptions) |
am sorry, | will not be able to...
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(Interruptions)...  Mr.  Jothi, ... (Interruptions)..You need not...
(Interruptions)...It is the decision of the Chair. (Interruptions) No, no, you are
not to direct the Chair. You have said, 'let him speak'. We have to follow
certain rules. | have said, 'no'.

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: My party has suspended me. | have a right
to speak. (Interruptions)

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: Sir, he is a suspended Member.
(Interruptions)

SHRI SHAHID SIDDIQUI (Uttar Pradesh): Conventions are not holy
scriptures.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN. Mr. Shahid Siddiqui, no, no, (Interruptions)
please, | cannot allow.

#ft TR 91fd : AR Y....(FGUF)... T8 Aba s Bl FdTd 2...(FTHH)...

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: He was... (Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You have not been permitted.
(Interruptions) Nothing goes on record... (Interruptions)...Nothing goes on
record.

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: *

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: *

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Chair has not called you

...(Interruptions)...I will not allow you... (Interruptions)...| will not allow you to
speak... (Interruptions)...

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH:*

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI (Nominated): Sir, will you not complete one
round before you go back to the BJP? ... (Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We will do that. | have called Mr. Arun
Shourie... (Interruptions)...

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Sir, actually, this is one of the issues which will
decide the fate of the country for the next fifty years. And, the House should
certainly get to know by first person—after all, only two persons were
negotiating with the President Bush, the hon. Prime Minister and the then hon.
Foreign Minister—and if the House in its wisdom does not

*Not recorded.
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get to even hear the first person accounts of these two persons, it is being
deprived of a very important information. And, | appeal to you and | also
appeal to the Prime Minister—not about this particular thing—that we have
seen debates...

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY (Pondicherry): Sir, | have a point to make.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no, Mr. Narayanasamy. | have called
him... (Interruptions)...

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Sir, | am not on that point... (Interruptions)..| am
only on the question of time. We have seen in this very House—I have been
here for seven years and you have been here for longer—that on many
issues, which were not as grave as the issue that is being discussed by the
House, the debate was extended indefinitely and the Prime Minister and the
other Ministers replied the next day. | remember even sometimes that the
reply is much later.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Arun Shourie, the question is not about
the time... (Interruptions)... Please give an opportunity to the Chair to
speak...(Interruptions)...lt is not the question of time; it is the question of
conventions that we are following...(Interruptions)...Then, he should request
the Chairman. Only the Chairman can decide (Interruptions)...

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH:*

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Sir, | am not on Mr. Natwar Singh...
(Interruptions)...

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: *

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You will get the reply...(Interruptions)...

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: *

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: *

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Ramachandraiah, why are you getting
up? ...(Interruptions)... Each party has its own support...(Interruptions)...Let us
not have a debate on this...(Interruptions)... It is for the party to
decide...(Interruptions)...

SHRI N. JOTHI: *

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is for the party to decide ...

*Not recorded.
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(Interruptions)... Don't interfere in the internal matters of other parties..
.(Interruptions)... 1t is not for you to decide...(Interruptions)... Which speaker
has to speak is the decision of the party concerned. It is not your concern...
(Interruptions)...

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: *

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You are going. That is why | have to
interfere. Otherwise, why should | interfere? Please come to the point. Let us
not waste the time.

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Sir, it is one of the most important issues that this
House has had the opportunity to discuss. | am and everybody here is for
cooperation with all countries, including the United States. But, as the hon.
Prime Minister has emphasized, as everybody has emphasized, and Digvijay
was just now saying that we are for cooperation of an independent and strong
India with other countries. | will seek your permission to point out that what has,
actually, been done by this agreement is closed the options of India and will,
ultimately, if it goes through, you will see that India will be consigned to
accepting the umbrella of the United States for protection even in this region.
You will please permit me to elaborate on how this is being done. All of us, who
have studied strategic matters, have seen that in regard to nuclear weapons,
especially in regard to India, the USA has had four objectives. The first one is
that one way or the other to get India to abide by the NPT even if you cannot
make it sign. And one of the architects of this agreement, an Indian, who is now
an advisor on National Security Affairs to the US President and has testified to
the Congress, he told the US Congress, Mr. Ashley Telles, that, actually, this
time India is accepting conditions which are more harmonious than the NPT.
The second point, which they have had, was that India must be made to accept
safeguards as a non-nuclear weapon State. Condoleeza Rice was quoted. | will
give you three other remarks of this kind in which they were absolutely candid in
this regard. But the third objective of the US, you keep quoting Shri Jaswant
Singh and Stuart Talbot, has been that India must abide by the CTBT
conditions. Even though the CTBT is not ratified and even though the US
Senate has itself thrown out the CTBT, India must be made to sign those more
onerously in the sense that the CTBT, as you know, Sir, so well, and |
remember Mr. Pranab Mukherjee was raising this point here, and | *Not
recorded.
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was there; | answered him by reading the CTBT clause. The CTBT has a
supreme national interest exit clause. Now, as | will show you, in this
agreement, and what is being read into it, there is no exit clause at all. The
fourth thing was that the US had aimed at what the Bill specifically uses these
words—to halt, to roll back, and eventually eliminate. These are the three
expressions: 'half, 'roll back', and 'eventually eliminate' the nuclear capability
of a country, like India. Now, these objectives are being achieved by this Bill. |
will come to the legislative process of the USA, on which my prettly dear and
close friend, Shri Anand Sharma, dwelt so much. The operational
consequence,of the difference in the legislative process of the US and curs is
the opposite. That's why the US House so overwhelmingly voted for the Bill
because it overwhelmingly support their objectives. And, you will see, Sir, Mr.
Anand was saying that there is an elaborate legislative process. The other
day, when Mr. Yashwant Sinha had put a question to the Prime Minister, the
Prime Minister also said, "It is just a step and we shall see what the final
outcome will be". The House passes, the Senate passes a Bill; then, there is a
Reconciliation Committee; then, there is an agreement, this one, two, three...
Now, you will see what happens. Actually it is the opposite. If it were the
Indian Parliament, the Executive can enter into an international treaty and we
can only discuss it. But in the American legislative process, it is the opposite.
The Senate is the final authority on international treaties. The big example, as
you remember, is: One of the Presidents of the US, Mr. Wilson, was also the
architect of the League of Nations, and the Senate threw out that treaty. Now,
in the CTBT the United States Executive was far advanced in those
discussions and the US Senate threw it out. So, to tell us that actually what is
happening now is only a stage, and there will be a final thing which will be
different from the things that are coming up, is to give us sleeping pills,
because actually speaking what will happen is that the US Administration will
also be bound by it, it cannot but do anything than what has been sanctioned
by the US Congress, in particular, by the US Senate. (Interruptions) Just a
second, Mr. Anand. (Interruptions) Sir, because of the shortage of time, | will
only take up two points which the Prime Minister has been emphasising.
(Interruptions) in this matter again. The first has been the question of parity.
You keep citing the agreement of July, 18. The July, 18, Agreement is a
statement of intact. Anything can be read into it. There is not a person in this
House who could have seen that one of the only two reactors, which we have,
which produce weapons
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Plutonium, that is, the Cyrus, which has recently been renovated, and which
the US itself has said to their Congressional Committees that it is not
conclusively proved at all that India has violated any treaty in regard to the
Cyrus. We have agreed to close down that within four years. That was
supplying, | pronounce it openly because scientists have said it, one-third of
the weapons-grade Plutonium that India would be using for its nuclear
arsenal. You show me a person who can read from the July 18 Agreement
that we will agree to close this Cyrus Reactor when we do not have another
reactor to produce that same kind of thing. So, all sorts of things are being
read into it. But what is said on the face of it? it said, "President Bush affirmed
that as a responsible State with advanced nuclear technology, India should
acquire the same benefits and advantages as other States." And what did
Prime Minister pledge India to? He said, "India would reciprocally agree that it
would be ready to assume the same responsibility and practices, and acquire
the same benefits and advantages as other leading countries with advanced
nuclear technology such as the United States." Now, Sir, as you see, Shri
Yashwant Sinhaji was reminding us, immediately after this, within two days,
the Prime Minister's Office issued a background . We are from the Press, so,
we get the background. In five places that background said that we will
acquire the same status and the safeguards as a nuclear weapons state. A
principal negotiator on behalf of India, he said that our objective is to be
recognised as a nuclear weapon state and the quotation is, "Nothing more,
and nothing less". Now, | will come to that. Today also Shri Anand Sharma
said that great play was made of the fact that safeguards will be India-specific.
| will tell you whether that condition is seen at all in this case.

Secondly, we were told all along that this is an agreement about energy
and that under no circumstances, does the Agreement bind India to capping
the nuclear weapons programme. | will read out only one sentence from the
Prime Minister's reply in the Lok Sabha on the 10th March this year. He was
mentioning this. "We have not compromised our autonomy with regard to our
strategic programme. We have not agreed to any formula or any proposal
which would amount to a cap on our nuclear programme. | have taken full
care about it. We have made sure that we have taken care of India's present
requirements and future
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requirements as far as possible humanly. We have not accepted a cap on the
nuclear programme. There is no question of India accepting a cap on our
deterrent potential." This is the understanding of the Prime Minister. Now, we
just see what is the understanding of the U.S. on this. Not only understanding
verbally, what is it that they have legislated by which the U.S. Executive will be
bound. Now, Sir, section 2(5) of the Bill which has been passed says that the
objective is to bring within the ambit of the NPT discipline countries that have
not signed up. Just now, Shri Digvijay Singh was also reading out what Dr.
Condoleezza Rice told the US. House in this. She said," India is not, and is not
going to become a Member of the NPT as a nuclear weapon state. We are
simply seeking to address an untenable situation." What is that situation? India
has never been a party to the NPT and this Agreement does bring India into
the non-proliferation framework and thus strengthen the regime. This is their
declared objective. Then, Sir, you see section 2(6)(c) of the Bill. It says that
the Agreement, which both the President and the Prime Minister have signed,
induces the country to refrain from actions that would further the development
of its nuclear weapons programme. Section 3(b) (5) states that the policy of
the U.S. in pursuing this deal is to seek, to halt the increase of nuclear
weapons arsenals in South Asia and to promote their reduction and eventual
elimination. And we are told this is about energy! Even Dr. Kasturirangan just
now said that this FMCT is a multilateral agreement for which we have to wait.
He gave us his says advice that we have ten years interval. They are saying in
their legislation, in section 3(b)(7) that the U.S. aim shall be to encourage India
not to increase its production of fissile material at unsafeguarded nuclear
facilities pending implemention of a multilateral moratorium. So even before
that moratorium comes into being, the US has clearly stated its aim. Section 3
(a) (i) specifies: " That the United States through the agreement and other
devices will oppose the development of a capability ...(Interruption)... to
produce nuclear weapons by any non-nuclear weapon State within or outside
the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons." In fact, the Bills of the
Sentate and of the House go even further," we are thinking only on the US."
Dr. Kasturirangan was telling us about the time we have on multilateral things,
but see what they are saying. Section 3 (a) (iii) of the Bill says:—" The United
States Executive will work to strengthen the Nuclear Suppliers Group
guidelines concerning consultation by Members of violations by any country of
this particular agreement, and by instituting
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the practice of a timely and coordinated individual NSG Members to all such
Violations, including the termination of nuclear transfers to an involved
recipent that discourages individual NSG Members from continuing
cooperation to such recipent in any form whatsoever." So, it is not just that
they are going to do it, but they are going to make sure that the entire Nuclear
Suppliers Group will act as one to discipline the country, so that their
objectives are going to be furthered. In section 4(2) (d) (iv), it says, "If nuclear
transfers to India are restricted pursuant to his act, the President should seek
to prevent the transfer to India of nuclear equipment materials or technology
from other participating Governments in the NSG from any other source." So,
they are saying that we are going to ensure that, and we are going to disciplin
you, we have a clear objective. We are going to make sure that the entire
cartel of 45 countries will do this. My friend, Anand, was talking of nuclear
apartheid. This is the foundation for the nuclear apartheid that will be created,
and now, | will come to you with the conditions which they will
say....(Interruptions)..

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Would you please yield for a minute, please?
You are actually misleading ...(Interruptions)....Will you yield for a minute?
You are reading something which is not material at all ...(Interruptions)....

SHRI  ARUN SHOURIE. Please, just one second, Sir
...(Interruptions)....

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: We made it very clear what matters to us
within the agreement.

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Right, Sir.

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: And this does not apply to wus
...(Interruptions) .....

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: We will see that ...(Interruptions)....

SHRI ANAND SHARMA: Don't try to mislead ...(Interruptions)....

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: That is right. As Mr. Yashwant Sinha said, as
nothing applies to some people; the other people are passing their laws. This
certainly applies to the US President who is signing the agreement with the
Indian Prime Minister ...(Intenvptions)....Not only that, Dr. Kasturirangan was
saying that, yes, we will negotiate an FMC Treaty. But as he knows, the US
has already put in a draft in May in the Geneva Conference, and it does not
have what you were saying, what others
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have always been emphasizing, which has been the consistent stand, as Mr.
Natwar Singh will bear out of Indian Governments for 20 years that unless
there is a universal credible verification mechanism, we will not proceed. Not a
word of that clause is in the draft Treaty and they have put in a clause saying
that this will come into force the moment the P-5 have signed it. And, not only
that, Sir, in the Bill, in section 4 (c) (2) (d), it says: "That the US has taken and
will take steps to encourage India, to identify and declare a date by which
India would be willing to stop the production of fissile material for nuclear
weapons unilaterally." Now, we are not to wait for anybody; they are not
waiting for anybody. They are saying, actually, pending that Treaty, you have
to declare a date unilaterally. The US President is certainly bound to work on
these guidelines, on these mandatory laws. Sir the Senate Bill is the ultimate
Bill. The Senate has the power to ratify or reject treaties or agreements which
the US President sign, unlike us. That Bill says in Section 103(1) that it shall
be policy of the United States—the US will do what will do vis-a-vis India—to
achieve as quickly as possible a cessation of the production by India and
Pakistan of fissile materials for nuclear weapons and any other nuclear
explosive devices. Section 103(9) says that "exports of nuclear fuel to India
should not contribute to, or, in any way, encourage, increases in the
production by India of fissile material for non-civilian purposes." This is a very
important clause because they say that 'you have to do it consistently with the
obligations of the US under article 1 of the NPT. Many of us would not know
that article 1 of the NPT says that that country will not do anything which will
directly or indirectly help the other non-nuclear weapon States to acquire
nuclear weapons.Therefore, in some

of the briefings, it was suggested............... (Time-bell) Sir, | will just take a

few things.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN Please conclude because | have to
regulate the time

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Sir, | am only confining myself to this Bill.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | have to regulate the time.
SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: Sir, we can sit for one more hour.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is all right. But since the time is fixed
for it, we have to regulate the time also. Please try to confine to the time.
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SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: | am requesting some more time from you
only because......... (Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | have given you the maximum time. You
have already taken extra time.

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Sir, article 1 of the NPT says, "Neither directly
nor indirectly." Now, they export uranium to us. It was suggested and implied
to many persons here,—'no; no; we have a lot of uranium. So, when they give
us some uranium, we can use our own uranium to produce nuclear weapons.'
This is what is meant to stop, that you cannot directly or indirectly do this in
anyway. In fact, India and Pakistan must be disclosing, securing, capping and
reducing their fissile material stockpiles, and this will be done 'pending
creation of a world-wide fisslle material cut-off regime. Now, Sir, these are
just very few of the clauses. | can give you many such examples in which this
is put out. It is made mandatory for the US President to work for these things
We are told to be 'macabres; no; no; keep waiting, something might turn up
We can't be made a nation
of macabres...... (Interruptions).... end products The end products will be
macbre. We are waiting. Something will turn up.

The second point, Sir, is this. Sir, my friend Anand read about the
voluntary moratorium; a moratorium with the tests at that time. Moratorium
means a temporarily suspension and it was voluntary. Now, just see, Sir, what
Condoleezza Rice says. The Senate clause says,—she told the House
Congressional Committee—we have been very clear with the Indians that the
permanence of the safeguards is the permanence of the safeguards, without
condition." As you know, creadible minimum deterrent, which was talked of, is
a function, not that I will acquire thirty pounds and keep thirty pounds in that
credit.' To be credible, the deterrent has to be pegged to what your potential
adversary might have. It is a changing capability and the sophistication is not
just a number; It is a sophistication of your weapons. Now, Sir, that was the
point. Look here. | am just giving you an example of China. The China has
acquired x,y, and z capability and therefore, we must now test or do
something else or increase our fissile material production. Condaleeza Rice
says, "No; we have been clear; we have been very clear with the Indians that
the permanence of the safeguards is the permanence of the safeguards,
without condition; China or no China; sophistication of weapons or no
sophistication of weapons.' It is said, "In fact, we reserve the right, should
India test, as it
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has agread not to do, or should India in anyway violate the IAEA safeguard
agreement—to which | will just come—to which it would be adhering that the
deal from our point of view would be at that point be off." This is not
Condaleeza Rice!

Now, section 110 of the Senate Bill clearly says that any waiver under
section 104, which you were talking of, saying that president is going to get
that waiver, shall cease to be effective if the president determines that India
has detonated a nuclear explosive device after the enactment of this Act. So,
where is the option that is left with us? and, as | told you, it is more onerous
than the...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please, conclude

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Sir, | shall make only one more point and then
finish. There are several points to be made but | would only take up one
point.

Sir, there is no option; option are being closed. A cartel is being set up
to make sure that India will not budge an inch, not only vis-a-viz the US, but
once the US determines, all the 45 countries will have to ensure it as well and
please, remember, china is one of those. Anybody trying to give a favourable
interpretation to anything India does would be subject to China's veto. Why?
That is because the US bill requires of the President that he must is the NSG
proceed by a consensus. That is the word that they have used. So,
consensus will mean that everbody there will get a veto. And you know how
this world is! We keep talking of energy security. Everybody is aware of the
fact that not only have the prices of Uranium gone up by 300 per cent in two
years, but it is also controlled by a much stronger cartel than oil.
Governments interfere with it. You may look at Australia. Australia is selling
Uranium to China, but it has refused to sell it to India because it is part of an
arrangement. So, that arrangement is being perfected through this legislation.
And not only is the US President going to be bound by it, but the important
point is, you keep hoping that the US administration will do something, but
please read the statements of the US Administration after the Bill was passed
by the House. They said it is a tramendous step forward. They did not object
to any clause in the agreement.

Now, Sir, | come to this point that was made much of and has been
made much of in the earlier statement also, that these safeguards will be
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India specific. Sir, it is a fantasy. The senate Bill says in clause 113 that the
agreement that India will have to enter into with the IAEA will be in
accordance with the standards, principles, policies and practices of the IAEA
as get out is the information Circular 540. That Circular 540 applied only to
non-nuclear weapon states. There is no option. And it is probably not seen
that the model agreement— some people might be innocent of these matters
and they may access it from the internet—inself says that such protocols shall
contain all the measures of this model protocol. There is no option! where is
the option of India Specific things? It can only be ...(time bell)... Two minutes,
Sir.

