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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, | 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 | move the following Motion:

"That in pursuance of Clause (e) of Sub-section (3) of Section 4 of the
RubberAct, 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,

SHCRT 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 cur concerns taking this as an issue today of supreme
national importance. Sir, India's nuclear programime, 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 fieid; 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. thiteen mpnths 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, 1698
tests, apart from the fact that we declared to the worid 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 nen-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,

218



RAJYA SABHA [17 August, 20086]

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 cpposed internationally all 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 facfo 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 wouid 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 additionai 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 petrcleum crude and gas! What about uranium which we propose
fo 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 programmie, 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 Pclicy,
put cut 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 expiained as a deliberated attempt to spread out a
welcome mat for foreign nuclear firms to sell their wares in India and to
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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 Governmient 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, 20056 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, non-
discrimination—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 {o 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 wiil 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 Feingoid 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 teld 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 clearty 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, finaily, 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 technotogy 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 tothe 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 haif 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 ourseives, if the Government wants o delude itself,
if the House wants to delude itself, if the whole nation wants to delude
itself, theh, therefore, the end product of the US Legislative process is
something that we shouid 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 iocation? 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 expiosive
devices; and (ii) 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

225



RAJYA SABHA [17 August, 2006)

goes beyond the CTBT. the deal is entirely one-sided. As | have aiready
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 symbois 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 humbty 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 Commiftee been briefed about this deal? Sir,
whatever information we have got, has been information coming to us
from the US. Very surprising! Our Government 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 Pariiament 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 accpet 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; (¢) 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 Cooperaton
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; |AEA 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 calil
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 Pariiament
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 (SHRIANAND 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—I 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 gentlieman's opinion.

st Igawaf: @ier S F g @ O o9 ot gfag 2

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

S AR aifor (IFrEr) : /Y, ... (HAUM)...
At sgavefy: oiftr S, 2fEn ) 98 9w 6 & s Aed e R E
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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{o 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,
I 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 Ministef, 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 yery 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.
1do 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 Iegisiation and that if any detonation takes
place or if India were to detonate, the nuclear cooperation would cease.
I will deal wtih 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 decfared 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, 1 will take you to September, 1998, the UN General Assemby 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
accpeted 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 Commitiee on Security. As | 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.

sft gerein Ry w1, aw Sie i, d S T L (SEEE).

ot Ivavmefy: =, T WNeR =) R anm € ().

st Jrg wl: W, AF-aAt g ) L (ae).

it s i (IR wdw) : o, e o it enfyg ) s o, spen wdfen w
sit Iyavrafa: T, 9% QR | T3 .. (AET)...

st qyrda e @R A sifew) ... (aaer)...

st wa.ww. swgafan (FRwT): fearadt we uree wa afied
L (TEEE)..

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 full civillan nuclear cooperation
between India and the United States of America. The ongoing legisiative
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 Government 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 worid 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 fauited it we had conveyed even remotely an
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1.00 p.m.

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—ijust 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, l am
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-| took place. That led to the
imposition of sanctions, denial of technology, denial of fuel and denial of
reactors. But, Pokharan-| 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. MURL! 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 nuciear
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
minimurn credibie deterrence has been maintained. ...(Interruptions)...
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SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: Credible minimum. ...(Interruptions)...
it I i afeae, wfeaa fafrm s €

B el T Nt FE AW E, WA AR R W R

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. ...(/nterruptions)...

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 negotiatéd 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 ail 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 wouid 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 Pian. | 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 arragnements 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-time. 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 I, whether the
Tarapur-TAPS-| and |l; and, also the Kudankulam-l and i, 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 seqencing, that we are already negotiating
with the IAEA 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 Co-
operation. 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 cycie 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 wouid
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, coancerns 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. (/nterruptions)

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. (/nterruptions)

SHRIANAND 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 inerests have been
compromised nation wide. Thank you Sir.

st s fhe: ITavfy TEieg, Sga-a9ga YA 30 FR ¥ fF o o
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BHA 9Tl o1 @ 9"
T E® WA
q 7Q F1E qroN Y g9

HEA-9ga YA |

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY (West Bengal): Mr. Deputy Chairman,
Sir, at the outset, | must welceme 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 Government is agreeing to say, why can'tit 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 i
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 uriderscored 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 Lebancn 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 concems,
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 7-3 #-% 1 They 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. | 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 occasions-
~in July, 2005, in August, 2005 and in March, 2006-the Frime 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 the goalposts-and why we perceive, | will
just come to its-are reiteratd as an expression of this House's opinion, |
think, this will only strengthen the Government 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, "AWh=t
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I 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-I 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 paralle! 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...(!nferruptions)... Thank you;
you have read it. | am very glad that Mr. Narayanasamy has read my
articles, Sirl 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
itis 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 shali 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, | think,
need {o be considered. One is the implicit concerns; the otner orie 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 strengtheningof 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 Héads of States, Heads of Governments, in St. Petersburg.
President Hu Jintao, President Putin and | took partin it. ...(Interruptions)....

SHRI SITARAM YECHURY: Anyway, | am glad that the Prime
Ministet 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, wa 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 unviersal 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
voiuntary moratorium on further nuclear testing is a right which shouid
leave for ourselves, not at the behest of anybody else. We were opposed
to Pokhran ll. We have said that we are still opposed to nuclear
stockpiling. We are opposed to nuclear weaponisation. But we wil 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 Ministe'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 nuciear 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 goining 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 by2015, we kave only 5
per cent 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 Nationa!
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. Mow cur 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
reacter for electricity generation. Why ? They themseves admit that it is
because ofits 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
saddied 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 unlees 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. Ifitis the latter, we should reject all these things if itis 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 Iindia 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 Resgclution. it will then go to the
Reconciliation Committee. They wili 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 itis a .
conditional waiver, with ali these conditions that come, is India prepared
to discuss a deal under that conditional waiver? ... (Interruptions)... No,
Not ...{Interruptions)... Thatis 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 expiained 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
factis, 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
thatis 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. | arm 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 iine 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 I 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 nuciear
weapons capability, etc., etc." Now, what we are being told is that this is a
non-kinding section of the resoiution. My worry is, if it is a non-binding section,
if itis not binding , why is it there at all? 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.m.

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 KALRA.J MISHRA) in the Chair]

Then, on July 29, the Prime Minister himself stated, and | quote,
"we committed ourselves to separating the civilian and strategic
programime. 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?

SHRIANAND 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. Lét
me first show respect to Litaram 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, stagtipgifrom 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 teli 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 |AEA 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.,. (Interruptions)

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

IR (S Fer M) : A< 1, Y 93 WEY ... (FAYA)... FE
S Tt ¥ foF g o €, 9T 3WW GEHA B S .. (H/YT).... I o, W W
& 9gg & A T

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 fuei 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 teéchnology, nobody in the world is working for the iast 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 wan} 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. 2

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 reciprocaily the USA is also guaranteeing fuel supply in
perpetuity. In case, the US defaults on fue! supply agreement, as it did
earlier with Tarapore, it will ensure that other members ofithe 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.
Itis a clear-cut restriction and reneging on what the egrlier 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 cailed 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 productuion by India and Pakistan of all fissile materials
for nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices. As has been
pointed out by others he-re, 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 reduc2 our stockpiie 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 w> « 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 co~formity with its declared purposes.
this includes physical verification ar:-Z 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 [AEA 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 matarial
produced." Now, Sir, this, as | said, my Party had opposed Pokkran-1l.
‘We have said that India should not be stocking nuclear weapons. We
stand by that. But it is p=rt of the overall universal disarmament that we
were talking about. Bu® ¢ s | 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, 1 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 ownn sovereign right, for its own self-respect will not go. Let that
message go loud and ciear to the world and tc 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 oyr
foreign policies. That, | think, is what we owe to the country today and
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 entrie debate and then assure all of us. Thank you, Sir.

SHRI N. JOTHI: Sir, aiready, 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 abslute manner and to the extent
possible we should never have any discussion at ali on this matter, That
is our view. Sir, I 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 piace? This nation wants
to know from the UPA Governmerit. 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 iead to only such a
situation. And, you are willngly joining in it. Sir, your basic theory that fuel
is not available is not corract. Have you ever verified the data? Have you
checked it with our scientists? Have you checked this ¢ : with the available
material in India? Sir, accoridng to my informaticn, Jranium, 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 lezst, for another fifty
‘years. It can a|so go furhter. In the meanwhile, we are aiready 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 conclussion 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 betwen 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. 1 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 2 minute, Mr. Jothi. You are talking
about the NPT. We are not at all signing the NPT. We are not discussing
the NPT. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRIN. 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. Finalily, 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.
I 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 wili not
allow our sovereignty to be interfered and ycu will keep thern off whereever
they are to be kept off. This is what you have often been telling. Mr.
Anand Sharma, will you assure, will this Goveriimar.{ assure this country
that they will not have inspection rights over waste management? The
waste management is the raw mateiial for the production of ator bomnbs.
Will you assure that they wili not interfere in it? (Interriptions) One minute;
one minute. You can assure in the end (Interruptioris) Will you assure
that they will not count on the production of your heavy water? Will you
assure that they wili 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 advaricing 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 camoufiage. 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

259



RAJYA SABHA [17 August, 2006]

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 .
remenber 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. (/nterruptions)

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? (/nterruptions)

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

SHR! 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 v.ant 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 {o 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 ...(/nterruptions)... Sir, without anybody’s help,
we had Pokhran-Il. 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
GSLV 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 Srot. Indira Gandhiji, wham, 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 shouid 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 | 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 awar
against Iran. They want to wage a war against lraq 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, globalisaticn 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. JOTHL: Sir, | will finish in two minutes.

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

SHRI N. JOTHL: Sir, there is Pokhran-1 and Pokhran-Il. 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. Flease find out
who they are. Please find out whe 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 *, | think, is unparliamentary.
...(Interruptions)...

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

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

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

SHRI N. JOTHI: It is not unparliamentary, Sir...(Interruptions)...
SHR! 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 aword ...(/nterruptions)...which
is very serious.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHR! 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 worid 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 Lal ji.
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DR. K. KASTURIRANGAN (Nominated): Hon. Deputy Chairman,
Sir, | have been listening to the extracrdinary, compelling and persuasive
statement made by some of the very senior hon. Members of Parliament,
starting with Shri Yashwant Sinha, ShriAnand 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 cairied 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-I
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-|l.
At the time, the geo-politics had been already changing. The end of cold
war was being witnessed. But in spite of that, the Pokhran-il did leave a
certain leve! 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-i-—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 progmatic
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 ieadership 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? |
dont't think we have any compulsion to co-operate. But, | think it is our
policy to co-operate because you know, any pregramme 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
overiooked 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 lock 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 concliusions 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 aiready 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 mcdel
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 itis 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 Co-
operation Act of 2006, passed by the House of Representatives, it allows
India to develop its nucelar 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 hot 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 muitilateral 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,
evenif | put 10 years as areasonable 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, thatis
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-II, 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
guestion, | think, it is something which should be discussed. | don't think,
anybody, any nation would say that Ihdia 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 lran for its efforts to acquire WMD, including a nuclear
weapaons 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 legisiation 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. | 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.m.