The impression that was given was that we would have some protocol
with the IAEA, which will be minus the model protocol. Actually, it will have to
be that model protocol plus some further agreement, because we would have
bound ourselves in this way and the nuclear weapon states. | would only read
one item to you, Sir.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You have already taken a lot of time.
SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Sir, | shall take only a little more time.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You may take it, but | will not be able to
control the time. If each individual member takes his own time, it would be
very difficult for me. You must understand. You must understand the position
of the Chair. If every member wants to speak earlier, every member wants to
go out of his turn, it would not be possible to do it.

SHRI S.S. AHLUWALIA: Sir, we don't want to speak earlier,we only
wish to contribute.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Definitely everybody wants to contribute,
But then, why do you fix the time limit"

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Sir, | shall give you an example. We have
already placed two-thirds of our reactors under these safequards. The Bush
Administration has said that as all new reactors are going to be under
safeguards, soon, India will be placing 90 per cent of its reactors under
safeguards. Do you know what the position is with the other countries? Sir,
there are 217 nuclear reactors in these P-5. Of them, only 11 are under
safeguards. In the US, there are 104 nuclear reactors and only five are under
safeguards and the protocol applicable to the US says that it shall be a
voluntary offer agreement, and in this,
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those measures will be incorporated which the Nuclear Weapons State has
identified as capable of contributing to the non-proliferation and efficiency of
the NPT. It is left up to them. The protocol says, " The Agency, that is, IAEA
shall require only the minimum amount of information and data consistent with
carrying out its responsibility." Information pertaining to the facilities of only
those five out of 104 shall be the minimum necessary. All these things will
need not be examined on the clans and designs, which we will have to submit
to them in Vienna. They say that these will be examined only on the premises
of those facilities; we will not take them out. Clause 33 specifically says, and |
will end only with that single example so as not to tax you, that the agreement
should provide that safeguards shall not apply thereunder fo material in
mining or ore processing activities. You contrast this, and | am ending with
that. You contrast this and | am ending with that. There is one contrast.
Section 4(0)(2)(B) of the Senate Bill says that the US President shall get from
India (1) an estimate for the previous year of the amount of Uranium mined in
India; (2) the amount of such uranium that has likely been used or allocated
for the production of nuclear explosive devices; (3) the rate of production of (i)
the fissile material for nuclear explosive devices; (ii) nuclear explosive
devices; and (iii) an analyses as to whether imported uranium has affected
such rate of production, etc. S7T®! ®&T 8 & 3M9d Uranium 3R ores & IR H &9
FB Tl H¥ specific prohibition 3R BN HUR I del 511 ¥&1 & f& &, &l Uh-Uah
IS W, FEl TAT? So, this India specific myth is a complete fantasy. | don't
want to use a strong word like 'fabrication'. It is a hope that the US law by
which the US President appears to be bound, we are not bound too, The IAEA
protocol itself leaves no option about this fanciful negotiation position that we
may think of. Sir, there are many other points about energy security, about full
cooperation. Shri Sitaram Yechury made a very good point on how the Bill in
both the Houses prohibit on heavy water or on enrichment and even on the
use of nuclear waste. You know that in Tarapore a huge problem has arisen
due to nuclear waste and yet we have not been allowed to process it and the
US has not exercised the option of taking it back. ... (Time-bell)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Shri Raashid Alvi. ... (Interruptions)...
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SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Therefore, for all these reasons, Sir, | feel that
this particular agreement might have been well intentioned, but we have been
involved in a pincer in the energy field. ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please conclude ...(Interruptions)...
SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Last point, Sir.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | have called the next speaker

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: In the energy field, we are going to be just
closed in into dependence on imported reactors and imported fuel and,
secondly, on the security field, we are going to become dependent on a
nuclear umbrella of the US even to survive within our own region. It is not a
good agreement and | would sincerely appeal to the Prime Minister, who, |
know, has the interest of the country at heart, to please reconsider this issue,
and as your friend and as a person who has known you for 30 years, | will
plead with you and with the Government, please do not make this particular
agreement a matter of personal prestige at all. Thank you.

Y R et (317 U ) < UMWY HEIGY, I8 UF 9gd gHIe< 59 8,
79 9= B9 99 A1 I8 1 BR T3 € A1 98 IR A D! I Gel ol g B
B TIferil ! X ¥ R i+ b 3fex TRUe foban wam 81 gferan & 3iex &4 gaen
I GHIT b A1 s g, T FAINTD DI HSIGH FHSI ST I8, TlfchT 8HRI BIRT
IR < 3SR Joib BT geIE BHEI BRI HRe MAIRCET 8T 81 AR & fUod 60
|l & 3SR T BT FAIRIT F 37 fhd RGBT 31T, 74 TRERVT 3R ISP T8
98 IRERYT & T4, fohal I o HaRT=d BHN Joob U= o, B UNRMMAT § oIRd ol
Q| RIS 3Tehell BT YT el AT, R 89T Has @l 3R YRR - 41 89K weg
TS F-T IR A ART {79 W TS Bl a1 FR I2 8, 1978 | AR IR Ryged A TS H
RE &1 R, T 6l Joib Bl MM of S b fog Uit ofiexRy ol ST el €, sl
R <1 Pl € 6 e I BRATsiCs T4 41 81 3R dic A1 81, T8l ire] 37 Job
BT AR o ST HHelT 21 T ofTeR, S T8 I | b 371 dTel et § 91 B dTel &, YT
SITeR SI1 I8 VS R Aeb b AT dTel Dol § U8 g1 b BTl A oIl <l SHeT
He 9% U IR ol H RgWE & murEAl S0 A9de 48 St Bl St
BHRATSCSTE & fofg 3R I Ui & o JaRHaTs Ta1 §1 IR, S 19 JoTs Bl TUHS
BT 2, B 3MgAIele & 3R 9cl MY, TR T Ruaed # W T81 1, AR 98d 9
Rugesd & T8l R AW, I8
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ST BTG b febeil ot 27 b1 STHY of ST & foIq ARy ST SRl Uil 1 BIeil 81 AR
U ST S SIS b RSTe €, 922 years F 10 & ofR I <21 #) o= 8,30 &9
T8 X1 SRHTA PR o Al I8 PS AT 6 ATl b 3SR WH 1 SN I8f W &1 8 fh
EH] BIdt GIST AN T NG| 2 H Bie] ToH b AT aTel 80 ATl & 1Y B
IR TORIT T USIforad SRURTA 8 TATel Te1 AT Al SART TgRel I Ha-Hd
G B GBI BT §7 BT b 3faR ARBR DI AT TS AT b BF 371 GIDB el bl
T DT 57 BH 2 B b SFSUST BR A 8, b 21 b &% Aol ol Tl &, TP
BAR T ¥ TeR HURIET Rt 19 IRYT 81 IR, ATSCS T S A1 19 JeTs Bl Sl
TUIHE BT &, SHD AT I8 Sl 19 IRICT A9 TR BURICT 8, U8 2014 AP 65 URUT
81 QM §9 UTfelgTe & 3ieR el IR 89 9 QIR W 989 &) g o, WIS A
IR & IR U1 FAfFRER qIfamic & 3iex TSR § gd &) § 954 3Id 9 SH 899 &
3feR T ARl § f5 IS WT F 3iER BIS 9 1 ST 8, IS $Y g ool & a
B SR HeGd Bl & [ 89 UITERITIE & 3E% 989 BN | TS I Al SToxd off
9 R YIfIME & 37<R 989 Bl 9?2 AR, AU 26 JlTs BT 89K ATeH FAfRex 7 52t
TRV & 3fex TeaNd f3aT, we have made very straight representation to the US
Government. Let the process be completed. 31l JATgcE W & 3iER TR
FHcllc T8 gem B, Il WMT & sfey U BMT 9@l gl W ¥8 House of
Representatives & 3/aX T gall & 3R 89 9d Sl I [ SRIeT 31 B H U
BIFT ST M 81 &, fha1 WoRT o1 {6 SHIsheE JETahd B qdhd o, afe fha
TSI 1918 & e, House of Representatives & 3iex 3iR GHi Foreign Committee
signatures BN %, IF 915 3R aﬁé q1d Q?ﬁ Gl %\', S 19 Tg’?ﬂ'&‘ Eg agreement e
Raers g1t 8 T 39 U= YoRTo faan o1 wavdm 21 wred e ¥ 26 Jols &1 34 2189
H per o7 fh spoke to the President Bush himself. Now, | have an assurance

that the US administration will do all it can to see that the parameters, the goal
posts of July 18, are not tampered with. 3% aTg B Y SIS I8 STl 87 IR-IR

Pl ST B b urgH fAfTRex ey 3iR I feard| 39 wede & 91 ugH A er 9
B A ISIGEMT AT ? F37 VAT T © b 89 AN DI g% AN IR SATGT R 8,
3T UTgH FAFRER R & WRINT 81 I8 HET S & fh ARBR BT Sense of House ATFT
BT AT IR B-T AT © {6 SX1P P AT H, &= P A | Sense of House
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AT AT H 319 | el dredl § 6 9@ S f6d Sl 82 ofd= i & A7l §
SORTSE DI HSH B BT e fhd AT B-AXGR BT AT 21 I8 sense BT & 3fax
e et foran, fora 98 Resolution 9T #RIIT, fha a8 Resolution 8189 & ey
IG@1? 39 914 & AN &1 AR

IFRIRT & 1 BAR St Red E,3me1 gfvan oo Rarad aqar 78 7, g &
3iER TTdd doid # 81 Y81 8, UTaR doi | 721 <&l §l Foreign Policy I & HTI-|1
IS B, b 3D dTav(g P SFRIBT & A1 AR S RE &, FRIBT & |1 89 Sl
agreement a1 8, ISP dTaSE YR ST 7 <@ & [P 89 SORISA Bl bed (BT 8,
B9 o9 & A1 W gY 3R gARI Foreign Policy TR &g % gl TSl |

Suguafy off, 8t o qgd WR Yo 6T T, 9gd O wdl T, T8t w
Strategic Programme & IR H BT 73T, I8 R X9 & IR H H&T T, I8 IR HET AT
% India’s fissile material production ¥ gfgal & SUH 31 & Ugal 59 @ = 3
VRIS fbg, Terdd Riwet St Foregin Minister %2, # Annual Report 1999-2000 &1
Teh IRTUTH YT argdl i I THI NDA Bl TRBR Annual Report T official document
& FSTAH 1 11 8 3R] & A1 BRI Il STl g5 & S (b dioll U= a1 g%, 4 39
URT &1 U1 ATEdl, $9H Pal A1 & fb These issues are CTBT, the FMCT, Export
Control and other things.The talks are being conducted on the basis of
comprehensive proposals that has put forward.Sir, 9% ATI-91 Strobe Talbot =
311 T & 3fex forar 8 CTBT & aR 4, Si9ad e Sff 9ol 7Y, S=i forn & fo,
“jaswant said that would india sign the CTBT by the end of May.” JeTed R¥=gT Sif
gl 21 &, 370 TR S, 1999 T& CTBT WR AT B & d1d 99 WRHR 1 @l off, T8
Srrda R{re Sft =1 et 2411 H fhR 3rae! ugex YT g1 "Jaswant said that India would
sign the CTBT by the end of May this were actually to happen, it would be a
significant development, but it would still leave a ratification of the treaty for the
indefinite future. When, | pointed out, Jaswant assured me that under the Indian
system signature was tantamount to ratification which he called 'a mere
formality."31TST 31T BTSN & A BT 1T HR I8 2 MY HE 3B ¢ 5 818 &1 A9 g1
IMEY, b YSAIGRI T PR MY H S [BdTd $T U 331 96 PR a1 8T gl AT
319 I9 UUHCT & dN H &8 I8 © [P o1 §A qN < Bl SHRST & 81201 & 3fax 39 &)
39 fissile material @ 919 PR B &...(FTEH)...
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10 BT G (5H AR HR ) : I8 STFaa 98 B1 fhamd 8 a1 STaare
CUNETICR

37} RIS STt : 1| ST Sif B [l Ul o gabl 2, 98 3119 IS g o
S10 B G : IE CIeiale Bl [halTd 8l
it _1fR1 31 : ST &, 31T S<=19 HET" The second adjustment in the

Indian position was a statement that they might join the long sought illusive
moratorium on the production of the fissile material." Srda 8 it 78l 91, 9 =

Q| IE fissile material % IR ¥ %&T 8- "But only on the condition that the other six
countries, P-5 and Pakistan, they both sign."

IR I T3 B <31 Al B WY AT B S| fohsy Akl ¥ 17T 17T STl ST &I BTH B
2 &2 91 19 JolTs o1 Gie gan B, wifhear S Giie &) vt amed o IRise g
ST IgT | UIfhRd™ 7Y, AR GifhRad™ & 1T 81 99| 5% 7 S THHE Bl appreciate
e, S FART gATECS WTH & 1 gl 21 I8 BIS ATl a1 78 2

FATSCS T2 & 3R I b & T #3l e f[qeR) areridt S &1« &1
Uep R o sl Sft T AT o1, AT STer o # vl GART gl Sl
®gl,"We conveyed our willingness to move towards a de jure formalisation of

the obligation. In announcing a moratorium, India has already accepted the
basic obligation of the CTBT." 34 Hy[X W%ﬁo%—We are prepared to bring this

discussion to a successful conclusion so that the anti force of the CTBT is not
delayed beyond September, 1999” 3=t RIT=R, 1999 &1 &S <71 <1 off 3R 3y o8

o o fo SO Ugel WA & $UR 89 RiveR o)+ & fog TR B

TR, AT [epd UA1 H8gd 81 & 16 19 JAE &1 Sl QURE 8, 98 Bls
antinational &M WR&R 7 F= AT 81 AR, U1gH AR 7 specific TXI% A ST H F3
IR Bel, I8 7 914 B! wisd fAfRe? @ wiferaric @t W= &1 e = 2, will not

accept any proviso that goes beyond the parameters of July 19, 2005
Statement and the Separation Plan agreed between India and the USA on
March 2."
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AR, TET BT 1T b PIs AT AR I 8| [T S Fhelll 19 Jers &b THHT &
3SR IR 3 AP & BT BRI &, GI1AT b 37<R 9 AXIb b BT B © [b 3R
B4 SR BIl © b 8H I8 T P, BH oT6xd TSl & [ &9 3T 911G, df §f$ar e
I |WHAT 8, even according to the agreement of 19" july. J7Tges Wed w8
FHT & & S nuclear fuel supply &, S 878 &R Add ¢l 9 I8 HE I © [P 39
BT & 31X, AT # i) BTelld &, BAR TSI % 375 Sl $B & V&l 8, 89 3 o1y
AOIER 2| SITRT-H-TGT IS S ol 39 THHE Bl dls A &, 98 il fuel BH 71,
T I B Gobdl 31 b b A1U-A1 B AMSTSY P AT SHIANT negotiate B 7
g f 3R gATSCS W fuel supply 8 ®R <, @1 third countries, AT countries
& fuel T SIRT &M it is not an ordinary thing.

R, &1 IR Il BI TS 15 81 S0 F cause TR TSI IR I8 &1 AR ARG
BT YD U1 T PR <3, Tl I o SHLT YT interest TWT & 9 4 issues TR SR
BRI A1 T8l 311 I8 S]] 81 & 6 89 FATgcs 3 & 3iex s¥M & gl die
B T e & 7Y 3R 59 QT BT TORIIETST IR (37T TN MR I8 hfel H o
S b SRR & A1 BART Pls QURC T8l 8F1 8, d 39 B89 4 Yol da18dl § &
RIT I TS AT b S USTHD/ =GR UTaR & S ? A7 I8 59 <% & o H
RS 3 S} Qb a1 ATehdl 9 S ? 9T I8 59 <%0 & fod d 29 o iy, o
F WECFRH 1 WM Bl d THH BRI XY, Tfhw iR 334 o a1 i 9] ik
R U T A1 T SI1Y?

DR. FAROOQ ABDULLAH: Sir, | would like to inform the hon.
Member that in Geneva when Pakistan was going to bring a Resolution
against India, the country that supported us—becuase | was also there— was
Iran. It was Iran at that time that supported us. | would like to inform him. Mr.
Rao was the Prime Minister. At that time, it was only because Iran told
Pakistan that it was not going to support Pakistan, Pakistan withdrew that
Resolution. It wanted a face-saving, on which India made a statement then
and there, and Pakistan withdrew that Resolution. Iran has supported us even
being an Islamic country next to Pakistan. It has supported us. That should be
corrected.

37} RIS 3Tt : | BTRewg Sreg et ATEd DI a1 g, b XM+ BHRI A1 A1 faam &
3R XM 71 SR ETAhd W & B FATZCS A & e GAT USTH B oAdR 3T &
PR & I W 0 7 GARI JETAHA B! B...(FATEM)...
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | will not allow. {Interruptions) That is his
point of riew. (Interruptions)

S10 BTRadh 3GET : ST-1dT 3 T4 convention gs 2T, i1 {5 AT H 10-12 |1 & a18 BT
g, T81 R SFRGT 7 TAR & V5 IR SIaaw 3cd [T ATl § a-i o1 3R # g
J15cH I fSths fovar o1 # I8l 99 g3 Gl &1 7/ 81 of ¥l g, Rifd 8
WﬁﬁﬁﬂTIThey cannot defend themselves. WWW‘%WW 9 3R
I8 Pel & B4 f$hs HI I 8172 ...(FAM)...

sft ST : 3179 3rue 97 FHIRTYI You address me ....( Interruptions)

Y TR 37T : TR, SR A AR R SR &, H 39 a1 H $HR IR VBT G,
QAR H) IT FHS B BIRTET BITYI ST -1 SHRIT 37 SSNIT Bl Yol ARSI & &,
e ®I 41 3T ST BI ysell UFINTT <11 A1yl H JLT H8 I8 §l 98 AN &b
H, ST PI U1 &7 3IR g8 AR A1 e 3717| 9§ AR a7h U1 81 qehdll 51 89 S &
[ T S, AfBT 39 BT I8 FdAd SIS 81 © [P 89 ST Bl J@TAH B I8 © AT
PRl GIR Yo P TG | BIS BM PR I8 ol IM o B T81 =T8T b BRI nuclear
ambitions =T 811 H 31T G4 A Yo § o6 X191 4 B9R] bl 81 SRR 9l 7 81, &1 319
AT {5 SR b AR AT a9 Y ? 3T IHRDT Pl BIS GIY, IFRBT & A1
F1 fEgwI @ g1 & oy, fEged™ &l wem & fog F1 I wiferamie =i & g
B SIT....(FaET)...

it enfee Riffwt (STR IR : 39 &1 YfFAR el A AT Ao d 872
et G o Jod p s 6 1 o ls g2

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : It his opinion (Interruptions) No It is his
opinion (Interruptions) You give your opinion (Interrptions) He is giving his
opion Why are you objectiong? (Interrptions) 319 91T, a8 ST opinion &, BH
T B ? What can the Chair do ?