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 ourseives
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, 1 am sure, we know how to guard ourseives 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 enabile 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 Nuciear 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 weil. 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
Parliarmentary system as well as atomic energy estabiishment, | have no
doubt we will ever overlook things which will be detrimental to the
aufonomy and independence of this country. After all, all of us have worked
for our lifetire in this country, for this couniry and by people who are
Indians. So, there is no question that there wiil 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.
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T, 39 $O-gua gfaerR de 9 @ wrsw o1 e i W IaEd w3, 98
THR feTu =arer or=an o | #4 QY Wl W, 319 R Al o1 ol FE I e €7
1 34 A F A T o o o wdl M e we R ¥, e fay =t umm
Y 7€ % ® ¥, 9few 30 @ @i w ST e # fag ik S wifemi bt
SrTeRY WY WSt S, v 1 fF TW W 1 e ® 41 e, 99 ek Wt O
IS FeSE T Ig 9 g € W AE ga €, oo w5 s @ e d s
e & o 3Rt faum safey sTe faar smn @ & o stife & faers & 1en o
aTd 39 39 H P ¥ e Tet S d A, 39w @ el gEa € 1w 7 e Seftfae
TS R, A Iiea B Er e g I ¥ aw T wd ¥7 3% vifa # el
T Wifd 1 W HE R, 1Y 36 3 R gy 1 ¥ 7% weA wrehiifrw ww w e
2, Tafeie 39 WeT & Tread ¥ N 59 WRE ) O 9Ed 9, SR A R SR
FLAY, N W F oo IR 7fen F -y At 3w SR A ot wgdt
STYHT AT B, A9 o 39 wny faueht g § 9, o119 @ S5l W TwEd fag ot 43
T, T WA T A 1 50F B AT W A THR & 0 | ¥aT off, ¥ Ty
T F AW, 7 39 U & WIH Q, T OE F1 H1E RSeges e e w A
o =tfen AR 39 W Y- & 7 959 Jordt WHoEw agad A 4, 3OS
T st aqe fgers ¥, 3Tes TEdnht o e wed € fF e frdt A
e w1y of 34, S g1 a 9gua § 9, o R w e @ o) smn
adelt g7 & o, e firslt % we fr geR st wfe st ok st e =
2, 9% o= & U €, Tea fie <t 3wl I3 qu d, 72 oed il %1 e o o gaq
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gt wfem iR arsa @it oft uw wwa Gt At 9 ofed St A 39 W@ &
iR H1 o, TEin #1 R Y WieR w1 @, 9 Q@ w9 u w9
o ¥, =fm @ wE SuwT fagia o ¥ s wsit-ait fagm A smewda i ww
T W, S e ared ¥ 30 o @ S, 9EA & wreaw Q i v dv e,
A 39! arha ST o g, Tod wedt A, o vue) wuwren W & i S
MfErM sl @, AFATR T R, e FsE a2, e
W S e 8 € | F v W3 o, oY 39 wE ) T avE A e A
fe snifm e rgafd e & [ M R A R fea wwar d, g s I
BV 1o @ T T F E, o g 30 wa w1 e & e onws g # ¥ el
9 9 e S TR w0 A ¥ e ga Ed 3n g w1 € v @ gyt
1§ fiaw A o § i vl Yoo was # @ wa-ww s feu o
¥ | SeEvay HEEE, wga o U a9 ¥ < v @ agafa ofv swrsafa ) ot v
7t Frelt 1 7w W A faw WA sl sen- st werera § e g gu Em ¥
T At @Y oft v TE O 7w SR witw fae Wi @ wareesh 9 mem
B ¥ wae i ¥ o e @ e e SR b e @ 9w e g
¥ ok orm, S qum wiw § dgen @ W ¢, suF qafEw = Am? W
31 St o e Y R g war ) 31 Sad ) 9T F WER A |
STaftET # Tegafa =1 arn sran sk srfeEn &1 gl qua St &) "anem)
T T 39 W TEe foaw vfta geq@ 1 w107 aa ot ) v 9§, faus
geafrdl @ off v 7€ ¥ WY, W Nyt B S 9% AW fEar §, gurnist
1 B s # g v 78 el ) F6ifE v aes ¥ fr v o S R, s
w1 Al & &, WA =1 39 3R 1 on I &), T " S Wi w1 Y
B, S&t #) faw g B, e i =fwm ) v 7 9 ) wuresh S, v el uw el
A H IO FET G T 9 ) AW 9 9 ¥ 9" s ag s
faan 91, 99 39D WY A9 GEArH T fag <t €19 aitae 4, =0 39 e
wea fide St i fagw W=t =t ¥ dfea S % 9 T, o arelt difgat I
Wt | ey e wuAEs @& 9 1 @, SHeEq fi St ol g far s faRwr osh
9, ot ¢l ¥, AfFT N 7D TR MY, STH @ A Il TR o I Tt dA
EHR FH AN | T S9N 3971 § Fe § 5 79 oras I w5 = § o e
STt O d TR TR, 309 I are difed! o amea 9@l | e faw | m-da
% fog 7t ot ¥ | elaesSeE safee 7 @ ¥ fE g @ sme sl = ga
FAF € 9T ) IR-IR 0 1 T o0 @, 99 @it 3 A9 wuo 3 S =1 fom
form ar 1@ @ T T U wEe T A T faad R ot w5 wifter weew
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fam ) o T st [ A R, d@--dE T 3w ¥ o am ur
Faon fF e § game # & e se o § S aeren nidt @ s w |
F1E ran a1 €t gon ¥ 1 9w W N w1 wwg o fF wm sttt @ faers A
H ATE I AN FT W W ANME F AER § 9z qgean et Y 3q 3w A
facrsa STidem & foran ar i =it fean an? 38 w9 o gaen eeftfasr ot =& am)
39 g # At 3a e ot T 9 115-20 T 3w w =l gui w F et
off, Sfe i STt 39 3w Y = Y wEE & | i S aewE T g e 9nl
T S & fip TR i AW %Y st w1 wrerE e €, A 29 9 wnil @ favam
= rfeta o s & o 3e Te o TR % ferdiei A L a| it St Y fgerwa
AT 5@ W fRa, 3w R ST} w1 oo g W WO wi—gg M S
F1 THE 4t 1 oK o, TR T A 7w T A FE LY ¥ ) ot ww e AR
T FE U fF o sTifte =1 gu W@ aed ¥ o fom R faers  wn d wdm
I a2

st T T W el A g Tt e

ot fafraorg fie: & o/ w0 W 1ew 78 s = & faw o wen 9
@ ar for S0 7 wfedl o S ¥ L (eaam).. E e st ad /o
T ...(mRuR)...

oft Wit e see: T 3 G 9 W ¥ 9=t ) @ L (o).,

IR (o A A Fh 3 sfe Fm adt YA s e @ 4
€ B ¥ . (FEuE)...

it W} e dee: s | v St offt 7 enifit ) g W fwa
w1 gwd ¥ B S3feres <ifa it T @ separ B aifew | @ 3w o
A 7o AW HIE FL R A e | HR (AL

ey (st fn BRd) « fefiasma St sme 9 Waw) L (saam)...

ot Trft T viEw: A Sy T feran & AR oy wftle megm wT @ &,
AR 9 G ... (A )., S | wE & A6 R L (EYE)...

st fefraorg fdg: Samneay 98Ey, 1978 1 UF T TR =91 91| ST
! 7% favara 1 T 9% 99 A WER @ whdw 9, dueht s swdm s
gt 97 g 9 3y i @) tEaTa 9 S S 9N u wifE dord v
ot o1 A e = T on o § Aot @ S € ol sk e B e T
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& & diftaa ¥ & faars §, Fgid & faars E gafee 39 a3 @ aara
wafer H1I F W O I I wag 7 it sl ok R | wdE W
THE HIETHT 90 A | 56t 3RS & Wy I wig fegea o ) aga KA
% w5 st #1 wv agufa fegear swar or 1 9% sa @ siedt nidt ol Freem
¥ episode ¥ 71, 3GH A A W w1 w1 vl fegward € e ww
Y A B A HI T I W fegEar ang & fF gw AR @ A Hesh v @
AT HTH HY &Y, S i KA amsg, fes ar F i w8 e
IHE off, vRA R IaF Sl Y sn S wesgfres wi g falv d, swd ae
% w3 o, 9T g 9 ¥ e § fie § fedt ot S werdde | e 59
w1 7 g &, 30 W AR vl w0 % foag ot far o @ Emm dm At
T ¥ A 3T AW T e S ¥ S S S R % Tl
¥, w0 SIETER TS S /W A 17w st i w6 A AR, adifae ol it 3
¥ Tt w9 it w1 emergency ¥ 96t st S 4t L (FEYM)...

sft sz Oftr: STehEs on St %7 ot am aE o #

Iqawreay (ot fea B : se Afsw)

st fefraorg fidg: simedt nith 3 @ & <l %) emergency ® S Wem,
A o= ot w1 onit Y i A @, S wAwgh 37 R 11971 1 o @ wng
= | smfient m o, fratsm T et St 9= o9 U gAn A @ ' #{ IAFt wd
™,z & 7% we? wm s it smfa ot 3R e fF TR =
R A T HAT v 3 g E, T eRR g W s w1 Reagferdt
=1 w1 vEn gfen ) Fraw wa 3w fE ol vgg wag b, o e 3T, e #
WM % 99 W R T W | 78 R st widt X we e fegrem 3 wih sre
¥, Afeest w0 9l sTaw g SR 3 @ A S E, v O Sl A ® i
# ar w1 oy ¥ 1 PR g guET g A€ e, @ 93 € sEavdat ¥ ek
st ¥ w1 g% ¥ e f w1 3w @ S e qt v | 3ot o fewn w4,
T iR e w4, @ o 3 o T weed @, et Q@ gaefaanda
=1, TOR dfrel 3§ s Bl W A gg o v ¥, oS e O e |
WL 3N T ? Wanm A S Y faegw e we-q Wk 9 F 2.5 i I
AR Gsh F1 SR S e fet 3 qaei anm $ e et ®1 ae ot
ufea it o 79 w1 e, sgfra iR aren d? 8 wEie R wia v aen ¥ e
T AR A YA 8, @ wed 1% 2020 W IE tER @ R S wa wed fire,
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A 79 =Ry | TR 15 | 20 TR WAl 9% 9¢T wa € oik It s wima 3
T2ft? v famm St & ww ama w4, o @it 3 i @ 9 faan sw 3
separation @ @ ¢, fafafeam ok fufad =1, 9 513 & srawreay wdeg, e
YA Wl 3 7 wor, o AWER @ WeEE ¥ 9 S 3t 3 el o ¥ 39 smuR
R 5o & %8 7 & f ag o 2 9 e S 1E 99 @ R aren )
o 40 fafe wed €, 40 fSfem e Pdod ST wEwi dm e s | A @
¥ e Ut S @ SR ¥ 3t ot 2AR 9re S i T 9eR & S alternative
source of energy &, 5@ WeR F&l TF B TGN WSH, ATHd H 7@ THA T,
| TEET ST € ¥ 1 IRAT wuH H S, S 19 39 WeA § el @ fag ad €,
o T AN FHF T R T 9 3R aw wdww € st gg s @
¥ o, ST w5 g, SIS o9 TR #1g § @ gu €, su ww o T e e
A & & F I ot wegha @, 98 sEd woam o 3w wrEg, SEE
HEEm GF - F) faeim, e a  srid y v § fF o o w0 faw um
&en ¥, s oy A wdt e i sud ww ¥ e sw e sm R w@ o
W® ¢ 56 % ¥ eard e Q 6 e 99 g0 o f S ddaet emdi—uetfiye st
Fax, § duen w1, AfwT @ a9 @ W@ ¥ fF I e A wind i @ dm
Vit 211 TRt TE W/ TRATRE TSl geed @ a@m ot @) L (FEer)..