Y Afdre 31t - W, g 7 R <1 IR are fawn - ua IR Ridex & fiwa
ATl 3R U IR HRa) 3 39 A1t | fsell a° 9 @1 e faar dr 22 die 9 & Raars
I 3R U dic oIS I @t AT # o011 39 91dt w9 ale {33 Y 27 9 Raerd 91 3ik 3
are fearad 3§ <1 wR, R <l = Jarad ot off, S ST enfiet o, R arti =
IR DISEE R EERIEC ISR

T [ ]Transliteration of Urdu Script.
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SRS 211 A THM DeISt 1 374 bl g el ATl «ifhT # I8 He1 dredi § &
ElIRY

9 TA0SI0T0 B! TRBR Y, SH & HMHel 9 H STGT 989 BT Te] d18dl §
P I Tth DI TRBR D A BIsi Hol & fIY TR off Jerea R-g1 9189 &1 TeHe
A U Hi[g §1 § S U R GAT Ahl §, T IBi Pal AT 31 &9 el e
T « | ST AT b STSR HIASIIA 211 I b Al BT D1 SFeaf AT Medt 7 =
4 57 1 forg] fordt off foh R SR b 37aR M1 Woiil, AT 89 gd! JETAha S|
st fargh foredt oft |

R, BT BT fPRER THLT AT 8T 2 IR faerar <a71 21 78t Fet 11 i &4
_YfFeIR TR e Tel el ¥R, I BT AfRex w8, § a1 o4 BRA fAfRe T8l
&1 1 AfPT IR, T2 3789 S A1 FET TS 2...(FIM)...

7t I viHR v (f9BR) : IR IR Rau...(ae ). .

it RIE STt : IR, YFR MR W g9 & fofg |1 2[4 SATRT ST=ov]
21 & o 7 6 gAodiodio & o Risiedtst, Riser arel, 150 A1 151 b &, SHD!
HUIE BN | TAR T © 3 STT 1967 I U8l YaadR S B (o717 SH1 il b <)
ST TET AT 3R ATECS W AT Wl 89! 98 TAOTOTHO BT &91l < &, Al I8
T Bl T GHANl Afbd $Hd AIA-WY YRASC I P Ig WeHe & I THH
HRIfTIST, d T WTSed S Yfder U wed ®I 8, J a1 @I 3R I8 Wede Bl
T THM T3¢ 3R AR Buferdist sfean o frertil..(aaaum)...

$10 Rl AER Sl : fopw A @Y e © iR FEf FEl B, SRT 98 WRAT
ARTY...(caem). .

Y STFUTIFY : 3T QfT....(GHH).... 379 SfTTL.... (e )...

SHRI RAASHID ALVI: "The offshoot of this is that India could shop
anywhere for new reactors and nuclear fuel sources. I8 ¥ Uf¥ST 2T BT LTHS

9381 In the meantime, the United States will encourage its partners to also
consider the request to supply nuclear fuel to India." Sirft S, TE U %lé‘c’gﬂaﬂﬁ
RTHE &, S H AIP] UG HR G XET &
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AR, H HE1 A18dl g fb § 37U a1 ol BRAT T81 A18dl b H g 31Gd b A
HE1 =TT § % 19 I8% &1 propaganda 39 S & <Y Y AN IR IR T, 98
Jgfrardt g1 St e faar T a' <9 & R & ety fovar 71 H s forg urew
fAfe< &1 congratulate &< g1 Thank you very much.

DR. P.C.ALEXANDER (Maharashtra): Thank you, Sir. | should start by
saying that | deeply regret the Government's decision not to go in for a_sense
of the House Resolution. All sorts of arguments have been put forward in
support of this decision. Someone said that there is no constitutional provision
for a sense of the House Resolution. Mr. Anand Sharma said this morning that
that is a US practice and we should follow our own traditions. These are all
arguments which are put forward just for argument's sake. Why do | say that a
subject like this requires a consensus backing the Prime Minister? It is
because this is too serious a matter for the House to get divided on party lines
or on any other line. The Prime Minister's position in his further negotiations
which are to follow would have been considerably strengthened if the world
knew that we, as Members of Parliament, had laid down certain benchmarks
which would reflect the consensus of the Parliament, as a whole. Those who
say that there are no precedents or constitutional provisions, forget that our
predecessors in the Parliament in 1962 thought it necessary to have such a
resolution faced with the invasion of our country by China. | am not saying that
we are facing such a situation today, but this issue has all the potential of not
only accepting things which we may regret later, of legislating not only for the
present generation but even legislating for the future, if not, in perpetuity.
Therefore, | felt very strongly that the House, as a whole, should lay down the
minimum points on which there is an agreement, lam sure, that such an
agreement is there, but | am very sorry to say that the Prime Minister seems
to think that if such a resolution is passed in the House, it may be
misunderstood by people outside our country as reflecting want of trust in his
leadership. The entire House would have given him strength by passing a
resolution which he could fall back upon when he is to negotiate this mater
further. | would not have put so much of strength behind the plea for having a
sense of the House resolution 1 write a piece on this in the "Asian Age" today
but for one particular incident. A few days ago, a visiting American diplomat
know as a great friend of our country, met some of us informally. And he was
holding forth explaining the great benefits that India was expected to get

310



[17 August, 2006] RAJYA SABHA

as a result of this agreement and was expressing his great optimism that the
Bill, as passed by the House of Representatives would further strengthen
Indo-US friendship and cooperation. | kept quiet listening to him. | was very
close to him when he was working here. But when he said that the Bill, as
approved by the House of Representatives, had been very well received in
India, | intervened. | asked him, "who told you this? Who gave you this brief?
This is something which we in India do not know." On the other hand, | said,
"People like me would have gone the whole mile along with the Prime
Minister's stand on the agreement if the Bill had not suffered the setback it
has now received in the House of Representatives." It was a shock to him. He
said, "l never knew that public opinion is against the Bill as passed by the
House of Representatives." And | asked, "Who could have given you a wrong
impression?" He said, without batting an eyelid, "I was briefed so by your
Mission in Washington." Then, | realisd the megnitude of the confusion as to
what we are seeking to achieve and what we have received against what we
had hoped for. There is confusion not only among people in the country and
among scientists, not only among the representatives of the media and
among the Members of Parliament, but even among the members of our own
Missions abroad. | thought it was necessary that | should come forward boldly
of supporting Yechuryji and the BJP that the House should forget party
differences, arrive at a benchmark and tell the whole world that we are with
the Prime Minister so long as he adheres to the benchmark. And this would
have helped him a lot in his further negotiations. Sir, | wish to say why this
confusion has arisen. There are four main areas of confusion about the
nuclear cooperation proposal. One is about the objective. What is it that we
are going to achieve through this cooperation agreement? The Prime
Minister's 29 July, 2005 statement before this House makes the position very
clear, in very unambigous terms. | quote:

"The central element of my interaction with President Bush was the
resumption of bilateral civilian cooperation between India and the US
which has been frozen for a decade. President Bush and | agreed
that we would work towards promoting nuclear energy as a means
for India to achieve security."

In a sense of the House resolution, | would have put this statement of
the Prime Minister prominently through a set of words declaring that
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the whole House agrees with him on that. But what did the House of
Representatives do? | don't want to quote the exact sentences, because Shri
Yashwant Sinha and Shri Arun Shourie have already done it before the
House. Their statements clearly show that their objective is very different from
the Prime Minister's objective. They have not exhibited any doubts or
misgivings about it. They have clearly stated that their policy is to achieve, at
the earliest possible date, a treaty banning the production of missile materials
for nuclear weapons to which India and the US would be parties. While
proceeding to define the policy of the US Government in this, they clearly say
that they oppose the development of a capacity to produce nuclear weapons
by any non-nuclear weapon State within or outside the NPT. So, there is a
world of difference between what we want to achieve through this cooperation
and what they are aiming at. | am not talking about the other parts of the joint
statement. There are so many good things in the joint statement. | am only
taking this particular part on the nuclear cooperation. Our Prime Minister had
one objective and he is trying to get the US assistance in realising that
particular objective, whereas the House of Representatives had a totally
different objective. May | remind Shri Anand Sharma that no amount of his
argument will convince anybody in this House, including those who are sitting
on that side, that what the House of Representatives says in these words are
not binding on India. It is convenient to say that what they write in their law is
not binding on us. It may not be binding on us. But it is binding on the
President of the United States. When it is binding on the President of the
United States who is to give that annual certificate before the 31 st of January
every yeatr, it affects us. It is all right theoretically to say that it is not binding on
us. ltis certainly binding on us because of what | have just now said. So, let us
not take it lightly. We have to make our position clear as to where we stand
and what we do not stand for. That is my first point. The second point is the
confusion about India and the US having a "congruent foreign policy". A new
phrase is being sold. In other words, they will consider extending certain
benefits to non-NPT countries like India, provided-the country has a foreign
policy that is congruent to that of the US. During the 59 years of
independence, no responsible politician, whatever may be his political party,
whether Congress, Communist, Socialist or the BJP had ever said that our
foreign policy should be aligned with that of the United States. On the other
hand, we had taken a firm stand, even when we were weak, even when we
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were down in the dumps as a third world country economically, and had
shown the courage and determination in telling the whole world that we will
decide our own foreign policy. The question of a congruent foreign policy, that
has been stealthily brought into the House of Representatives Agreement,
has thrown a lot to confusion. Later on it is followed by a specific provision
about Iran, which has been referred to by the previous speakers, something
to which we will never subscribe. We will decide what policy we should have
with Iran. Nobody should tell us what policy we should have even with
Pakistan because we are mature enough, strong enough, wise enough to
know what policy we should have with these countries in our immediate
neighbourhood. We are more concerned about these countries than others
are because we all know that most of our neighbours are, what they call,
failed States. We are living in the midst of failed States. We have to handle
them with delicacy and with care. | am not proceeding further about Iran
because enough has been said about it already today.

The third issue is the Presidential certificate. | think my good friend from
the Telgue Desam Party referred to it as a good conduct certificate, a
character certificate. This is not there is the joint statement signed by the
Prime Minister. It is not there in the 29th July, 2005 statement of the Prime
Minister in this House. It is not there in the 27th February, 2006, statement or
in the 7th March, 2006 statement of the Prime Minister in this House. We
follow every word of what he tells this House because he is making a
statement solemnly before the people of the country, through us. He never
said that we have agreed to a good conduct certificate to be given by the
President of America so that we will become eligible to the concessions that
are now being given. | was very happy that Mr. Anand Sharma had said in the
morning speech that we are not going to agree to that. Well and good. We
would have brought that point into our sense of the House statement because
when the Minister of the State said it in the presence of the Prime Minister, he
must have had the authority of the Prime Minister to say that. | am sure the
Prime Minister would never agree to that. Therefore, that was another point
which we could have been brought into the sense of the House Resolution.
But we missed that opportunity as well.

Sir, my fourth point is the confusion about the words 'a responsible
State with an advanced nuclear technology'. A person, like me, who is familiar
with the transaction of agreements, treaties, etc., with foreign
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countries, fails to understand what is sought to be conveyed by this set of
words. Why can't we say, "nuclear weapon State" plainly? Why can't they
plainly accept India as a nuclear weapon State? Instead they have used the
words "a responsible State with advanced nuclear technology" for which some
concessions can be given. And what concessions? Nothing will follow without
that certificate.

Finally, Sir, when we say that the President of the United States will be
able to get over these difficulies when the reconciling proceedings are
initiated between the House of Representatives and the Senate, when we say
that the President, who signed this Statement along with the Prime Minister,
will be able to deliver on the promises he had made to our Prime Minister, we
are ignoring the realities of politics in the United States. Mr. Arun Shourie has
mentioned about what happened to President Wilson? And, we know what
happened to President Clinton, a man who arm-twisted the Heads of
Governments in dozens of States and made them sign the CTBT! For three
years he waited for the Senate to agree to America becoming a Member of
the CTBT. But he could not do anything about it. Every President had to suffer
humiliation in the recent past in his dealings with the Congress President
Bush, who will very soon become a lame duck in his own country—election
campaigns have already started and they know that he has only so many
months left—will not be able to change what the Congres has already decided
upon. Therefore, let us not put all our hope on the capacity of the United
States President to direct the Congress towards the Agreement that he had
signed with the Prime Minister. Confusion all around has been created by the
US Congress Bill. Before that, | was very clear in my mind because listening
to the three statements before the House, | knew that the country's interests
were safe in his hands. He had articulated them boldly before us, we all
agreed with that something is being done, and he has safeguarded our
interests. Now, | fear that he may not be stole to safeguard these interests;
President Bush will not be able to safeguard our interests. New negotiations
may have to take place, and therefore, | thought, we should strengthen his
hands through a resolution which would enable him to make sure that things
do not go beyond the line endorsed by the Parliament. Thank you very much,
Sir.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, Shri Shahid Siddiqui. You have only
five minutes.

2} wnfee RifEa! : ¥R, 950 g=yaTe| 317t TMUe 9ifl IR 89 SUSI-Joudo S
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amoratorium on the production of fissile material for nuclear explosive
purposes by India, Pakistan and the Peoples' Republic of China at the earliest
possible date." 3fX f¥ @&T SIaT 8, "To achieve as quickly as possible a

cessation of the production by India and Pakistan a fissile material for the
nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices."... In the July
agreement, India undertook to join in good faith negotiations on a Fissile
Material Cut-off Treaty to be universal in nature.
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SHRIMATI SHOBHANA BHARTIA (Nominated): Thank you, Sir. Sir, for
the past 40 years ever since the emergence of the Nuclear Non-proliferation
Treaty, NPT, the United States has steadily increased its pressure on India's
nuclear programmes both civil and military. In fact, even countries that were
hitherto willing to bend rules such as Russia, which was supplying us fuel for
the Tarapore Power Plant, expressed their inability to deal with India on
nuclear issues. Through legislations, Sir, both domestic and multilateral, India
has been debarred from the use of foreign nuclear technology and in fact,
even the dual use technology that may have spill over effect to nuclear use
has been kept away from India thereby depriving us of high end acquisition. In
the document tabled in Parliament on 7th of March on the Separation Plan,
there is a very interesting table listing the most common reactors found in
various countries It can be seen from this document that the average size of
Indian reactors is 220 MW whereas the average size of the reactors in most of
the other countries is 1000 MW. It is shocking to see that our installed nuclear
capacity today is even less than the wind energy capacity that we have in this
country. If we are to achieve the Tenth Plan which talks about scaling up our
nuclear power requirement to 50,000 MW by 2030, there has to be a huge
incremental increase and this can only be achieved if we end our nuclear
isolation from the world of R&D and the nuclear market. Many of my
colleagues have been arguing and saying that we have coal energy that is
sufficient. Which country want to depend entirely on one source of energy?
There is also something called clean energy and judicious mix of energy. We
do not want to be dependent only on one form. Therefore, we have to make
that investment today if we have to move ahead. On July 18, in a historic
agreement with India the US turned its nuclear policy on its head. In a grand
bargain it agreed to recognise our nuclear weapon status in exchange for India
putting under perennial IAEA safeguards all its nuclear installations and
reactors that were civilian in nature, in any case. Since then both the countries
are trying to work out arrangements to operationalise this agreement. Several
steps have been taken in this regard. But ultimately it is going to be an
enabling agreement, which is also popularly known as one-two-three
agreement that will direct the course of this understanding with India. It will not
be the legislation, Sir, and the one-two-three enabling agreement will be
keeping with the July 18 understanding, keeping with what the legislation has
said in the United States and the commitments made by
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India in our Separation Plan. There seems to be a deliberate attempt to
misinterpret the legislative process in the United States. As we know, Sir, the
US House of Representatives and the Senate pass separate legislations.
Thereafter they are reconciled and only then this final legislation is actually
formed. People are picking on individual legislations saying that these are the
conditions being sought to be imposed on India. That is not correct because
the final outcome of this process is not yet over. In all democracies there is
free debate on this issue and legislatures express their views either verbally
or through amendments both substantive and declaratory in nature but the
final outcome is yet to come. The Prime Minister has assured us that we will
be keeping to the July 18 understanding and the President Bush too has said
s0 in so many terms and to the Congress as well. Sir, there also seems to be
an unnecessary requirement in the call to our Parliament to approve of this
Bill. The US presidential system is very different from our system of
Parliamentary democracy. In our system, the Government comes from the
legislature and it is answerable to the legislature as opposed to the US where
there is separation of power. To say that we will take one amendment from
there, we will use it in our own and we will move a Constitutional amendment,
to my mind, makes just no sense. Sir, | think the Prime Minister and his
colleagues deserve to be congratulated for what they have achieved so far.
They have persuaded the US to stand the policy on its head. In the
amendments so far, the amendments seem to have empowered the President
to have the ability to waive the clause that debars Indo-US nuclear
cooperation. Sir, let it be quite clear that the rest of the world will also align
their civil nuclear policy with India on the basis of the policy that we achieve
with the United States. Countries like France, Japan, U.K. have all said that
they will align their civil nuclear policies on the same basis as the agreement
that we arrive at with the United States. Sir, moreover, this has also ended
India's nuclear isolation. Our scientists and our nuclear scientists have worked
against great odds during this period. Now that we are getting a chance to
remedy that and come out of this isolation, | thinks, we should try and grab it
with both hands. On December, 7th, Sir, India was invited to become a
Member of the International Thermo Nuclear Experimental Reactor Project
which is a very prestigious Membership. This would allow us to work
alongside EU, Russia, Korea, Japan to explore cutting edge nuclear
technology. This too has been an outcome of the July 18th Agreement.
Moreover, contrary
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to what some critics have been saying, this will also allow us to import
Plutonium, which is much needed for our Thorium-Uranium reactors. If you
were to depend on our internal resources, Sir, looking at our ambitious plan
we have to have a very long wait. Having said this, there are certain redlines
which are areas of concern which, if crossed, could potentially be deal
breakers and, | am sure, that the Prime Minister and the Government could,
perhaps, certainly loot at those before they sign any formal agreement. So, for
instance, if there are efforts to narrowly define which particular technologies
the US could import to India or if their efforts to push India into formal
commitment, not to test again or equally if there is a requirement of an annual
declaration of our fissile material stock, these could be potential redlines which
| do not think we should cross. Sir having said this there is nothing so far that
would be at tandem or would deter India's nuclear status. We have eight
reactors. We have the prototype fast breeder reactor and with Kalpakkam and
Trombay, all being kept out of the civil list, | think, we are more than secure in
our nuclear deterrent. Sir, there have been several calls, Sir, for the sense of
the House Resolution. | don't know what sort of a purpose this is going to
serve. We had one in 1962 with China. We had another one in 1994 on the
issue of Kashmir but they seem to be borne more out of emotions than out of
legislative commonsense. | would just like to urge the House, Sir, on a last
note that in relation to our policy with foreign countries, we should see them in
a non-partisan manner, through the cold calculus of national interest and not
through sentiment. Thank you.