st Tt ST Tae: AvIEa A F 949l A9 qga Hi & R gerEa a9 Y =1
Fgr ¥ foh ag W9 ¥ 9= € ot at FrE o T R, A Teeia a9 S
=it w4 2 ... (=3aH)...

sft wrume s wawt TR B ... 9! AeE ) L (Eee)..

st wnft e Hee: waw! W A LL(FENE)..

Igavreas (st fetw fird<h): ey, ==l =g A @ @ @ R,
A NgETt 3@ "a Afew) .. (saaum).. et ofe, wis .. @i L
Let me handle ...(=gaar)... fefiasr s, sifera) ... (=@|ur)...

We TR el (farr) : WY, B 91 w1 9 faee 1 e 91, 9 fme dn
& o= a5 ot ) et o an faae 2w € o A et [ SR, saEd L
(=/T)..

Iy (ot faw R : fefrasm <, o a9 @ =T s
WRY @ B g1 ¢ L. (Saur)...

W T il : e el w1 e e g o, g 98 9 g s 9n
fire <1 T ¥ 3 15 fime 3 e e ) Teeet & SR A L (srawm).
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Iqawreas (st e ) : fefiaera S, a9 conclude #ifwY| afay,
w4l aga WX environment # & W@ ¥ @k ) S L (FREA).. T TR
fmAae & ... (aum)...

e T W w3l T 9 w1 W@ fie agy ar, /@ seR g9 fee F mw
HE | eﬁammﬁmmﬁwmw%@tﬁmmiﬁmmtq ..(Faurm)...

Igavren® (st e ) : F o fede s L (saam)... B el
f@a= e 5 e F3 T @ F i) ... (Eae)..., fefasyg
S L (EEeT)..

st TR sweqaferan: s fawdt 3 I d2 L (smaam)....

W TR T e I T ¥ L (FENE).L.

Iyavreas (oA fow R : fkfiasm fag o, s =g wifaa)
. (EEA).....

st TEue STegaTtear: o1 @ IIHT WeH § T ... (HIUM)....

e T 3| vl d wawa ¢ fF L (saa).... 3 e fdg <t =Y
TH F dfg, i § =t /@ 3 # s fadt e s SerEr
FEH AN ....(HquMA)....

st fefrag fg: sl i, SPR sueh! A el 9 ... (5aum)....

IqavigE (A fAw BlAd): v S, ey AgEri w1 Wiy
oo (TRAEA).....

We TR 39 Werl: HEeg, SA uE w1 7 e s ew a1, SR d 7 e g
T =3 WSt 1L (AT, STt 91 T 4 frte s ey € el ey 1 fre 9
o W E L. (FEEEA).... )

Iqawegd (st fedw f3ae): verd &, At v o & e ?)
(I,

st fefrawg fidg: & ot 97 Hie oo @ W o fF yum wsit st 33 gr E ok
T TS S AT A g W@ §, 391 e T |l o1 s 33 % 9ga
e I HieT e ¥ 1 a9 STerT-oTe alte | 99 1 S A | TH 9% YEE 91
% gea # o A 78 @ FU w9 il B W R 9% 999 0 JE, S
JuF W5t it wY weRg i wim Y 9 Tafee e 9ed 9 e 9w m A,
wfera gl @ ag &= & & arn, S fx stavress st & i sied sho )
N e wWgE ¥, L (A = e L (FEar)...
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THE VICE CHAIRMAN (SHRI DINESH TRIVEDI): Nothing is going
on record ...(Interruptions)

off wReTRe STEcTaTiera: *

We TW 37 sz *

Iy (off fw fa) : vield S, sl S, LLL(E|Ear)... JEErt
HE ... (Faun)... ey, T . (FIwE).. dEi S, L (sEan), Teqartaa
N, ... (mEAWA) ... IJFEATaA S, . (FAYH)... AW ™Y 43 FEY)
L A(FRY) ... 3TY =Y A3 AW L (FHAGT), Y WY &3 R
...(CFAYMA)... B A ©@ €| ... (HauE)... e S L (auE). .. e A, .
.(qRY).... g s 1Y 31l ved ot faeedt 1 & i aga o1 wdte  ww vl
= @ Bl ... (Haum)... # a9 AR w0 @ forg ww @ § fa f&fasa o,
W EH F @ FLL(FEYA).. i, 'S el S mm W @
...(ZHAYA)... 99T B 919 ¥ 9 AEear v A8 W) fefasa St s
g T € T &, AErt TS T Y A S FE |