DR. BARUN MUKHERJEE (West Bengal): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, it
is a matter of great concern for India that even after issuing a joint statement
with India on 18th July, 2005, the United States is now seeking to make
significant changes in the terms and conditions agreed upon in the US Nuclear
Deal; and obviously, these changes are detrimental to the national interest of
our country. That is the reason for which we want the Government's
categorical declaration that India is, in no way, prepared to deviate from the
original agreement. It is now widely apprehended that with the proposed
changes in agreement, the US intends to bind India on nuclear issues, and at
the same time, seeks to influence our independent foreign policy to tilt in their
favour particularly, to manipulate India's support to their aggressive moves to
contain Iran. It is a dangerous proposition to accept the changed provisions of
the agreement as re-framed by the
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US Agreement, particularly, because those newly framed provisions infringe
on our indigenous research and development in the field of nuclear
technology. We must have our own right and scope to develop with our
Thorium reserves. Incidentally, it may be mentioned that recently quite a few
leading nuclear scientists have appealed to the Parliament to take a
unanimous decision to reject any restraint in perpetuity on the country's
freedom of action or research capabilities in the nuclear field. Eight leading
scientists, including three former Chairmen of the Atomic Energy Commission,
have signed the aforesaid statement.

Sir, on behalf of our party, All India Forward Block, we strongly put
forward our demand that the Government of India must not deviate from any
of the terms and conditions of the original Indo-US nuclear deal. When the US
House of Representatives can elaborately debate and impose many new
restrictive conditions on the Indo-US nuclear deal, as agreed upon and
declared by the President Bush, our Parliament should have the right, at
least, to adopt a resolution highlighting India's concerns about the reframed
deal. We request the hon. Prime Minister to make an affirmative statement in
this respect, honouring the sense of Parliament. We reiterate our demand that
India must not bow-down to any US pressure in whatsoever way that may
come. Thank you.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, | have always
proclaimed that | am 75 per cent Communist and 25 per cent non-
Communist.

SHRIMATI BRINDA KARAT (West Bengal). Whether today you are
speaking within that 25 per cent or 75 per cent?

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: It is only to keep her at peace, | want to
make it clear that today happens to be one of those occasions which fall
within that 25 per cent.

Sir, | hear my friend, Yashwant's speech with great attention. The
trouble with him was that whenever he came to the crucial point and | thought
that he is about now to clinch the issue, he said, 'but to save time, | am
leaving it to my friend, Arun Shourie.' Ultimately, his whole speech makes me
no wiser. Then, | waited for my friend, Arun Shourie. | am afraid, Arun has
given up his usual job of a very, very experienced and talented journalist and
has taken to construction of documents and activity with which he is totally,
totally unfamiliar. His reading of those documents is bad.
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Today, we are really discussing a very important issue. So much so that
my friend, Arun, said that this will affect the destiny of this nation for the next
fifty years. | do not believe so. But, | will take him at his word. If it is that
important, | thought, we must first establish some criteria by which you
evaluate an international deal like this. | suggest that there are only three
criteria. The first one is: what was the state of affairs before the deal, who
wanted a change in the status quo which had existing until the negotiations for
the deal or the deal itself came into existence. The second one is what has
the deal achieved for us. And, third one is, have we paid any unfair price for
that deal. | believe that the nation has not been told honestly and accurately
about what this deal has achieved, what this deal has rescued us from. |
thought it was the first duty of the critics of this deal to tell this House: Did we
want a change in the existing status quo, or, did the Americans want a change
in this status quo. Sir, | do not have too much time. But | have been assured
that today is a day when nobody will be interrupted not even by your bell,
(interruptions) So, Sir, just to save time, let me say that before this deal we
were suffering from what a very respectable newspaper has called 'a uranium
squeeze'. We are short of both kinds of uranium—the higher and rich Uranium
and the lower and rich Uranium. The second one we use for the production of
energy, and the first one we use for the production of nuclear weapons. We
went round the country, my Prime Minister went round the country to
persuade those who were responsible for that squeeze, to put an end to that
squeeze. Sir, my experiences as a lawyer tells me that truth has a
inconvenient habit of leaking out even from reluctant mouths. My friend,
Yashwant, did say that they faced, what they called, 'a state of seize', but, he
said that they bravely survived that. Bravo! But there was a state of seize. An
honest witness should have told the nation that the Prime Minister of this
country has put an end to the state of seize without paying the price for it.

Mr friend, Mr. Alvi, called it, “ORe= @ dl9d a1 g8 o Sir It was
qeHunfortunately, those who represent the Government and holders of
office are reluctant to even speak the whole truth today on this delicate issue.
We don't expose our weaknesses on the floor of Parliament. The truth is—I
don't know how much of it the Prime Minister whishes to share with the
nation—that our nuclear units, our energy units are terribly starved. Some of
them are having outdated, antiquated technology. They are short of new
technology. Some are short of raw material for use. And, some of
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them are in the danger of being imminently closed down. | don't know why
somebody has brought out that we have made some kind of commitment that
things will close down within four years. Maybe, | don't know the details. And, |
am not supposed to know the details. It must be an official secret. But, | have
no doubt at all that some units of ours are imminently in danger of being
closed. And, that's the present status quo, which has changed. If this was the
squeeze that we were facing, did we want to persist with that squeeze and do
nothing about it? Or, should we enter into some kind of a deal by which those
who are responsible for that squeeze change their policies. Sir, | believe—and
| am not a flatterer, | have nothing to get from the Prime Minister of this
country or from this Government—that what the Prime Minister has succeeded
in achieving for this country from July, last year, is an achievement for which
the whole Indian nation has to be grateful to him and his Government. God will
give him long life. But | wish that some day when he is gathered to his
forefathers, a grateful nation will build a monument to perpetuate his memory.
This is the achievement of this deal. The achievement of this deal is that those
who do not want India to become strong are, today, agitated by that
achievement. Has not China disapproved of this deal? Has not Pakistan
diapproved of this deal? If | did not know that my friend, Shri Yashwant Sinha,
and my friend, Shri Arun Shourie are both patriots. | would have accused them
that they have the same motivation as China and Pakistan have. But, sir, they
are misguided patriots. Patriots they are. They are, certainly, different from
many people outside whom | consider as malefic critic of this country because
they do not want this country to become strong. This deal will make this
country strong. Sir, it is not that the cartel has been created before. We are
proud of our sovereignty, but, equally, other nations are sovereign. Those
sovereign nations, in the exercise of their own sovereignty, have decided that
those who do not accord with their notions of correct international behaviour,
namely, signing what they consider.from their point of view they consider it
good, that states; as many states as posssible should sign the NPT and those
who do not fall in line will suffer from some disabilities and from some
inconveniences. And they have passed legislations in their own country
imposing severe restrictions on export of this kind of a material to those
Governments and those countries which have not signed the NPT Sir, it is we
who wanted those legislations to be repealed. And, my Prime Minister has
succeeded in persuading the major country, the United
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States to repeal that legislation. And, therefore, Sir, let us look at it. Let us look
at it from the point of view of President Bush's critics. What are his American
critics today vociferously attacking President Bush for? Sir, let us see one by
one. His American critics are attacking him for having created an international
evil precedent. Sir, | just again, to save time. | don't want to tell you the names
of those distinguished critics who have accused President Bush that he is
creating an evil precedent which is not good for the United States and for the
world. What they say is that the entire non-proliferation system is already
under attack. It is under attack from North Korea; It is under attack from Iran.
And some countries have already been persuaded to reverse their course like
South Africa. And, yet, Mr. Bush, why this special treatment for India? What
has India done to you that you are creating this exception and are taking the
Congress to pass legislation creating an exception only for the benefit of India?
Sir, what is the reply of the American President? The President's reply is that
India is a civilized and a responsible nation whose word is as good as a bond
and whose bond is as good as a bank note. We don't insist on any written
commitments from them, their record shows that they have behaved like a
civilised and a very disciplined nuclear power. In spite of the fact that they have
nuclear weapon, they have never used them, they have never threatened to
use them. And, Sir, this is the reply which President Bush gives to those critics
who have said, to use the exact words, that Mr. Bush you are making a big
hole in the United State's laws creating strict export restrictions for countries
which do not sign the NPT. The second line of criticism of these critics is that
India has not given even an oral promise not to make more bombs. Sir, has my
Prime Minister or the Foreign Ministry signed any agreement under which they
have said that we are going to make no more bombs? It is not the Manmohan
Government which has given any undertaking that we will have some kind of a
moratorium. It is not done now. It is not done after the 18th of July. There is
already a moratorium in existence, which at least creates a moral obligation to
continue it. But this Government has not been compelled to give that kind of an
undertaking, and in spite of the fact that we have told the United States
Government, we have told the world, we have told every supplier that we shall
continue to make bombs and we shall make such number of bombs as we can
make; there is no cap imposed on us. The cap is imposed by our own
economic conditions. Sir, let us not forget all the hullabaloo that is being made
about our nuclear
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weapons and all that. Some time ago, they were all talking about total
disarmament. After all, we were not opposed to Non-Proliferation Treaty. We
are opposed to it on the ground that it is unequal. Some States have
weapons; they are not subject to its obligations, and we are being subjected
to that obligation. In principle, we have not been opposed to non-proliferation.
Sir, what is all this we are talking about? When it comes to a push, do you
think that this poor country can ever afford to meet the combined nuclear
might of Pakistan and China? Sir, this is precisely what happened to the
Russians. The Russians went into a race with the Americans. The result of it
was that after many, many years of lying, they discovered that the nation has
been bankrupted. It was bankrupted. They gave up that race, and ultimately
what happened was that the cold war ended when the Russians realised that
the arms race is bankrupting their whole nation and the Berlin wall came
down, and a new world was born in the year 1989. So, Sir, by all this hype
that India is giving up its nuclear weapons programme, | mean, we are
creating some kind of a false bogey before the nation as if our whole defence
depends upon the possession of a few nuclear bombs that we have
manufactured and which Pakistan has also manufactured again. Let us not
forget Mr. Yashwant Sinha, today, told us that we have already made three
resolutions: that we shall not be guilty on the first strike; we shall not strike
against non-nuclear powers and the third one is, we will inflict unacceptable
damage upon our adversaries. Sir, the Pentagon conducted a survey as far
back as 1956. Their official scientists' report was that if the Russians engage
themselves in the first strike upon the United States, 65 per cent of the
American nation will be totally destroyed. Sir, what is this kind of few nuclear
bombs that you have kept; you will not use them in any event. They are lying
useless. They have only absorbed our money and our scientific skills. They
are totally useless. We will have to wait for a first strike which will destroy 65
per cent of our country, then, with the remaining 35—I don't think, Sir, Mr.
Yashwant will survive—he will inflict unacceptable damage upon his
adversaries. Sir, all this is baloney. | have never heard such baloney
...(Interruptions).... Sir, then, Bush's critics are telling him that you have now
become a broker for India. Because he has to go around, suggest to those
other 45 suppliers that please relax your restrictions; we are relaxing them,
you also relax. Now, let us all start supplying things to India. So, Sir, they are
asking him that Mr. Bush what has happened to you? Are you their agent,
their sub-agent, broker, wagqil, advocate, or
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what? You have destroyed American's sovereignty and you have destroyed
America's dignity that you are now becoming an advocate of the interests of
India. What does President Bush tell them? Bush tells them that Indians today
are our partners in the war against terror. And, | give credit to Atalji for his
achievements. | give him credit. But | give greater credit to Dr. Manmohan
Singh because when he went there, he expanded the scope of that
partnership. Atalji's partnership was confined only to the war on terror, and,
today, the Government is now a partner, India has become a partner in that
partnership, the objective of which is the ramification and the spread of
democracy and giving the democratic spirit and sustenance to those who are
willing to imbibe the democratic spirit. Of course, Sir, | understand Mr.
Manmohan has got his old hangovers; he will not always, always speak with
the tenor with which | speak, but subject to those hangovers, for the first time,
he has effected a very subtle and a great, great important change in the
foreign policy of this country. Let us be clear about it and | compliment him for
that. Today, it is for the first time that he has brought India's foreign policy in
line with Article 51 of the Constitution of India. Article 51 of the Constitution of
India, as | have always written, is a teaching, is a lesson by the forefathers of
our Constitution to posterity, to succeeding Governments in this country how
to conduct foreign policy. Such an article doesn't exist in any other
Constitution of the world. That article says that 'India shall always, shall
always, enforce treaty obligations and shall enforce international law.' This is
only one thing.

And, Sir, we have never hurt the interests of Iran. We have never gone
against the Iranian people. The Iranian people are our friends, and when their
Governments were good, we were always good to them, every when they are
bad, we only hurt the Governments; we don't hurt the Iranian people who will
continue to be our friends and brothers. Sir, what has happened today? Sir, |
am sorry, | am digressing for half a minute. They have now elected a
President, a new President who first made a statement that 'l will see to it that
another member of the United Nations, whom we have recognised, who is our
friend, who has been our supplier in the Kargil War shall be wiped; it will be
wiped off the map of the world." Sir, that country does not deserve our vote.
That country deserves to be voted against, and | am very happy that the
Government of India, for the first time, has shown moral courage, international
courage
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and voted against Iran. | can't understand any President of any country,
civilised country, publicly saying that 'l am going to wipe off another country
from the map of the world'. And, Sir, what is more, | wish to tell those people
who have been making this Iran argument that we have voted against Iran on
its merits. The merit was that in 2003, the Iranian Government signed the
additional protocol to the NPT, which allows snap inspections of nuclear sites
in a country which has signed the NPT. And, Sir, not only they signed it, they
allowed those inspections, and for full two-and-a-half years, until this new
President came, they have been faithfully observing the terms of the NPT.
There was peace all round; Iran was getting its full supplies. But this new
President, threatening to wipe out another country, is also saying, 'he has
repudiated the protocol which his country has signed.' We have not signed
any protocol; but Iran has. And Iran having signed that protocol has, in
February, 2006, said that it was repudiating that protocol. And, they say, "we
shall now continue to enrich uranium'—an undertaking which they had given
in 2003 that they will not do this enrichment. They are guilty of breach of
treaty obligation; they are guilty of breach of international law. And, if this
Government, which Gandhiji said will reflect the conscience of humanity, does
not vote against Iran, | would have attacked this Government, and | would
have attacked it as vigorously as | am today supporting this nuclear deal.
...(Interruptions)...

SHRI SHAHID SIDDIQUI: Was his conscience sleeping when people
died in Lebanon?...(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Kindly have another discussion on Lebanon.
| am prepared to join with you on Lebanon as well. We shall discuss Lebanon
separately. But you are a friend; you may come and discuss that with me in
my drawing room!...(Interruptions)...(Time-bell).. Sir, | shall take five more
minutes.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Five minutes is too much.. .(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Sir, my friend, Dr. P.C.Alexander, knows
how much respect | have for him. But, Sir, he said he is afraid of policy
congruence.

Sir, | have always been of one opinion and my whole political career
depends upon that one principle, and that is that the democracies of the world
must learn to sink or swim together. Today, there is a respectable
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body of writings; please, go into academics and have a look at the literature
that is being produced in international circles. The literature that is being
produced says, end this United Nations; create another United Nations in
which only truly democratic countries would become members, those
countries which practice secular democracy, which practice human rights,
which respect women and treat them as equals, as | do...

SHRIMATI BRINDA KARAT: America doesn't ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: If they don't, democracies have an inbuilt
mechanism for improvement, which other Governments do to have.

Sir, now, a word about the scientists, and that is one thing that has
been going round and round. My friend, Mr. Jothi, made a huge song and
dance about these scientists. He said they are tongue-tied. Now, first of all, a
very distinguished scientist got up here and made a speech, so that that
takes care of his main argument. For twenty minutes he kept saying that
scientists have opposed it! Scientists have not opposed it. Here is a
distinguished scientist who has supported the deal! Now, what about the
other scientists? Again, Sir, | speak with great respect for the integrity of Mr.
yashwant Sinha, who quoted Dr. Gopal Krishnan's article which he seems to
have written only yesterday! is that right? | have read that article. What does
he say? Please, don't misquote; half quotation is more dangerous than a
complete lie. What he says is...(Interruptions)..

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: This article was not written yesterday; it
was written a week ago.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Anyway, | hope this article of yesterday is a
repetition by some people who want to make some...(Interruptions)..

Now, see what Dr. Gopal Krishnan says. | presume he is one of those
scientists who form a part of this club! Sir, what he says is, every country must
exploit its own indigenous resource for creating energy. Now, nobody can quarrel
with that. Shri Yashwant Sinha is right that he quoted this part of it. But what he
didn't quote was that he says that our major indigenous source is coal and coal is
to be found in abundance in the East of India and some southern parts of India.
But he says that our coal is so much laden with Ash that it is incapable of
producing energy and no technology can really gassify that coal. Sir, therefore,

we have to run to alternative sources available.
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DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI. Well, sorry to interrupt you, but this is
not absolutely correct.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: | know that you are also a
scientist...(Interruptions)... but that much science even | know...
(Interruptions)...

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI: You know about a Science that is
completely outdated.. .(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Sir, the scientists have not opposed the deal.
The scientists have advised—see to it, Mr. Prime Minister, that you don't give
up your sovereignty and that you don't give up the autonomy of your
research. Sir, this is the advice, which they have given. The autonomy of
research has not been given up. On the contrary, we have preserved intact
every single weapon that we have. We have preserved intact our complete
liberty of producing more weapons; the only cap is our own economic ability
to produce those weapons. And so far as the other part, the autonomy of
research, is concerned, nobody has told us that under this, you cannot carry
on with your research. You may carry on with as much research as you want.
| would be very happy if you give more and more crores to the scientists to
carry on research.” But, Sir, | can. ..(Interruptions)..

SHRI AMAR SINGH: This is not acceptable. ..(Interruptions)..

SHRI N. JOTHI: It is very, very unfair. ..(Interruptions)..

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is withdrawn. ..(Interruptions).. He has
withdrawn it. ..(Interruptions)..

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI: He is the top most lawyer of this
country. | respect him. But ........ (Interruptions)..

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Joshiji, he has withdrawn it
..(Interruptions)... 39 48 STSTL...(=F™)... | don't allow any argument.
..(Interruptions).. Nothing will go on record. ..(Interruptions)..

SHRI S.S. AHLUWALIA:*

it STTafy : 21 TR A, S faggt &) fora B1...(=3a@em).. What else you

want? ..(Interruptions)..
SHRI S.S.AHLUWALIA:*

*Expunged as ordered by the Chair.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He has withdrawn. ..(Interruptions).. Please
sit down. ..(Interruptions)..

SHRI S.S.AHLUWALIA:*

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He has withdrawn. Please sit down.
..(Interruptions).. Hon. Member has withdrawn. So, | don't allow any other
discussion. ..(Interruptions)..

SHRI N. JOTHI:*

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Sir, It is an absolute misunderstanding.
..(Interruptions)..

SHRI S.S. AHLUWALIA:*

it STauTf : IR faegr o= foran 7, sy 9f3T...(caawm)...

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI:*
SHRI'N. JOTHI*

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jothi, please sit down. | am on my legs.
..(Interruptions)..