sit fefraorg fide: wdeT, yafag ¥ st am wara 13 w1 W g ok gafa
& U & R @ v St | U ara w8 g | wurEst §t, g g 9,
Tl TFTHe YT, b TR sifTara o diede a73vR 51 oo &t 3 s -4
T | o i@ &1 A aw A #, S 39 HEE & 9o @ ) oS g |
3R 119 @ vz W yuEst 9, FH g A A A v fFrwm el wm E A B
g T ufas oifsa & &) w9 F 3@ weq d weel WR SmAr enm @
T T Wed 39 921 3 437 41 § 79 anit FY o ¥ 99 9 o fea e+t
Tt 8, 3 @ A 1974 & PEE fre @ 8w o a1, S gt S it <t
 gurEfE e # drgtoer gan o 3R w1g A Rt oee S g H 5T 13 IaR
g fr 9 = waa | oo v ot o, 3afee i 2w wiaee! it ot e e
MR TaT @ wE wred & i o o ol ® TR W E, g s S gu ) o
e foelt 2w & A & digare 1@ &89 o W W T 9 9wl ¥ ok fm
VA o, SRU N F A T A W A A A W E, s o & 9rea & e
el o 3= 7 et foan B, s 39 Sirewil F e 1 9 | e R e Id
R R s el e @ adenTmifF s R mam A
a1 e 9 Wiy 3 39 yaE @ 2 2w A o @ wng a WA

*Not recorded.
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AT 8, 39 W W, A0 e fady =€ 2o 1 29 F o @ @ e =i fae v
T R, T4 a5 Wen ¥& @ o T 7 vl & g | AU 9 /9ra
gl

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 thermai and hydro energy. And, ! don't think a
cost analysis has been made. A lot of investment is needed to have the
reactors, tp own the reactors. A lot of fixed investment is needed for that.
Ultimately, when compared te 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?
I 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 tiying to erode those. So, what factors have
compelled the Government to strike this deal? Of course, the Prime
Minister has gone on recoid, and is trying to allay the apprehensions of
the people. Bui, as a layman who is novice to this sector, my
apprehensions may be urtenable. 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 incorporatea, 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 legisiation of the United States of America. You
bind the nation in the process. You are binding the nation for generations.
Itis 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 Iraq.
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 a0 not need the neip of the United States as tar as the technoiogy
is concerned. As scienitsis are saying, we are not that poor in results
also. A uranium pioject Is being set up in my own aistrict. The Government
could iocate these I SO Inary areas. And, the technology is very sound
in India. But, in spite of ait 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 compiete range of activities that characterise an
advanced nuclear power, inciuding generation of electricity, advanced
research and deveiopiiient, ana Gur siraiegic programme. Our scientists
have mastered the compiew riuciear fuel cycle." This, 1 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 progarmme 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 TRIVED!): Please, if you
could conclude in just one minute....(Intecruptions)...

SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: Sir, the President of America will
issue the certificate to us and the Congress has got power to annui this.
Why are we trying 1o rmake the United States to enter into our snoes?
VWhat are the aavaniages? it is a billion doilar question to which | am
unabie 10 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
natioh being setved, you coriie out to the nation and take it into confidence.
If itis 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 rignt to know it; Pariiainent has got every right to review it.
Parliament should have a right to ratify or reject it. If that is not prevailing
in the existing provisions of the Cohstitution, | 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): Flease 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. ...(/nterruptions)...

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. ...(/nterruptions)... 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, | teil you, just by bashing NDA you cannot justify
yourself. You can't point ocut the cmissions 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 allctted 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 w* 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 !étter 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 Shourieji.
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. |... :

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.

wHIfhE, W fraraa 3 T sised § oo wet agn $udE w1 @aed §
T Wit (o g w=) : W, A0 wre AlE e ¥ | SR STY TS WY1 O =
= U 276, T oife witsrd 3G, ... (=aum).... 4t 9= gdwn Faw i vomgeit
Y o ® ... (HauA)... A § g o ... (sgqum)... #14 sem, 98 ol
...(maur).... T = ¥

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
Chairrnan.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That you can discuss with the Chainman.
SHRI' K. NATWAR SINGH: Discuss when?

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

SHRIARUN 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 heat him. He has
aright 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 beiongs 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. (I/nterruptions) | 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. (/nterruptions)

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,
(/nterruptions) please, | cannot allow.

ot A GO TR, ... (AN )... T8 Shiehdd 1 A ¥ ... (SRYH)....
SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: He was... (Interruptions)...

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

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: *
SHR! C. RAMACHANDRAIAH: *

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Chair has not called you
...(Interruptions)...| will not aliow 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)...

SHRIARUN 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 ali, 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 recorged.
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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)...

SHRIARUN 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)...It 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 (/nterruptions)...

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...(Inferruptions)...
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...(/nterruptions)...

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)... Itis not for you to decide...(/nterruptions)... Which
speaker has to speak is the decision of the party concerned. ltis 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 thé 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 toid the US Congress,
Mr. Ashley Telles, that, actually, this time India is accepting conditions
which are more harsnonious 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. 1 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 i

*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 8 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: 'halt’, '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 ry prettly dear and close friend, Shri Anand Sharma, dwelt so
much. The operativnal 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. iIf 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 pilis, 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. (/nterruptions) Just a second, Mr. Anand. (Interruptions) Sir,
because of the shortage of time, 1 will only take up two points which the
Prime Minister has been emphasising. (/nterruptions) 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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4.00pP.M.