SHRI S.S. AHLUWALIA:*

Y SuHTaf : srEqarferar Sil, g 4fSy, § W E1...(aLM)... I8 T 1 IR
% € MY ...(ag)... 39 33T | am on my legs. ..(Interruptions).. Nothing is
going on record. ..(Interruptions).. | am on my legs. ..(Interruptions)..

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH:*

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Will you kindly allow me to finish now?
..(Interruptions)..

SHRI S.S. AHLUWALIA:*

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Ahluwaliaji, please sit down.
..(Interruptions).. The debate is a serious debate. He has withdrawn the words.

We have to complete the debate. It is an important debate...(Interruptions)..
Jethmalaniji, please conclude.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: | said that | consider scientists as Gods.

*Not recorded.
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But, | said, by all means...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, don't repeat that... (Interruptions).

Don't trouble me.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI:*

MR DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Do whatever you want. This is too much...
(Intenvptions). Do whatever you want to do.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Sir, | am amending my sentence. | want to
put...(Interruptions).

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please, conclude. 1l SiGHel ! I, 3117 dcls
PIY...(TGE). .

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: Sir, you cannot surrender to this chaos....
(Interruptions).. On the contrary, | want to put the apprehensions expressed
by the scientist... (Interruptions).

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Nothing will go on record. Please,
conclude.

Y THOTHO SrEgarferar :* *
$10 el AAIET Sireh : * ¥

ST T RIS 5 *

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: All that | want to mention is that you accept
the statement what the young Minister of State has made this morning that no
nuclear installation are subject to any safeguards and scrutiny. And, second,
all indigenous units shall be totally free from international inspections...
(Interruptions).

MR DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Next speaker, Shri Arjun Kumar Sengupta.
SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: And, Sir, this is ...(Interruptions).
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, You have concluded.

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: All the scientists, they will all support the
deal and not beyond their right.

*Expunged as ordered by the hair.
**Not recorded
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S10 ARl ISR SR ¢ o9 T 5 BTSW H S/l BT YA HRAl X8
&...(FaU)...

it Ferda Rivel : 1 &9 399 8199 H JSd] & 7991 Bl g51erd
PX...(FAYH)..qX I 7 5 T B...(FGH)...
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Sengupta ....(Interruptions).

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: Sir, is this debate to denigrate the
scientist community?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | cannot understand what exactly do you
want? 39 ga8¢, ¥ R HH? ...(FIUF)... | have been telling that he has
withdrwan those words ...(Interruptions).3/d H SE& 91§ T B Fhl
E...(FGYT)... T8I 3T IATSY...(FAYT)...

it Trerdd RieeT: 3= den & o 91 81T § 9N 914 o1 &8 <t 3=l
S10 XA AR SATER : IS1P] BT 59 THR A SJUH 81 X812, 91 I 49
& fog 3ferd &...(aaem). .
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | have deleted it and he withdrew it. | said
that it should not go on record and | have deleted it ...(Interruptions).
S10 YA TR SRR : AfpT Fa! 31Ty I8 A1 ford BN [ 59 bR 4 Jeira]
BT HIS W AYHA 7 BN....(GELH)...
SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Why don't you expunge those remarks?
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | have expunged it.
SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: Sir, the whole world is watching
...(Interruptions).

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Because the whole House
...(Interruptions). Nobody, in the House, will agree to discredit the scientists.
...(Interruptions).

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Don't shout. Mr. Jothi, if you speak coolly, |
can understand. If you shout, | can't understand ...(Interruptions). What can |
do? ...(Interruptions). | have expunged those remarks ...(Interruptions). | have
expunged it.

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: On behalf of the whole House, | would like
to say that we hold our scientists in high esteem.
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S10 TR AAIER AL : 37T ITD AR ST $ FIY Fs...(FIF)... | IR 54
<M BI I GG & Al (41 IHTTb] BT FERIAT b &9 AN el 96 AP ©...(FIET)... BH
STET IR 31T WS &, IFITHT &} Io78 W 2...(aeH)... TideaR 3§ 3o g9 @S §
TP BT TT8 A TS Y © 3M1R 31T $9 A8 B a1 Hel Sl 8] & ...(FALM)...

it STUTF : 39 dRE W ART 99 997 81 Y&l =1 have expunged it.
S10 XA AATER SATEN : I8 HHI A1 el I8 e el Told a1 B...(FGEH)... 89
HTTDT b HeE H 39 B DI AN [depel 7ol Griil...(FTLM)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | have expunged it ...(Interruptions). If there
is anything in the rules, you show it ...(Interruptions).

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: It has been telecast live ...(Interruptions).

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: It has been telecast. Sir, what is the use
of expunging? It has been already telecasted. ...(Interruptions).

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | have no answer for this. Mr.
Ramachandraiah, there is no answer for this. ...(Interruptions). | cannot give
you any answer. ...(Interruptions). It is telecasted. If you want, | will stop the
telecast. ...(Interruptions).

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Sir, | have a suggestion. Why don't you, on
behalf of the Chair, say that this House holds the entire scientific community
in high respect. ...(Interruptions).

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We hold the scientific community in great
respect. Their contribution is accepted, and, they have participated in building
the nation. Nobody can denigrate them. ...(Interruptions).

DR. MURLI MANOHAR JOSHI: And that the House does not approve
any remark against the prestige ...(Interruptions).

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Sengupta, please continue.

SHRI ARJUN KUMAR SENGUPTA (West Bengal): Mr. Deputy
Chairman, Sir, | thank you for giving me the opportunity to participate in this
important discussion. Sir, | would like Dr. Joshi and Mr. Yashwant Sinha to
listen to me because while speaking, most of my observations will be
addressed to them. So, | would very much appreciate if they listen to me. Sir,
this is the fag end of the whole debate. Lot of things have been
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said. | don't want to go over the whole subject. But, Sir, let me point out two
things. Mr. Yashwant Sinhaji said that we have had tremendous achievements
by our scientists on nuclear development. There is absolutely no doubt about
it. But had there been an international cooperation in technology, these
scientists would have done much better, would have gone far ahead and this
is the reason since Mrs. Indira Gandhi time, after the first Pokhran, we have
been trying to get an understanding with the United States on nuclear
technology cooperation. This is not new. It started in 1980s when Mrs. Gandhi
went and talked to the American Government about the blue-ribbon
technology to get the dual-use technology, which was also followed by Rajiviji.
Then, it was carried on by your Government during your tenure; nuclear
cooperation was something that you all desired, and, which all the
Government desired. The question that is raised is what did we get, or, what
are we getting out of it. It is precisely this. Now, the time has come when the
American Government has agreed that we have reached a position where
they must have nuclear cooperation with India, and, this is an opportunity we
must not allow to be missed. | will come to the point in details but before |
would urge all of you who have been associated with international displomacy
that when a treaty is being negotiated, when an agreement is being
negotiated, you do not tie down the hands of the negotiator. | am afraid, and
this is somewhere | disagree with the formulation of the team of the Prime
Minister. Even the July 18 deocument is nothing but a general framework. We
should not tell the Prime Minister or anybody that he is bound by the words,
the sentences, the phrases, talks about goal posts the sequences. These are
all totally irrelevant. He must have the full freedom to change the goal post; he
must have the full freedom to change the word, to change the sequencing,
whatever that is necessary, provided the ultimate aim is secured. The whole
purpose is to get this agreement.

Sir, | have great respect for Dr. Alexander who was my boss. Sir, | want
to put forward one thing, and it is not a question of the sentiments of the
House. The sentiments of the House are quite clear. There is one sentiment
expressed by Shri Ram Jethmalaniji who just pointed out certain views with
which | have absolutely no agreement. Now, if you talk about the sense of the
House, you will be in a great difficulty in reconciling all the views. The whole
world is watching. The whole world knows what the country feels. We don't
have to have a resolution. This particular debate is announced all over the
world. The United States has a very
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powerful diplomatic mission here. They are reporting to their Governent what
is the sense of the country. There is nothing more that a resolution can do
except to tie his hands, and, that is not acceptable when you are going for a
major diplomatic initiative to sign treaties. So, | would submit that we should
not talk about any of these kinds of obligations. He is absolutely free to
choose the sequencing, to choose the words, to choose the phrases,
whichever way he wants to do, provided we get what we are actually trying to
get.

What are we trying to get? | would like to point out, this is for the Prime
Minister, we note as he is present, here, | have gone through all the
documents; | have gone through the CPM's nine points; | have gone through
the scientist's arguments, and of course, all the newspapers' arguments,
including Gopal Krishna's papers which | have read through and through. The
reference to those papers is quite wrong. | can talk about that within a minute.
But, the main issues can be summed up in five points that are coming out of
this debate and the Prime Minister is aware of this. Let us not criticise the
Prime Minister or talk about what he has not said. A lot of time has not said. A
lot of time has been spent on these issues by Mr. Arun Shourie. What the
Americans are doing or saying? Prime Minister is not responsible for that; we
are not responsible for that. The American Senators have their own
constituencies. They are trying to put forward their points of view. Why should
we consider these views as if that is what is going to bind us? What is going
to bind us is what Prime Minister is going to sign; what is going to bind us is
what is the agreement that we are going to reach. And, he is telling you again
and again that he is not going to be guided by these views. There is another
fact, let me point out, and Mr. Yashwant Sinha knows it even President Bush
has written to them that some of these conditionalities that they have given
are non-binding. Somebody says that they are all binding on the United
States. They are not binding even to them. President Bush has written to
them that if you insist on these conditions, he will not be able to push forward
this particular agreement. So, this is their problem. Why should we get
involved in this? | was listening to this debate. Most of the criticism is what the
Americans are trying to do; what the Americans are imposing on us. These
are irrelevant points. They are making their own arguments. The certification
that they are taking about, they do that every time. How can you oppose their
Congress telling the President that
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this is what you should do? That does not bind us. That is their procedure. So,
the whole argument, | am afraid, Mr. Chairman, is complete non-starter. We are
talking about debate in their Congress over which we have no control, and we do
not want to have any control. The only thing is that; we want to tell the Prime
Minister, and all of us are telling, what we feel is in our interest. | have
summarised these issues in five points and | would like to point out to you, it is
not the sense of the House, but this, | believe, sums up all the main arguments
for or against this particular Bill.

The first point, if we agree to the IAEA safeguards and sign the bilateral
agreement of separation, if we agree, then, we expect five things, of which the
first is uninterrupted fuel imports. Now, Yashwant Sinhaji, this is the most
important thing that Gopal Krishna himself has said that what is absolutely
important for a nuclear power regime in our country is that we must be able to
import fuel form abroad, for a very simple reason. The reason is that the uranium
that we have as natural uranium, the enriched uranium goes to Tarapore, the
other thing goes to the heavy water plants. Their supply is very limited. They
cannot even give you the 10,000 megawatt that has been planned by the DAE. |
think, Mr. Yechury was talking about whether they have any plans. Of course;
they have a plan. The DAE has a plan of nuclear power generation, 10,000
megawatt by 2010. This cannot be reached with the kind of uranium that we have.
Eighteen of our heavy water plants are now in a very difficult situation. They are
not closing down but they are reducing their output because there is no uranium.
And, we have to have uranium imports. And, even more important thing is—this is
the point Mr. Yashwant Sinha knows, but he did not say—the imported uranium is
one-fifth the cost of the domestic uranium. The moment we have a nuclear power
station with imported uranium, the cost of generation comes down to two to three
rupees per unit. It is a major point. And, if that particular power is generated with
new technology, new capital invested, then, the efficiency of the plant would be
much higher. Mr. Jethmalani pointed it out—which is a fact,—Most of our nuclear
power equipments are poor. We have to replace them. And if , we replace them
with new ones, the efficiency goes up. You mentioned the cost of Rs. 10 or 11 for
per unit nuclear power. This is true only if we are sticking to the old technology,
old fuel, and old plants. The moment we change them, the cost comes down very
drastically. This, of course, depends upon certain factors. | think Mr. Bajaj is not in
that game, but if you talk to Mr. Tata or you talk to Dr. Kasturirangan, they will
give you an
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estimate which will come to about Rs. 3 or Rs. 4 per unit cost as maximum.
Now, | am not saying that you should go the whole hog for nuclear power. Mr.
Yechury is right. It requires lots of foreign investment; it requires lots of
investment to go for that. Probably, if we have this, lots of foreign investment
will come. Mr. Gopal Krishna is saying that as a result of this Agreement, we
shall have a substantial inflow of foreign capital in our clear power stations.
Now, if this happens, then we have a major new area of power supply. | am
putting it in this way, as | am not saying that this should be the only basket.
But we must have the freedom. It is a fact that we are going to face severe
shortage of power if we do not look for alternative to hydrocarbons. This has
been analysed and this has been stated by different expert groups. We must
go through different kinds of methods. One of the methods is conservation. In
fact, if we can reduce our consumption that will have the maximum effect. But,
in this whole scenario, nuclear power is a major new source of energy
security. We cannot give it up. This is a major achievement of this particular
treaty. (Time-bell). This is my first point. We should have uninterrupted fuel
import. Whatever condition they put, we should see that we have
uninterrupted fuel import either from the United States or from elsewhere and
we can build up the buffer stock. We can build up the stock within the country.
This point was mentioned by Mr. Anand Sharma that we have the freedom to
build up stock. That is the first point that must be ensured.

The second point that must be ensured is uninterrupted access to
nuclear technology and high technology cooperation. This would allow our
scientists—who have already done a tremendious job without any kind of
cooperation, who have made great achievements in the nuclear technology
improvements—to go very far. If you ask me, the United States is very much
interested in joining hands with us on that, because they have realised our
importance. | think Mr. Arun Shourie said that there were no investments now
in atomic projects. That situation is changing. The United States is moving
towards new power stations; England is moving towards new power stations;
France and Belgium are based on nuclear power facilities. They are actually
going to expand it. All of them are realising that this power expansion is very
important, and for them, cooperation with India is a great thing that they are
looking for. This is a major support that they are actually looking for. One of
the reasons why they are moving in that direction is this. (Time-bell)
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please, conclude.
SHRI ARJUN KUMAR SENGUPTA: These are the two points.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Still you have three points!

SHRI ARJUN KUMAR SENGUPTA: There is another major thing. Mr.
Sitaram Yechury is here. Question comes about our strategic programme.
Scientists have said that we must not compromise on our strategic programme.
Exactly, we should not compromise on our strategic programme. But what is the
strategic programme? Mr. Yashwant Sinha made two points. One "Minimum
credible detterrence'. Two, 'No first strike. | would like Mr. Yashwant Sinha to
contradict me. This implies that we are not madly going in for expanding our
nuclear facilities. The total number of nuclear weapons that we have today is
enough. | make this point quite openly here. | know that Mr. Yashwant Sinha
knows it. | know the scientists know it that the total number of nuclear weapons
that we have today is enough, to put forward as a minimum credible deterrence.
What we need is delivery equipment; what we need is missile; what we need is
submarines and airport facilities, but not too much of this nuclear weapon. Now, |
mentioned this because there is a tendency here—and | am glad that Mr.
Yechury is not a part of that—that this agreement is putting a cap on our nuclear
ability. No, it is not putting any cap on our strategic requirements of deterrence. It
has all the deterrence facilities that you need.

it ITHTafy : ST ST, 39 conclude BT have to conclude thedebate

by 6.30 p.m. There are four more speakers. Other speakers take objection.
Please conclude.

SHRI ARJUN KUMAR SENGUPTA: Sir, | have two more points. There is
no restriction on research and development. This point has been mentioned and
this point has been repeated by the Prime Minister. This has been repeated,
again and again, that no such restrictions would be put on research and
development and that position should be maintained. Finally, there should be no
change in the Foreign Policy. | must mention * this that in the initial period, on
Foreign Policy, there was a fear, especially when President Bush came here and
talked about regime changes. In this House, the Prime Minister got up and said
that he does not believe in this regime change. He is not in that picture. {Time-
bell) Then, when the Lebanon question came, he again resorted to the same
approach which
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clearly established that the Prime Minister is not going to be tied down by this
kind of changing Foreign Policy regime. Now, | am putting forward these
arguments because this has been mentioned by some friends that there is a
possibility of a change in the Foreign Policy. We are going to be a clan State
of the United States...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Next, Shri Abani Roy.

SHRI ARJUN KUMAR SENGUPTA: This is not true. It cannot be true
and the Prime Minister has asserted the point again and again. (Interruptions)

SHRI TAPAN KUMAR SEN (West Bengal): Why are you opening a new
vista of what is possible and what is not possible? (Interruptions)

SHRI ARJUN KUMAR SENGUPTA: All | am saying is...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Sengupta, please, you have taken 20
minutes. No, no, please.

SHRI ABANI ROY (West Bengal): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, it is a very
serious issue that we have taken up today. Nobody is talking as to whether we
require the nuclear energy or not. We require nuclear energy; we want it.
There is no doubt about it. Why we are questioning the Prime Minister is that
we are getting news after news from various places, whether from internet,
website, media or print media and these things are confusing us. The matter
was discussed inside the Parliament three times. There is no doubt. Now, we
are talking about shifting of the goal post. How it has come? Nobody is
thinking about what they are discussing, what they are talking and what
arguments are going on there is their Parliament. We are very much
concerned about India. We are very much for India. We are no for the
Americans—what they are giving; what they are doing; why they are
interested; why they are going to give you uranium. What you have said just
now, pleading this and that, that technology will come from there, machinery
will come from there and money will come from there, we know all these
hings. So, don't try to plead in that sense. The point is, on the question, there
is confusion. Let me read one thing. The President has given a speech the
day before yesterday on nuclear fuel. He said, "With cooperation of certain
States, the country should aim to mine enough uranium. The vast thorium
resources of the nation should be harnessed by our scientists and
technologists. With cooperation from all other sectors of science, technology
and industry in India. | am confident
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that we have the capability to bring our own thorium-based reactors? This will
enable us to be self-reliant, secure and independent on nuclear energy." This
is the speech given by the President on the eve of the Independence Day. So,
we are not concerned alone. | have quoted what the President has said. We
have given, nine points to the Prime Minister. It is hot that because of that,
you have to come out of this. We are all nationalists; we are all thinking about
it. It is no for the Press alone to show patriotic feelings. | do have that in my
mind. But that is not the point here. So, we are cautioning him that this is the
thing that America is doing. Why? Sometimes, it is said outside that Lefts are
'anti-American'. We are not 'anti-American'. But we are against the American
imperialism; mind it. Before that, the British imperialism was there. That was
of one pattern. Today, the American imperialism is of another pattern.
Everything is in their hands; money, in the name of World Bank, is in their
hands; all the treaties, in the name of WTO; all other things, whether nuclear
or thorium, are in their hands. By so many tentacles, they want to grab the
others. This is another type of imperialism. That is why, we are cautioning the
Government of India that we should take care while negotiating with them.
The position that the Americans have got today should not be held by them.
That is the main point. That is why, we are making a demand; that is why, we
are talking so much. It is unfortunate to say or | regret to say that those who
have participated in the discussion from the Congress side were attacking the
BJP! Yes, we know what they have done. Is it time to attack anybody or is it
time to take serious note of it? Have the consensus of the House. That is the
thing we have to talk about now. So, this is my request to the Prime Minister
that whatever points we have made here or whatever points we have given on
behalf of the Left, as Mr. Sitaram Yechury was mentioning, or to whatever
conclusion we have come after having the discussion, take the sense of the
House; have the consensus of the House so that nobody could blame others.
We have taken a decision inside the House to build India into another form.
So | request the Prime Minister to have the sense of House and, keeping that
in view, take a decision. Thank you, Sir.