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 nucfear 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 Prsident 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 ...(/nterruption)... 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, itis
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 nuciear 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 wili 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 ...(/nterruptions)....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)....

SHRIANAND 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 us
...(Interruptions)....

SHRIARUN SHOURIE: We will see that ...(Interruptions)....
SHRIANAND SHARMA: Don't try to mislead ...(Interruptions)....

SHRIARUN 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 ...(Interruptions)....Not only that,
Dr. Kasturirangan was saying that, yes, we will negotiate an FMC Treaty.
But as he knows, the US has aiready 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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nave 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 credibie verification mechanism, we will not
proceed. Not a word of that clause is in the draft Treaty and they have
put in 2 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 uniiaterally.
The US President is certainly bound to work on these guidelines, on
these mandatory laws. Sir the Senate Bill is the uitimate Bill. The Senate
has the power to ratify or reject treaties or agreements which the US
~3sident 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. Section103(9) says that "exports of nuclear fuel to
india should not contribute to, or, in any way, encourage, increases in
...«@ 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-bel) Sir, 1 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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SHRIARUN SHOURIE: | am requesting sorne more time from you
only because... ... (Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | have giver 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 indirecty do this in any way. In fact, India and Pakistan must be
disciosing, securning, capping and reducing their fissile material stockpiles,
and this will be done 'pending creation of a world-wide fissile 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 | 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. Condaieeza 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 safequards, without condition;
China or no China; sophistication of weapons or no sophistication of
weapons.' It is said, "In fact, we reserve the right, shouid India test, as it
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has agread not to do, or should India in any way 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 tc 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
I 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"

SHRIARUN 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 80 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 rmeasures will be incorporated which the Nuclear Weapons State
has identified as capable of contributing to the non-proliferation and
efficiericy of the NPT. It is left up to them. The protocol says, " The
Agency, that is, JAEA 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
shail be the minimum necessary. All these things will need not be
examined on the plans 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 | wii end only with thai single example s as not
to tax you, that the agreement shouid provide that safeguards shall
not apply thereunder to matenal \n mining or ore proecessing activities.
You contrast this, and i am ending with that. You contrast this and |
am ending with that. There is one contrast. Section 4(0)(2)(B) of the
Senate Biil says that the US President shali get from India (1) an
estimate for the previcus year of the amount of Uranium mined in
India; (2) the amount of such uranium that has likely been used or
aliocated for the prcduction of nuclear explosive devices; (3) the rate
of production of (i) the fissile material for nuclear explosive devices;
(i} nuciear explosive devices; and (i) an analyses as to whether
imported uranium has affectea such rate of production, etc. 37! Fal
% a9 uranium 3R ores ® =1 79 % 7€ FN—specific prohibition!
3 TR W ¥E v W W@ ¥ fF A€, A, uw-uw oIy 2@, wEl A
gl A fIA? So, this India specific myth 15 & complete fantasy. |
don't want to use a strong word like ‘fabrication’. It is a hope that the
US law by which the US Frasident appears to be bound, we are not
bound too. The IAEA protocol itseif leaves no option about this fanciful
negotiation positicn that we may think of. Sir, there are many other
points about energy security, about full cooperation. Shri Sitarm
Yechury made a very good point on how the Bili in both the Houses
prohibit on heavy water of 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 o
process it and the US has riot 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 reascns, Sir, 1 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 ...(/nterruptions)...

SHRI ARUN SHOURIE: Last point, Sir.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | have called the next speaker

SHRIARUN SHOURIE: In the energy field, we are going to be just
closed in into dependence on imported reactors and imported fue! and,
secondly, on the security field, we are going to become dependent on a
nuclear umbrelia of the US even to survive within our own region. ltis not
a good agreement and | would sincerely appeal to the Prime Minister,
who, | know, has the interest of the country at heart, to piease 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 cf personal prestige at all. Thank
you.