SHRI B.J. PANDA (Orissa): Sir, | wish, the House should function more
often like this on other issues, on other days. Every Member, whether he has
spoken for or against the deal, has kept national interest above other
considerations. Sir, from my perspective of national interest, | am willing to go
a long way towards supporting the July 18 framework for a
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nuclear agreement with America. But, Sir, | will have certain important caveats
and qualifications which | will come to. There are, indeed, a lot of confusing
statements and developments, and it is important for the Government to
clarify this to earn support of even those of us, in the Opposition, who are
willing to support the July 18 Resolution. Sir, it is not enough to say that we
must wait for the final version of the agreement to be signed. It is time now for
the Government to take a stand on certain criticle issues. Indeed, one such
stand has been taken today itself when Shri Anand Sharma pointed out that
we would not accept, even in the non-binding portion, a reporting requirement.
But there are other such issues which need to be addressed by the
Government and need to be addressed today.

Sir, much has been said as to whether this is a deal about non-
proliferation or energy. Of course, the fact is that it is about both. It is an
unfortunate fact that in 1967 an arbitrary line was drawn in the sand which
debarred India from becoming an officially recognised nuclear State because
we had not tested by then. But the harsh fact today is that it is impossible for
the world to accept another official nuclear weapon State. There is no
question of blaming America for this. There are more than 100 other countries
which will oppose us in getting this status. It is time for us to recognise the
realities and to get the most that we can get in our national interest as per
today's realities.

Sir, an argument has been made that this deal is almost as good as
being recognised as an official nuclear weapon State. It is possible to make
that argument, but to do that one has to read between the lines and one also
has to have clarity on certain issues. One has to read between the lines as to
what are the mandatory requirements of us in any future agreement and what
are only declarations of intent which are not binding. | am prepared, on my
part, to read between the lines. But the onus is on the Government to bring
forward clarity on some of these issues which could become deal-breakers for
our country. | am assauged by most of the international viewpoints that | have
come across. In America, the vast majority of the opinion is that India has
hoodwinked that country. As has already been pointed out by certain other
Members, countries like Pakistan and China have virtually made no secret of
their frenetic lobbying to stop this deal. | am assuaged by these things
because there must be something good in it for us for those countries to
oppose us.
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As far as energy is concerned, it is a fact that only less than three per
cent of our energy comes from nuclear. But that should not be the limiting
factor for our forward vision. The fact is that countries like France have about
eighty per cent of their energy coming from nuclear power generation and,
though we should not and can't aspire for those levels, we should and can
aspire for a much larger chunk of our energy coming from nuclear.

Sir, much has been said about our scientists' contribution. | am one who
firmly believes that our scientists have contributed immensely to reach the
position that we have reached today. But the fact remains that our uranium
position does not allow us to base our uranium-based energy production as
the linchpin of our policy. The fact remains that the most optimistic published
figures of our uranium reserves, say, about 10,000 megawatts, can be
supported for about 30 years. That is simply not enough in the larger picture.
Some critics of this deal say that we must make more efforts on exploring
uranium. Of course, we must. But, once again, that can't be the linchpin of our
reliance on nuclear energy.

Sir, issues have been made about costs. Of course, this is costly. But
our requirement of energy is so vast that we can't switch off any avenues of
energy, neither hydel, nor wind, nor coal and certainly not nuclear. If the scale
of our energy requirements is implemented properly, then economies of scale
can come through where nuclear energy costs can drop in future. But the
important issue is: Is our thorium technology enough? Are our thorium
reserves enough? Are there any fetters being put on our thorium technology
because that is going to be a critical turning point?

Sir, | will quickly mention only two or three key issues and then | will
raise those caveats that | want the Government to answer. The first one is the
scientists' viewpoints. Much has been said about it. | have done my share of
reading. In this article, which has been subscribed to by all the major
scientists in this arena—Dr. Sethna, Dr. Srinivasan, Dr. lyengar and Dr.
Gopalakrishnan—I find that none of them actually fundamentally objected to
the 18th July framework. Therefore, neither do |. But there are concerns and
those concerns must be addressed. Let me read from this article and | quote:

"We find that the Indo-US deal in the form approved by the US
House of Representatives infringes on our independence for carrying
out indigenous research and development.”

346



[17 August, 2006] RAJYA SABHA

This must be addressed. | am somewhat assuaged by Dr.
Kasturirangan's statement today that he does not buy this and he believes
that we will still have enough freedom for our nuclear R&D. But this issue
needs to be addressed in detail, and the Prime Minister must do that. Sir,
when it comes to stopping proliferation, again much has been said about Iran.
So, | will not even touch upon that. But | wish to make a point that we
ourselves have, in our national interest, a very strong stake in non-
proliferation. It has nothing to do with going along with America; it has nothing
to do with Iran really. But it has to do with asking ourselves: Are we not
interested in stopping nuclear proliferation of the kind which Mr. A.Q. Khan
was doing from Pakistan, with support from North Korea, with support from
China? The fact that, in recent times, the media has reported that Pakistan
and China want to enter into a similar agreement simply makes it clear that
they want to bring what used to be an underhand above the din. We have
ourselves noticed ships that have been carrying illicit cargo of nuclear
materials. So we should have no hesitation, as a country, in our national
interest, to happily go along with movements like the Proliferation Security
Initiative (PSI) which will stop proliferation not only in our neighbourhood but
also around the world.

Sir, another issue is sequencing. Much has been made of sequencing.
But again, | will read from the newspapers what all these important scientists
have talked about, and their statement is "The sequence of actions to
implement the co-operation could be left for discussion between the two
Governments." If the scientists have no concern about the change in
sequencing, | would say that it is not worth splitting hairs over the sequencing
issue. But much has also been made about another issue that we are going to
be equal partners with America. Let us not be under any illusion. Shri Arun
Shourie has pointed out in great detail that we are not going to be equal
partners with America. But | do not want to hang my support to the July 18
Framework on whether we are considered equal to America or not. | want to
hand my support for the July 18 Framework on whether it is in India's national
interests or not.

Again, on separation, Dr. Kasturirangan pointed out that is a natural
progression was going to happen. It is not a bad thing for us to have a
separation. We are today not a fledgling democracy; we are today not a
fledgling economy. We, certainly, in our own interests, should have
separation for two reasons. It will free up the civilian part of our nuclear
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sector for development by both the public and the private sector while putting
a much sharper grip of security on the defence sector. There are articles
today that certain terrorist supporters have infiltrated even into the PMO. In
that kind of a scenario, | can only support any kind of extra securities placed
on our military operations.

In conclusion, | would just say that for the time being, | am willing to
accept at face value certain assertions made by the Government, but with a
caveat that they need to answer. | am willing to accept for the time being that
the House Bill in the U.S. is not definitive, that the final Agreement, that we
will have to sign, will be as per our requirements. | am happy, as | have
already pointed out, about Shri Anand Sharma's statement, and | was even
willing to buy Dr. Kasturirangan's statement that it does not matter to us what
their internal requirement is as long as we are not bound by that. Sir, the
Government has asserted that there will be no fissile material gap. | am willing
to accept that, for the time being. But again, | will come to the caveat. | am
willing to accept for the time being that the test ban will continue to be
unilateral, that it will not be mandated in the Agreement.

Sir, finally, to conclude, my caveats must be answered for me to
continue this support. We must have an answer as to what could trigger an
U.S. cancellation of any deal and what could be the implications for India. Sir,
| am not asking the hon. Prime Minister to speculate. | am asking for a
considered analysis because, for sure, if we have a need in future to have
another test, then, it will lead to the cancellation of that deal. We need to know
what other situations could lead to that situation and what implications are
there for India. For example, as for the future fuel supply, is it in perpetuity or
not? Is our agreement to have the IAEA safeguards linked to fuel supply, or, is
it not? We need a clear stand taken, as was taken on the issue of reporting on
these two or three issues, and we need a clear answer as to whether there
will be any kind to restrictions on our development of thorium technology, or,
there will not be. When | have said that there are conflicting views on this,
while eminent scientists, eminent Members of Parliament, have said that there
will not be, other eminent scientists have said that there might be. So we need
a clear answer on this. Sir, because of paucity of time, | am not going to take
further time of the House. | will conclude and thank you.
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SHRI SYED AZEEZ PASHA (Andhra Pradesh): Mr. Deputy Chairman,
Sir, ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI B.J. PANDA: | have raised many of the issues that my neighbours
have raised ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI SYED AZEEZ PASHA: Sir, in regard to the Indo-US nuclear deal
several apprehensions have been raised in the House by several Members.
Sir, outside the House also, some eminent scientists like Shri H.N. Sethna
and others have raised certain apprehensions. But, we are just brushing it
aside by saying that they are free to have their own observations. | think, it is
not a proper response which we have to give. Mr. Sethana and others have
raised a point that the safeguards are understandable where external
assistance in developing nuclear technology is involved. But, here, we have
developed our own nuclear technology indigenously with our own help. So,
secondly, as my learned friend has already pointed out how the United States
House of Representatives has infringed on our independence for carrying out
research and,development. They have pointed out that no externa!
supervision is essential to hamper our research work. My learned friend has
already pointed it out, but, | am giving another quotation which Dr. A.
Gopalakrishnan in his website has pointed out. It states, "In connection with
the legislation passed on July 26th, some in the Indian media have gone
overboard in their enthusiasm to proclaim that a few 'killer amendments’,
which could otherwise have been 'deal-breakers' have been defeated in the
process. This spreads the false and comfortable feeling that the legislation, as
it stands today, is benign to India, and all the negative clauses which the
Indian critics of the deal have worried about have been eliminated. The truth is
far from it! It is only few of the additional amendments brought forth in the last
few days, to further tighten the noose around India's neck, which have been
defeated." This is the opinion expressed by the former Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission, Dr. A., Gopalakrishnan.

Sir, | want to put a straight question here. What are the compulsions to
enter into a deal with the United States? Is it economic compulsion or political
compulsion? If it is an economic compulsion, | am afraid, it is uneconomical,
and it is bad economics. Because for generating one unit of hydro electric
power, we have to spend only 21 paise, but here we are looking for such a
source of energy where we have to spend 20-times
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more to generate one unit of energy. So, w&hy should we spend on such a
huge capital-intensive thing which we cannot afford?

Sir, then, | feel that when we are having a good neighbour like ran who
is ready to provide gas at a very cheaper rate, unfortunately, we are
antagonizing our good neighbour. So, | feel that it is not economics but it is
more political because you want to be more closer to America, who, in the
past 59 years, have never come to the rescue of India, and the people of India
knows about their so-called friendship with India. So, it is nothing but a
negation of our independent foreign policy.

Lastly, before concluding my speech, | would like to request the Prime
Minister to please take into consideration all the apprehensions which were
expressed by the Left Parties and try to clarify them and take the whole
House and the nation into confidence. Thank you.
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DR. FAROOQ ABDULLAH: Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, | heard this
debate with great interest. We do not want to weaken the Prime Minister or the
Government of India. We have never had that feeling. | sit in the Opposition
but we all in the Opposition think of one thing, that is, nation. If nation does not
survive, none of us will survive, those in the Opposition or in the Govemment.
But let us not forget the past. Pt. Jawaharlal Nehru, the first Prime Minister of
this country, was a great friend of panchsheel. And | have also been one of
those students with the flag Hindi-Chini bhai bhai. Did we not have an
understanding with Chinese that we were their friends, yet they marched on
our borders, and they could have taken India over within very short time? We
were not ready. Our factories were making percolators rather than guns. We
thought that diplomacy would work. Did it work?

[MR. CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

Mr. Chairman, Sir, | remember when Blackwell, the famous
Ambassador came to my house before attacking Iraq with all his colleagues in
the embassy of importance. | begged of him with folded hands, | said, "Do not
attack Iraq. Whatever Saddam Hussain may be, there is a problem of those
people. Do not do it, for one the Muslims of the world would feel it is the fight
of the Christians against Islam and it is the old fight that has been going on.
Do not do it. You will upset the world order." Today where is Iraq? Instead of
one country, it is divided into Islam's three sections, Shiaism area, Sunnism
area, and then Khurdish area—one nation divided into three. | do not want
India to become a stooge of any country. | would rather die than become
subservient to anyone, but one thing is absolutely right that we are not wrong
here. What we say, 'please look into it'. We are not binding your hands. At no
stage are we interested in binding the hands of the Prime Minister. But, we
warn him that these are our difficulties, the way we understand, that this is
where we have pitfalls. Look into that. If the Resolution had come, as one
Member from there said that Resolution binds the Prime Minister's hands, it is
incorrect. The Resolution really strengthens the Prime Minister's hands that
tomorrow he can stand and say, "l stand for
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India and India stands behind me." We are not binding his hands. We are
strengthening his hands. If tomorrow Bush tells him, "my Congress and my
Senate is pushing me in this direction", he says, "Please forgive me." My
House also tells me that this is where we hold and that is why we want to do.
We want to strengthen his hands. | am not going to go into the nitty gritties of
what my friends here or my friends there said. But | would like to say; you
have yourself said you are not going to bend in front of anyone. No country
can defeat you. No man is born who can show India the door. But | also say,
when Mrs. Indira Gandhi's first Pokharan test took place, the very next
morning | was in Islamabad and the first question the journalist asked me, "Is
this to beat Pakistan"? | said, "No, India believes in friendship, but not
friendship of being cowed down. It has the nuclear weapon to show that, 'look,
this is deterrent. We are not weak. It is with strength that we speak and it is
with strength we want friendship.' | remember the words of our Prime Minister,
Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee, when at the borders of Pakistan in my State, he
said, "We can change friends, we cannot change neighbours and if we live
with them with peace we will both develop". And | say, "Congratulations to this
Government." That was the past and congratulations to you for having carried
friendship forward with all countries, with all nations and even America." | may
have hundred differences on certain issues but India has to be friend of
everyone for its own good. But we say, 'please look into the points that we
have raised.' | would have loved to listen to you, the ex-Foreign Minister, Mr.
Natwar Singh. Unfortunately, we did not have that chance. | think, in a
democracy we should have allowed him, really allowed him. | would have felt
proud that my India is so big that it has got a big heart and that it can listen to
a person who may even oppose. But that is my India, My India has the guts to
speak.

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: | did not oppose.

DR. FARROOQ ABDULLAH: Whether you opposed or not, | don't know
because you didn't speak. | would have loved to hear you but you will not be
cowed down. | hope that you will stand on your feet for you represent a big
party. You represent Congress, and to the dying day, you will die as a
Congressman. Those who think on this side that you will ever change, you will
die but you will not change. Therefore, | say to you, | would have loved to
listen to you. but to the Prime Minister | will say, 'don't take our comments as
something that are binding you, that are
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pushing you. But they are only to strengthen your hands for the future of this
nation.' But those of us who have lived a major part of their lives want to leave
this world with a hope that our nation will never be cowed down and that we
will not become poodles of any country and neither do we want those
countries to be our poodles. Thank you.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Sir, now, it has been for me, personally,
one of the most interesting and one of the most well informed debates
that we have had in a very long time. | have greatly benefited from it. |
wish to add no points to the discussion that has already taken place. | am
aware of the sense of the House. | do, however, with to add, Sir, in just a
few sentences, an appeal to the hon. Prime Minister. The substance of
the appeal from all sections of this House and all political parties, whether
it is the Left or the Samajwadi Party or the TDP, or the AIADMK, the BJP,
is let there be a 'Sense of the House'. You can call it by whatever term
you like. You can call it the sense of the House. You can call it the will of
the House. You can call it a statement from the Chair or whatever it be. If
there be a distillate of the House's views, it can only strengthen the
Government's position, | appeal, therefore, to the Government and to
the hon. Prime Minister, even at this stage, to consider this as an appeal
to the Treasury B and to the Government. Please accede to this
request. It can only strengthen the hands of whoever is to talk, to whomsoever
in the world, including the Prime Minister. Thank you.

DR. MANMOHAN SINGH: Mr. Chairman, Sir, as | stand before this
august House, | would like to share with you and the hon. Members the vision
that inspires us and that vision is bequeathed to us by no less a person than
Jawaharlal Nehru, when, on the eve of our Independence he said, "Our task
will not be complete so long as we cannot get rid of chronic mass poverty,
ignorance and disease which still afflict millions and millions of our country
men and country women." In the last sixty years, a great deal has been done
to soften the harsh edges of extreme poverty. But, who can deny that we have
to do a lot more to reach our cherished goal. Sir, Panditji said in 1947 that it
has been the dream of the greatest man of our age, referring to Mahatma
Gandhi, to wipe out every tear from every eye and he then said that may be a
tall order for us. but, that is the inspiration which has to inspire Governments in
a country as poor, as under-developed as we are.
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Sir, it is my solid conviction that mass poverty can be removed only if
we have a fast expanding economy. Even though, | recognise that a fast
expanding economy is by itself not a sufficient condition for getting rid of
poverty. We need institutional mechanisms to focus, particularly on the needs
of the under privileged sections of our society. If India has to grow at the rate
of 8 per cent to 10 per cent and, maybe, more, India needs rising amounts of
energy. A question has been asked, 'Have | calculated what type of energy
mix this country needs and have | worked out the costs of that? Mr.
Chairman, | had some experience of that. Soon after the Pokhran Tests in
1974,1 became the Member for finance of the Atomic Energy Commission
and, along with colleagues like Dr. Ramanna, Dr. Sethana, Dr. lyengar, we
worked out the role of nuclear energy in meeting the deficit of our energy
requirements. In this context, we must never forget that the primary motivation
for India's nuclear programme was the production of energy, defence came
much later. And, where are we? After sixty years, out total production of
nuclear power is no more than 3,000 MW. People say that we can use coal.
We have plenty of coal. Often low-grade coal with high ash content, if you use
increased quantities of coal you run into environmental hazards, like, the C02
and other gas emissions. As for hydrocarbons, you know there is a great
insecurity of supplies. We know that the price of hydrocarbons, oil and gas,
can go, in a very short period, to hundred dollars a barrel. Therefore, in this
environment, prudence demands that we must widen our energy options. | am
not saying that nuclear energy will provide the final answer. All | am saying is,
as | understand, all development is about widening human choices. And,
when it comes to energy security, widening our choices means that we should
be able to make effective use of nuclear power. If the need arises, if the
economic calculus demands that nuclear energy is the most cost-effective
means—it is my belief that the nuclear order that has prevailed in the world
for thirty odd years, which has imposed restrictions on nuclear trade with
India—if this nuclear order is not changed, India's development options,
particularly its quest for energy security will face, to put it mildly, a great
degree of uncertainty.

Mr. Arun Shourie asked me what calculations have | seen. | have seen
many calculations in the Department of Atomic Energy. In the eighties when
Shri K.C. Pant was the Chairman of the Energy Policy Committee, a detailed
study was done and it was shown that if you were talking of generating power
and reaching it to place 700 kms away from coal pithead,
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then nuclear energy is the right economic answer. Things can change. And, |
think, the Planning-Commission have done recent work, and they have also
come to the conclusion that having the nuclear option is something which will
give us greater degree of security on the energy front. That's the vision that
inspires our quest for changing the nuclear order. We have, of course,
security concerns. International security concerns, in our neighbourhood, is
something which worries us and, therefore, it is quite clear that while we are
committed to our civilizational heritage of working untiringly for universal
disarmament, we have to recognise that we are living in a world, where this is
not going to happen today, tomorrow, or day after tomorrow. In this uncertain
world, the unpredictable world that we live in, we have legitimate security
concerns. The nuclear weapon programme, its autonomy, its independence,
dependent solely on our own assessment, must therefore remain a cardinal
principle of our nuclear policy.

Sir, | do recognize, if you are trying to move away from the status quo,
you do run risks. Change is very disruptive. It upsets existing institutions;
existing ways of thinking, and status quo has the satisfaction of being rooted
in reality. If you are planning for a future and the future is inherently uncertain,
you run the risk that you may go wrong. But we live in a world, where the only
constant thing, is 'change' itself. And, this country, therefore, has to be
prepared to think big about its future and if that is the vision, that is the
mission, then, | sincerely believe the path that we have identified is the right
path. | am not saying that | know whether we will succeed or not. In fact, if |
had been allowed to initiate this debate, | would have outlined the risks that
we face and, maybe, at the end of it the whole House would have said that
this is the way things should be and this is what our approach should be. |
was not given that opportunity even though | offered, in both the Houses, that
I was willing to make a suo motu statement setting out our vision, goals, risks
and uncertainties. And, Sir, this is not the first time it has happened to me. My
thoughts go back to the year 1991. Shri Yashwant Sinha handed me a
bankrupt economy with foreign exchange reserves of no more than two
weeks. | had to improvise within one week a programme to rescue this
economy. Within one month | had to come with a Budget which required far-
reaching changes in the way we were taught to think about our economic
problems. On that occasion also, in 1992, when | rose to present my second
Budget, all Opposition, the Right and Left, rose and said that | should be
impeached
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because | had prepared this budget in consultation with Washington and that |
was an Amercian agent. | have lived with that sort of things. And, therefore, it
does not surprise me. Today all sorts of adjectives were used. | am strong or
weak, history will determine that. But, | do wish to share with this House that |
do recognise the risks that reform undertakings run into in all modern
societies. And | was reading Machiavelli recently in 'The Prince' and | should
like to quote that paragraph. And | quote:" It must be considered that there is
nothing more difficult to carry out, nor more doubtful of success, nor more
dangerous to handle, than to initiate a new order of things. For the,reformer
has enemies in all those who profit by the old order, and only lukewarm
defenders in all those who would profit from the new order this lukewarmness
arising partly from the fear of their adversaries, who have the laws in their
favour; and partly from the incredulity of mankind, who do not truly believe in
anything new until they have the experience of it. Thus it arises that on every
opportunity for attacking the reformer, his opponents do so with the zeal of
partisans, the others only defend him half-heartedly, so that between them he
runs a great danger." Therefore, | am aware of the risks that | do incur. Mr.
T.T. Krishnamachari once said that there are tigers on the prowl on the
streets of Delhi. | am aware of the risks but for India's sake, | am willing to
take those risks.

Mr. Chairman, you forgive me if | become a little sentimental on this
occasion. | was born in a very poor family on the other side of Punjab. | was
the first one in the family who went to High School My father left his class in
the eighth standard and became a freedom fighter by participating in Nabha
and Jaito morchas that were launched at that time. | may not have been in
politics, but | have in my blood the feelings of a freedom fighter's family. | may
be a late comer into politics, but | have the privilege of belonging to a Party
which fought for India's freedom, the Party which produced great leaders like
Mahatma Gandhi, Jawaharlal Negru, Indira Gandhi, Sardar Patej, Maulana
Abdul Kalam Azad, Khan Abdul Ghaffar Khan, Rajiv Gandhi, etc. That is the
heritage of which any Party must be proud. When | stand before this House, |
can say in all faithfulness that in these two years and three months that this
nation has entrusted me with the job of the Prime Minister—I did not seek it; it
came my way—it has been my effort to do my very best to serve the vital
interests of this nation. This commitment | made in 1991 when in my first
Budget Speech | said," No power on earth can stop an idea whose time has
come".! had
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then said, "The emergence of India, as a major pole of the global economy is
one such idea whose time has come." And, | said: "l will dedicate myself to
that task." | was criticised by the Right, by the Left, names were used,
epithets, 15 years down the lane who will today say that what | did then was
wrong. This Nation stands tall, proud, fast-growing and if India had not
launched, if we had not launched the programmes of reforms, | shudder to
think, how India would have faced the Asian crisis of the mid 90's. So, Sir |
speak with some experience, even though, | may be a novice in politics. | do
not have the skills of Jaswant Singhji, Yashwant Sinha, or, Arun Shourieji, but
| do wish to say to our countrymen that the service of India, as Jawahar Lal
Nehru used to say, means service of the teeming millions who suffer day and
night and that is the vision, that is the mission which inspires me and will
guide me for whatever is left of my life. No power on earth can take away that
privilege from me. | will discharge my duties to this country, to the last ounce
of my blood.

Sir, | now come to the subject matter of discussion today. At the outset,
| would like to convey my gratitude to all the hon. Members who have
participated in this debate. | am grateful for the opportunity to clarify some of
the issues arising from the discussion. | am being truthful, I. will do so in a
non-partisan spirit and | have every reason to believe that when | have
finished | will carry the entire House with me. Our Government has never
shied away from a full discussion in Parliament on this very important issue.
On three previous occasions, on July 29,2005, February 27, 2006 and March
7, 2006, | had made detailed statements and discussed this important subject
in this august House. Once again, several issues have been raised during the
current discussions, and | wish to take this opportunity to respond to them. |
also intend to cover developments since my suo motu statement of March 7
this year to bring the story upto date.

Two types of comments have been made during the discussion in this
House. The first set of issues pertains to the basic orientation of our foreign
policy. Some hon. Members have alleged that by engaging in discussions
with, and allegedly acquiescing in the demands made by the United States,
we have compromised the independent nature of our foreign policy.

The second set of issues pertains to deviations from the July 18 Joint
Statement and the March 2 Separation Plan. Many of the points
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raised by the hon. Members have also been aired outside Parliament, notably
also by some senior members of the scientific establishment. Overall, a listing
of the important concerns includes the following : that the India-US nuclear
initiative and, more particularly, the content of the proposed legislation in the
US Congress, could undermine the autonomy of our decision-making; limit
the options or compromise the integrity of our strategic programme; and
adversely affect the future or our scientific research and development. To sum
up, the critics would suggest that India's strategic nuclear autonomy is being
compromised, and India is allowing itself to be pressurised into accepting new
and unacceptable conditions that are deviations from the commitments made
by me to Parliament in July, 2005, and in February and March this year.

Sir, | recognise that many of these concerns are borne out of genuine
conviction. | have always believed that in public life, it never pays to questions
the motives of those who differ with you, and. therefore, | respect those who
differ with me, from what | have done or what | have to say. i recognise,
therefore, that many of these concerns are borne out of genuine conviction
that nothing should be done that would undermine longstanding policies that
have a bearing on India's vital national security interests Let me say, at the
very beginning, | fully share and subscribe to these sentiments.

I would like to assure the hon. members that negotiations with the
United States regarding the civilian nuclear deal have not led to any change
In the basic orientations of our policies, or affected our independent
judgement of issues of national interests.

Mr. Chairman, Sir, last year when | was in the United States, at the
National Press Club, in the full glare of the media of the United States, | was
asked this question, 'Mr. Prime Minister, what do you think of United States'
intervention in lrag?'And, | said, in full public glare, 'that was a mistake.' | said
the same thing to President Bush. President Bush came here We had a very
long discussion about the shape of things to come and questions cropped up
about regime change, and | did make quite clear to President Bush that
regime change is something which does not find favour with our way of things
I can assure you, Sir, that when it comes to India's essentia! national interest,
the only guide for me and for my Government would be what is in our
enlightened national interest. No power on earth can influence that sense of
independence of our judgement in this regard.
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Sir, the trust of our foreign policy remains the promotion of our national
interest. We are unswerving in our commitment to an independent foreign
policy. We do recognize the complexities present in an increasingly inter-
dependent and multi-polar world. | don't apologise for my conviction that
having good relations with the United States is in our national interest. | do
recognize that the United States is a pre-eminent power; good relations with
the United States are in our national interest. But that is not, and should not, in
any way, cloud our judgement in international affairs. There are many areas of
agreement with the United States, but, at the same time, there are a number
of areas in which we have differences; we differed with them on what has
happened in Irag and we have not shied away from making these concerns
known to the United States, as also expressing them in public.

Currently, we are engaged not only with the United States, but also
other global powers like Russia, China, the EU, the UK, France and Japan.
We are also focussing on ASEAN as well as countries in West Asia, Africa
and Latin America. More importantly, we are devoting proportionately larger
time and effort in bridging relations with countries in our immediate
neighbourhood like Nepal, Bhutan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, Myanmar and
Pakistan. Our relations with all these countries are determined by the dictates
of our national interest and we have not allowed any other country, including
the United States, to influence our policy; and this will not change as long as |
happen to be the Prime Minister.

Sir, | would hence, reiterate, in view of the apprehensions that have
been expressed in this House, that the proposed US legislation on nuclear
cooperation with India will not be allowed to become an instrument to
compromise India's sovereignty. Our foreign policy is determined solely by our
national interest. No legislation enacted in a foreign country, howsoever
powerful that country may be, can take away from us that sovereign right.
Thus, there is no question of India being bound by a law passed by a foreign
legislature. Our sole guiding principle in regard to out foreign policy, whether it
is on Iran, or any other country, will be dictated entirely by considerations of
our national interest.

Sir, let me now turn to some of the concerns that have been expressed
on the second set of issues regarding possible deviations from assurances
given by me in this august House on the July 18,2005 Joint Statement and the
March 2,2006 Separation Plan. | would like to
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state categorically that there have neither been, nor will there be, any
compromise on this score and the Government will not allow such
compromises to occur in the future as well.

Sir, hon. Members would recall that during President Bush's visit to
India in March this year, agreement was reached between India and the
United States on a Separation Plan in implementation of the Indo-US Joint
Statement of July 18,2005. This Separation Plan had identified the nuclear
facilities that India was willing to offer in a phased manner for IAEA
safeguards contingent on reciprocal actions taken by the US. For its part the
United States Administration was required to approach the US Congress for
amending its laws and the Nuclear Suppliers' Group for adapting its guidelines
to enable full Civilian Nuclear Cooperation between Indian and the
international community. The US Administration had thereafter approached
the US Congress to amend certain provisions of the United States Atomic
Energy Act, 1954 which currently prohibit Civil Nuclear Cooperation with India.
The US House of Representatives International Relations Committee passed
the Bill on the subject on 27" June, 2006. The House of Representatives
passed the Bill as approved by the international Relations Committee on July
27. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee passed its version of the Bill on
June 29,2006. The US Senate is now expected to vote on this version of the
Bill sometime in September. We have concerns over both the House and
Senate versions of the Bills. Since the two Bills are somewhat different in
content, according to US practice they will need to be reconciled to produce a
single piece of legislation. After adoption by both the House and the Senate,
this would become law when the US President accords his approval. The final
shape of the legislation would, therefore, be apparent only when the House
and the Senate complete the second stage of assent or adoption. Sir,
meanwhile the US Government had approached the Nuclear Suppliers' Group
to adapt its guidelines to enable full Civil Nuclear Cooperation between India
and the international community. In March this year, the Nuclear Suppliers'
Group at its preliminary meeting in Brazil held a preliminary discussion on this
issue. The matter will be further discussed by the Nuclear Suppliers' Group
later this year. On our part, we have separately raised this issue with several
countries and urged them to lift the existing restrictions on nuclear supplies to
India. | myself have raised this issue with the Heads of State or Government
of Russia, France, UK, Japan, Germany, Brazil, Norway, Iceland and Cyprus
among others. Sir,
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in view of the concerns voiced by the hon,Members, | shall try to discuss each
of these concerns in some detail. | shall, however, begin by affirming that our
approach is guided by the understandings contained in the July, 2005 Joint
Statement and the March, 2006 Separation Plan. What we can agree with the
United States to enable nuclear cooperation must be strictly within these
parameters. Sir, the key provisions to which references have been made in
this august House and outside are the following:

First, there is this question of full Civil Nuclear Cooperation. Hon.
Members have asked what is my understanding of that. | would like to share
what our approach is and what our understanding is of/the meaning of full
Civil Nuclear Cooperation. The central imperative in our discussion with the
United States on Civil Nuclear Cooperation is to ensure the complete and
irreversible removal of existing restrictions imposed on India through
iniquitous restrictive trading regimes for the past three decades. We seek the
removal of restrictions on all aspects of cooperation and technology transfers
pertaining to civil nuclear energy that is ranging from nuclear fuel, nuclear
reactors to reprocessing spent fuel, that is, all aspects of a complete nuclear
fuel cycle. It is our belief that this will be the surest guarantee of India's
acceptance as a full and equal partner of the international nuclear community
even while preserving the integrity of our three-stage unclear programme and
protecting the autonomy of our scientific research and development The
House has my assurance, nothing, in our thinking, will allow us to compromise
on the autonomy of decision-making in matters relating to research and
development. We will not agree to any dilution that would prevent us from
securing the benefits of full civil nuclear co-operation as | have amplified a
moment ago.

The second question that was raised was about this concern with
reciprocity, whether reciprocity is not being compromised under pressure from
the United States. Let me candidly state what our position is. | had earlier
assured the House that reciprocity is the key to the implementation of our
understanding contained in the July, 2005 Statement. | stand by that
commitment. When we put forward the Separation Plan, we again made it
clear to the United States that India could not be expected to take on
obligations such as placing its nuclear facilities under safeguards in
anticipation of future lifting of restrictions. India and the United States have
held one round of discussions on a proposed bilateral co-operation
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agreement. India and the International Atomic Energy Agency have held
preliminary technical discussion regarding an India-specific safeguards
agreement. Further discussions are required on both these documents. While
these parallel efforts are underway, our position is that we will accept only
International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards on the nuclear facilities in a
phased manner and as identified for that purpose in the Separation Plan, but
only when all nuclear restrictions on India have been lifted. So, there has not
been any dilution of our pledge to this House as far as | am concerned. On
July 29 last year, | had stated that before voluntarily placing our civil nuclear
facilities under IAEA safeguards, we would ensure that all restrictions on India
have been lifted. There has been no shift in our position on this point.

The third issue of certification, the annual certification, has been raised.
Let met clarify the position on where we stand. The draft Senate Bill requires
the US President to make an annual report to the Congress that includes
certification that India is in full compliance of its non-proliferation and other
commitments. We have made it clear to the United States our opposition to
these provisions, even if they are projected as non-binding on India, as being
contrary to the letter and spirit of the July Statement. We have told the United
States Administration that the effect of such certification will be to diminish a
permanent waiver authority Into an annual one. We have also indicated that
this would introduce an element of uncertainty regarding future co-operation
and is, therefore, not acceptable to us.

Sir, another issue has been India's acceptance as a nuclear weapon
State or the phrase that is used in the July Statement as a State possessing
advanced nuclear technology. Let me clarify where we stand Hon. Members
may recall that the July Statement had acknowledged that India should be
regarded as a State with advanced nuclear technology enjoying the rights
and the benefits as other States with advanced nuclear technology such as
the United States. The July statement did not refer to India as a nuclear
weapon State because that has a particular connotation in the NPT. Since the
NPT could not be amended, we could not claim that we will get the formal
status of the Nuclear Weapon State But the July statement explicitly
recognizes the existence of India's military nuclear facilities. It also meant that
India would not attract full scope safeguards such as those applied to non-
nuclear weapon States that are signatories
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to the NPT, and, there would be no curbs on continuation of India's nuclear
weapon related activities.

In these important respects, India would be very much on par with five
nuclear weapon States who are signatories to the NPT. Similarly, the
Separation Plan provided for an India-specific safeguards agreement with the
International Atomic Energy Agency with assurances of uninterrupted supply
of fuel to reactors together with India's right to take corrective measures in the
event that fuel supplies are interrupted. We have made clear to the United
States that India's strategic programme is totally outside the purview of the
July statement and we oppose any legislative provision that mandates
scrutiny of either our nuclear weapons programme or our unsafeguarded
nuclear facilities.

Sir, questions have been raised about the safeguards agreement and
the fuel assurances. What do they mean? Let me set out what my
understanding is. In this respect also, Sir, it is worth emphasizing that the
March, 2006 Separation Plan provides for an India-specific safeguards
agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency, with assurances of
uninterrupted supply of fuel to reactors that would be placed under IAEA
safeguards together with India's right to take corrective measures in the event
fuel supplies are interrupted. We, of course, have the sovereign right to take
all appropriate measures to fully safeguard our interest in unforeseen
contingencies. An important assurance is the commitment of support for
India's right to build up strategic reserves of nuclear fuel over the lifetime of
India's reactors. We have initiated technical discussions at the expert level
with the International Atomic Energy Agency on an India-specific safeguard
agreement. Both the Bilateral Nuclear Cooperation Agreement with the United
States and the India-specific Safeguards Agreement with the IAEA would be
only within the parameters of the July statement and the March Separation
Plan. There is no question of India signing either a safeguards agreement with
the International Atomic Energy Agency or an Additional Protocol of a type,
which is concluded by non-nuclear weapons States, who have signed the
NPT. We will not accept any verification measures regarding our safeguarded
nuclear facilities beyond those contained in an India-specific safeguards
agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency. Therefore, there is
no question of allowing American inspectors to roam around our nuclear
installations.
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Sir, concern has been expressed about the integrity and reliability of our
strategic programme, the autonomy of decision making and future scientific
research and development prospects. Sir, in my statement of March 7, 2006, |
had assured the Parliament that the Separation Plan would not adversely
affect our strategic programme in anyway. | reiterate that commitment today.
The Separation Plan has been so designed as to ensure adequacy of fissile
material and other inputs for our strategic programme based on our own
current and assessed future needs. The integrity of the three-stages nuclear
programme will not be affected. The autonomy of our research and
development activity, the development of the fast breeder and thorium
technology in the nuclear field will remain unaffected. We will not accept
interference by other countries vis-a-vis the development of our strategic
programme. We will not allow external scrutiny of our strategic programme in
any manner, much less, allow it to be a condition for future nuclear
cooperation between India and the international community.

Sir, | should say a few words about this whole issue of the moratorium
on production of fissile material. Some hon. Members have raised this issue
and | should like to state what our position is. Our position on this matter is
also unambiguous. We are not willing to accept a moratorium on the
production of fissile material. We are only committed to negotiate a Fissile
Material Cut-off Treaty in the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, a
Commitment which was undertaken by the previous Government. India is
willing to join only a non-discriminatory multilaterally negotiated and
internationally verifiable FMCT as and when it is concluded in the Conference
on Disarmament, again provided our security interests are fully addressed.

Sir, some hon. Members have raised issues about the universal nuclear
disarmament in the Rajiv Gandhi Action Plan. Let me say where we stand.
Our commitments towards non-discriminatory global nuclear disarmament
remains unwavering, in line with the Rajiv Gandhi Action Plan. There is no
dilution on this count. We do not accept proposals put forward from time to
time for regional non-proliferation or regional disarmament. Pending global
nuclear disarmament, there is no question of India joining the NPT as a non-
nuclear weapon state or accepting full scope safeguards as a requirement for
nuclear supplies to India, now or in the future.
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contained in the July 2005 Joint Statement and the March 2006 Separation
Plan. A White House Statement of Administration Policy of July 26th 2006
recognises some, though not all, of India's concerns, and conveyed that the
administration has voiced them with the Congress. Mr. Chairman, Sir, | can
assure you that there is no ambiguity in our position insofar as it has been
conveyed to the US. The US is aware of our position that the only way
forward is strict adherence to the July Statement and the March Separation
Plan. | am hopeful that the bilateral India-US Civil Nuclear Cooperation
Agreement, when concluded, will take into account the issues raised here.
However, | must be very honest and frank, | cannot predict with certainly the
final form of the US legislation or the outcome of the process with the Nuclear
Suppliers' Group, which consists of 45 countries with divergent interests. | am
hopeful that this will lead in a direction wherein our interests are fully
protected and that there is a complete lifting of restrictions of India that have
existed for three decades. Such an outcome, if it materialises, will contribute
to our long-term energy security by enabling a rapid increase in nuclear
power. It would lead to the dismantling of the technology denial regimes that
have hampered our development, particularly in hi-tech sectors. | will have
wide consultations including with the members of the Atomic Energy
Commission, the nuclear and scientific communities, and others to develop a
broad-based national consensus on this important matter. Sir, | would like to
inform the House that | have called the members of the Atomic Energy
Commission to meet me on the 26th of this month. | have also invited the
distinguished group of scientists who have issued a statement the same
evening to come and have a discussion with me, so that we can exchange
views, and it will be my effort to evolve a broad-based national consensus on
this issue.

Sir,! would only like to state that in keeping with our commitments to
Parliament and the nation, we will not accept any conditions that go beyond
the parameters of the July 18, 2005 Joint Statement and the March, 2006
Separation Plan, agreed to between India and the United States. If in their
final form, the US legislation or the adapted NSG guidelines impose
extraneous conditions on India, you have my assurance, the Government will
drawn the necessary conclusions,
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consistent with the commitments | have made to Parliament. Sir, our friends
of the Left have valid concerns and | thought | owe it to them that | should
reflect and state where | stand with regard to all those concerns. Therefore,
the various points which have been raised today or elsewhere in the press, |
have tried my very best to give as honest an answer as | can.

The first issue raised by Shri Prakash Karat and others is, whether the
deal will give 'full' civilian nuclear technology and lift all existing sanctions on
dual use technology imposed on India for not signing the NPT. What is my
response? The response is, the objective of full civil nuclear cooperation is
enshrined in the July Statement. This objective can be realised when current
restrictions on nuclear trade with India are fully lifted. In accordance with the
July Statement, the US has initiated steps to amend its legislation and to
approach the Nuclear Supplier Group to adapt its guidelines. We seek
removal of restriction on all aspects of cooperation and technology transfers
pertaining to civil nuclear energy-ranging from supply of nuclear fuel, nuclear
reactors, reprocessing spent fuel, that is, all aspects of complete nuclear fuel
supply. Only such cooperation would be in keeping with the July Joint
Statement:

The second issue that is being raised, is, we, cannot accept restrictions
on Indian-Foreign Policy to be imposed such as on Iran, irrespective of
whether it is in the policy section or in the sense of the House section of the
legislation. To this, my response is, our government is clear that our
commitments are only those that are contained in the July Joint Statement
and in the Separation Plan We cannot accept introduction of extraneous
issues in Foreign Policy. Any prescriptive suggestions in. this regard are not
acceptable to us. Our Foreign Policy is and will be solely determined by our
national interests. No legislation enacted in a foreign country can take away
from us this sovereign right.

The third issue raised by our colleagues in the Left is, the signing of the
IAIEA safegaurds In perpetuity for the civilian programme to take place after
the US Congress had approved the 123 Nuclear Cooperation, Agreements All
restrictions on India to be lifted before we sign the
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International Atomic Energy Commission safeguards. My response is, | had
conveyed to Parliament on July 29, 2005 on my return from Washington that
before placing any of our nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards, we will
ensure that all restrictions on India have been lifted. Under the Separation
Plan agreed to with the United States, India has offered to place under IAEA
safeguards fourteen of its reactors presently operating or under construction
between 2006 and 2014. The nuclear facilities listed in the Separation Plan
will be offered for safeguards only after all nuclear restrictions have been lifted
on India. This will include suitable amendments to the US legislation to allow
for such cooperation, the passing of the bilateral agreement with India and the
adaptation of the NSG guidelines. It is, therefore, clear that India cannot be
expected to take safeguard obligations on its nuclear facilities in anticipation of
future lifting of restrictions.

The fourth issue which is raised is regarding the guarantees on fuel as
agreed in the March, 2006 Statement. In case the US reneges on supply of
fuel, will they ensure continuity through other members of the Nuclear
Suppliers Group? Our response is Separation Plan includes elaborate fuel
supply assurances given by the United States. Understandings in this
Separation Plan also provide for contingency of disruption of fuel supplies to
India. In such a case, the United States and India would jointly convene a
group of friendly supplier countries (Russia, France and the United Kingdom)
aimed at restoring fuel supplies to India. 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. In the event of disruption of fuel supplies,
despite these assurances, India will have a right to take coorective action to
ensure the operation of its nuclear reactors.

The fifth issue is, India will work for an FMCT and for nuclear
disarmament with all nuclear weapon States, in line with the Rajiv Gandhi
Plan or Delhi Declaration in tandem. Is it true or not? What is our response?

Our response is, our support for global nuclear disarmament remains
unwavering. Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi had put forward an Action Plan in
the 1988 U.N. General Assembly Special Session on Disarmament. We
remain committed to the central goal of that Action
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Plan, i.e., complete elimination of nuclear weapons leading to global nuclear
disarmament in a time-bound framework. India has agreed to negotiations in
the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva for a multilateral Fissile Material
Cut-off Treaty. There has been no change in our position on this matter.

The sixth issue is, in the original deal, there is no provision for US
inspectors, only provisions for IAEA inspectors. The draft US Bill contains
such provisions for inspectors. What is our response?

My response is, in the Separation Plan, we have agreed to offer for
IAEA safeguard nuclear facilities specified in the Separation Plan for that
purpose. The nature of safeguards will be determined by an India specific
safeguards agreement with the international Atomic Energy Agency. This will
be applied to the safeguarded nuclear facilities in India. Therefore, there is no
question of accepting other verification measures or third country inspectors
to visit our nuclear facilities, outside the framework of the India-specific
safeguards agreement.

The seventh issue is concerning an India-specific protocol, and not the
additional Protocol as per IAEA Standard Modified Protocol.

Our response is, in the Separation Plan, we have agreed to conclude an
India-specific safeguards agreement with the International Atomic Energy
Agency. The question of an Additional Protocol will arise only after the India-
specific safeguards 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:

The eighth point is, with reference to Iran in the House Bill, what is our
response?

My response is, we reject the linkage of any extraneous issues to the
nuclear understanding. India's foreign policy will be decided on the basis of
India national interests only.

The ninth issue is, the reference to Proliferation Security Initiative in the
House and Senate Bill. What is our response? Our response is, the
Proliferation Security Initiative is an extraneous issue as it is outside the
framework 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 PSI. We have certain concerns regarding
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its legal implications and its linkages with the NPT. We also have concerns
with amendments to the suppression of Unlawful Activities at Sea Treaty
under the International Maritime Organisation. The tenth issue is that the
Jackson-vanik Amendment linking the granting of MFN status to USSR to
Jewish emigration is an example relevant to the current debate. What is our
stand?

Sir, our response is that we have studied the proposed US legislation
very carefully, including the so-called binding and non-binding provisions. The
non-binding provisions do not require mandatory action, but at the same time,
have a certain weight in the implementation of the legislation as a whole. We
have conveyed our concerns to the US Administration in this respect.
Jackson-Vanik Amendment was binding on the Administration and cannot be
cited as a precedent for non-binding references in the current bills. A more
accurate example than the Jackson-Vanik Amendment is the set of provisions
accompanying the renewal of MFN status to China, that included reference to
China's human rights, China's political and religious prisoners, protection of
Tibetan heritage and freedom of political expression.

The final point is, Sir, the role of Parliament in approving foreign policy.
My humble response is that India follows the Parliamentary model, as
specified in our Constitution, wherein treaty-making powers rest with the
Executive. However, we have kept Parliament fully in the picture regarding
various stages of our negotiations with the United States. Broad-based
domestic consensus cutting across all sections in Parliament and outside will
be necessary. We have a long journey ahead of us. There will be many
opportunities for me to keep this House and the other House informed as the
situation evolves. We will work towards, therefore, that objective by addressing
various concerns as fully as possible. These were the concerns expressed by
our left colleagues.

Sir, | think, a reference has been made in this debate to the statements
of some distinguished scientists. | have had the privilege of working with some
of them as a Member of the Atomic Energy Commission. Dr. Sethna is a very
dear old friend of mine and, therefore, | take very seriously what the members
of our scientific community says.

Broadly, as | see, there are four concerns that they have raised. They
have welcomed the July 18th statement as a historic document. So, as far as
that is concerned, | think they don't endorse the BJP line of
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thinking which rejects the July 18th statement as the basis for cooperation with
the United States.

Sir, the first issue raised by the nuclear scientists group—I should read
out—is, "India should continue to be able to hold on to her nuclear option as a
strategic requirement in the real world that we live in, and in the ever-changing
complexity of the international political system. This means that we can't
acede to any restraint in perpetuity on our freedom of action. We have not
done this for the last 40 years after the Non-Proliferation Treaty came into
being, and there is no reasons why we should succumb to this now. Universal
nuclear disarmament must be our ultimate aim, and until we see the light the
end of the tunnel on this important issue, we can't accept any agreement in
perpetuity."

Sir, my response is that we are very firm in our determination that
agreement with the united States on Civil Nuclear Energy in no way affects
the requirements of our strategic programme. We are fully concious of the
changing 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 nondiscriminatory nuclear
disarmament. Our freedom of action with regard to our strategic programmes
remains unrestricted.

The nuclear agreement will not be allowed to be used as a backdoor
method of introducing NPT type restrictions on India. Our offer to put nuclear
facilities under safeguards in perpetuity is conditional upon these facilities
securing fuel from international sources for their life time. If the fule supply
assurances as enumerated in Separation Plan are disrupted, then India will
have the right to take corrective meausres to ensure the continued operation
of these reacors. The second issue that the distinguished scientists have
raised, and | read out: "After 1974, when the major powers discontinued
cooperation with us, we have built up our capability in many sensitive
technological areas, which need not and should not now be subjected to
external control. Safeguards are understandable where external assistance for
nuclear materials or technologies are involved. We have agreed to this before,
and we can continue to agree to this in the future too, but strictly restricted to
those facilities and materials imported from external sources." My response is
this. Sensitive nuclear technology facilities have not been covered in the
Separation Plan. Therefore, there is no question of putting them under
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safeguards or under external control. Even with regard to nuclear facilities that
have been included in the Separation Plan, safeguards will be applied in-
phases between 2006 and 2014. These safeguarded facilities will be eligible
for and will receive fuel materials and technology from international sources. If
such supplies cease, then, India will be free to protect its interests through
corrective meausres. That will be spelt out clearly in the India specific
safeguards agreement.

The third issue which the scientists have raised, and | quote: "We find
that the Indo-U.S. deal, in the form approved by the U.S. House of
Representatives, infinges on our independence for carrying out indigenous
research and development in nuclear science and technology. Our R&D
should not be hampered by external supervision or control, or, by the need to
satisfy and international body. Research and technology development are the
sovereign rights of any nation. This is especially true when they concern
strategic national defence and energy self-sufficiency.” Our response is that
our independence for carrying out independent research and development in
nuclear science and technology will remain unaffected. There will be no
external supervision of our R&D since none of the sensitive R&D facilities,
which handle nuclear material, have been included in the Separation Plan.
Nothing in the Separation Plan infringes on our sovereign right to conduct
research and technology development concerning our national defence and
energy self-sufficiency. The Government is committed to preserve the integrity
of the three-stage nuclear power programme, including utilization of our vast
thorium resources. Certain nuclear facilities including Centres such as the
Tata Institute of Fundamental Research, Variable Energy Cyclotron Centre,
Saha Institute of Nuclear Physics, etc. have been designated as civilian In the
Separation Plan. As these facilities will not handle nuclear material, there is no
question of safeguards being applied to them. We expect these Centres to
participate as full partners in international collaboration projects.

The fourth issue raised by the scientists is this. "While the sequence of
actions to implement the cooperation could be left for discussion between the
two Governments, the basic principles on which such actions will rest is the
right of Parliament and the people to decide. The Prime Minister has already
taken up with President Bush the issue of the new clauses recommended by
the U.S. House of Representatives. If the U.S.
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Congress, in its wisdom, passes the Bill in its present form, the 'product’ will
become unacceptable to India, and diplomatically, it will be very difficult to
change it later. Hence, it is important for our Parliament to work out, and insist
on the ground rules for the nuclear deal at this stage itself." My answer to that
is this. | had taken up with President Bush our concerns regarding provisions
in the two Bills, it is clear that if the final product is in its current form, India will
have grave difficulties in accepting these Bills. The US has been left in no
doubt as to our position. The ground rules for our discussion are clear. These
are the parameters of the July Statement and the March Seperation Plan, and
commitments given by me to Parliament in the three suo motu Statements
and my reply to today's discusssion will be the guiding principles of our
position. The Parliament has been kept fully informed at every stage of the
discussion. In their final form, if the OS legislation or the NSG guidelines
impose extraneous conditions on India, the Government, as i stated earlier,
will draw the necessary conclusions consistent with my commitments to
Parliament.

Mr. Chairman, Sir, | have tried to be as exhaustive as | could. | have set
out the framework which will guide our negotiations with the US. | believe, |
have tried faithfully to reflect the concerns of all sections of the House. | invite
this House to unanimously endorse the stand that | have outlined.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Prime Minister.

SHR! SITARAM YECHURY: Sir, just a minute. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: Sir ...(Interruptions)...

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let Mr. Yashwant Sinha speak first... (interruptions).

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: Sir, the Prime Minister has once again given
assurances to this House, as he had done in the past. | will not repeat the
point that there is a complete divergence between what he has said here
today and what the American position is. But, that is up to him to tackle. Sir,
there are a number of points which have not been replied to by the Prime
Minister. | had, Sir, in my initial, first speech talked about the shift which has
already taken place from the July 18, 2005 Agreement, which has not been
replied to, Sir. | had asked the question whether the Americans actually
opposed the fuel supply to Tarapore That question has been ducked. | had
asked the question, why was... (Interruptions)...

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please be short.

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: Yes. Sir, | will be very short. Why was
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Cirus included in the Separation Plan? That has not been replied to. Sir, | had
said that the Fast Breeder Programme, according to the Separation Plan, is
going to be included, according to the statement signed, under the Safeguard
Agreement. | would like to have a categorical assurance from the Prime
Minister that our Fast Breeder Programme will not be included and
that...(Interruptions)...

it gty 3y Sifergl.. . (Saym). ..

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: | know who are the leaders.

st warafa : 89 SIRTY, B1E feawd 781 81 AfsT, If3l...(raum)...
SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: | know who are the 'leaders.

MR. CHAIRMAN: That word is expunged. ...(Interruptions)... That word*
is expunged: Please take your seats. ...(Interrupttons)...

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: They only know two things.
...(Interruptions)...

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please take your seats. ...(Interruptions).... This is
enough now. ..(Interruptions)...

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: Sir, we had said that every nuclear weapon
State has the right in the Safeguard Agreement with the IAEA to have
interchangeability between civilian and military facilities. This is a right which
is not being given to India. | would like the Prime Minister to assure the House
that this right will be given to India in the Safeguard Agreement that we will
negotiate. ...(Interruptions)...

Finally, Sir, an entirely unnecessary and irrelevent remark was made by
the Prime Minister when he said that he inherited a bankrupt economy from
me. | would like to say....(Interruptions)....

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please take your seat. ...(Interruptions)....

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA. ...it was Rajiv Gandhi who bankrupted this
economy, and not Yashwant Sinha. ...(Interruptions)....

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Sir, | would like to thank the Prime
Minister, through you, for a very exhaustive reply. | had raised only nine
queries in my intervention.

MR. CHAIRMAN: All have been replied to now.

*Expunged as ordered by the Chair.
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SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: No, no, Sir. | had asked nine, but the
Prime Minister chose to reply to 12 of them, | am very happy.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Then, you should be grateful to the Prime Minister.

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Sir, | am grateful for that. Sir, this being the
case, there are certain valid apprehensions that we have. The Prime Minister
has stated very clearly that if in the final version the US Bills are not in
consonance with the July agreement and the March Separation Plan, then,
India will draw its own conclusions. If that is right, Sir, | apprehend that at this
particular moment, as many of these issues that have been raised, on them |
have been assured by the Prime Minister. The first point | would like to
suggest is that at this present point of time let us all accept these assurances
as the sense of this House. ...(Interruptions).... And Let that be approved as
safeguards at the moment. ...(Interruptions). ...Okay, that is my proposal. The
second thing why | am saying, 'at the moment' is that as the Prime Minister
himself in the reply has stated that we do not really know what will come
finally and how it will come, so at a later stage whenever such issues come
up, we would only request the Prime Minister to give an assurance that he will
come back to us before any such type of thing heppens....(Interruptions)...

MR. CHAIRMAN: He has already given that. ...(Interruptions)....

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: There is no harm in my seeking
reassurance. ...(Interruptions). | understand your anxiety in saying that the
Prime Minister has already assured. You understand our anxiety in getting a
reassurance on that assurance. ...(Interruptions)....So, that | would request the
Prime Minister on these two points is to clarify, then, | think we can all accept
all these conditions as the sense of this House.

MESSAGES FROM LOK SABHA

Motion regarding Appointment of A Joint Committee to Examine the
Constitutional and Legal Position relating to Office of Profit

SECRETARY-GENERAL: Sir, | have to report to the House the
following message received from the Lok Sabha, signed by Secretary-
General, Lok Sabha:
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