H i T (HTY T=W) : IFEWTHTT WSy, T8 UF §ga e 39 ¥,
fo9 W ow wa 7 T8l 9w ©@ ¥ /T 9ga iR A wew! 9 gt # ) fegeam w6t
A diferdt ® T | g g @ sigt winfiee form man R gfva & sieeew
TN 31 guifere & iy @S §C, o genfearss &1 worem |Hgn s @, St
T TR TR @ SR T How Y TREE TAM B e T T
et % fuset 60 wiEll & it g =1 foamma & sig v WEwas STy,
74 TE0T 3 IS AIE 98 Y@ & w1e, o dites & Haerd g9 qoh W o,
T WG | [ERa =9 T WA I BiE T Ha o, T gt e
ST uferm § oft g 9EE FT | TS gEi v 99 o 99 O e F wd F1 @ E
1978 & FAN 91 fiuaed 9% ME® R 21 W, fFdt ¥t go s =1 s & o & fog
T wiefg &1 & vt §, T fae 3 e ¥ o e og wranfegag
B 3R gtz it 1, IE St 3T qoF Bl 3T F T Tkl ¥ | UE eitey, S aw dw
Tah o o = %A # w1 97 A ¥, U S S 4 e i HE T 3T O
*d # g g1 fFa gem | el O saw e a8 e s o) F e
H WY T g A g St @) 37t wranfesie # faw it 9w ate s fag
HaREFAE AT E | W, S 19 TEE 1 WHHE g7l €, W aMeeiowH & 37 9 My,
TR T froeed # wget 7 o, et wgd | fuaed wm A wT e 9y, A
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FE 9 6 e ft 3w A o A A R fae g 9 T i S R
%1 TR e S e oae & fored ¥, 9 22 years # fow ¥ o fomht 2w 1
FIYE ¥, IR &9 98 U T FT o 9l 98 HS 39S 6 Wil & 3] TH &
ST | 498 T el T4 & fF 39 id TS Q 30 9o 96t | 39 2 #
TSI FAw A avet 80 Il & ferg § 1 377R T Ve $2ATAaR SHIUReE T8 aond
T HW A T T T FAS-F09 @ 81 g1 gl | 37 A B S5 TWFR
1 | o1 fo 39 79 YEaswfad 8 991 G €7 30 99 # 99 fefdz ot
THFA Y, PAJW S 37T TSl o1 Tohdl ¥, Sreifeh R I geier et Hafed fad
19 TRIE § | W, JARSS WS B WY 19 JAT H1 S W goN B, 395 qaifas I8
i 19 R gHiel YR HAfEE €, 9% 2014 TF 65 WEZ B I | 39 ifarie &
SIX Al 9R &9 59 Witde W 989 $TL qH ¥, WA o IR | T aR wew fafex
ifetardz & 3igt weaily 3 g ¥ 1 950 o1ca ¥ T TS & i Fe T 9 €
for gEe Ve & 35T 1 IYM 3 I1@1 8, T S FH 0 ¢ @ BRA w0
gy Tt ® o o wifelarde & oict w89 &1 | 39 ®IF 6 wea ot T 39wt
uifefarde & e W' Wt WY? W, il 26 o TR wrew fafrex A e
B3 & AW wghty faan, we have made very straight representation to the
US Government. Let the process be completed. 314l FMEee €T & 37T
W Felie 7€l gon €, ol |ife # 7St wk g |1t €1 1t 7w House of
Representatives & 3{gt TH g2l § 3 a9 99 9a 9 T st &t g9 |
| 21 39 A T R, fEa wan o1 f SHshes qaEreTEa S 96 9,
wfea frat st aeIg % 3igy, House of Representatives & 3igt it St
Foreign Committee % 3igX g U g1 &, o7+t e & 3t u 91 §, sus
I 3W I RS F signatures A ¥, IAH ARG TR F1E A1 UE A<t &, S
19 IS % agreement & faers 2t § a9 30 W Ao foedn s wavan &1 UIgH

fafrex % 26 I8 w1 360 736 F =@ 1 £ | 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, 9 §1g FH € <139 © 96T §7 SR-91 %7 e § fF wed
fafreex omd 3 q=i= faend | 30 Wb & e wigd fafrer & &4 9 = i=gert
) T3 e o & B e A A TR el T e &, S e
fafX | %9 W €1 98l &@ w1 § B @R #) Sense of House HHAT
W | T3 W FHE T & o [ & 9wt §, AT & 9e # Sense of House
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A T | A R | Yo e € fe ot Bfe fRd e 87 S @ A d
TIIEA ) $SH HT FT wfe fHQ a1 -THR F) 9 §1 98 sense TRAH
it fem 4 fan, fE3 98 Resolution 99 &9, f93 9% Resolution
39 o 3ieq @17 39 91 T 9™ 1 Afeq |

et ® 9y TR S el ¥, o gfva w6 fagraa s W 8, SR w
3iet amha Sw # T8 W@ ¥,y deta # & wh ¥ Foreign Policy &5 &
WY-T1Y wEord €, AT 79 e i o # aig g o iR 8, e
® 99 799 S agreement fFa €, 3@ asR @ I 3w d e
TR 1 FeF R &, o9 A9E @ Wy @ g€ SR eATt Foreign Policy T
“HIE FE AE qe |

IyquTafa oA, Fei W agd R Yauena R e, ag 9 9t w8 T, 9 W
Strategic Programme & &1t # Fgl 741, J& W I & I 7 F 741, To W
%% T & India's fissile material production & qradt &1 ST@i | 319 | oS
5 =it 3 A Yooema fey, avea fasar <t Foreign Minister W@, ¥ Annual
Report 1999-2000 F1 T 0% 1 Aredm €1 39 99 NDA F1 WHR 4t
Annual Report 1999-2000 @& official document ¥, foadt =g v ¢ s
F iy Tt St et g8 & sad e el 9 ae g8, {39 qu el 9 9,
TuH wer T ¢ fF-These_issues are CTBT, the FMCT, Export Control
and other things. The talks are being conducted on the basis of
comprehensive proposals that India has put forward. Sir, $9&% Wa-919
Strobe Talbot 3 279+t forara & sigt feran # CTBT # =R #, wrwea fiig st o
My, 3¢ feren & &, "Jaswant said that India would sign the CTBT by the
end of May." gvraa famer it aei 761 ¥, w0 ¥R R, 1999 a% CTBT W wrg
FA W 96 I GER A F1 oY, J€ Fada f6E s A Fw 911 ¥ R s vga
gara £ | "Jaswant said that India would sign the CTBT by the end of May.
If 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.”
ST MY T89 & §F F1 oara w1 @ &1 39wy @ ¥ TR gy o Su o iy,
T (S U FEE! 91fey | ¥ 36 fRae 1 O R 9 &3 S 81 ) S T
w0 itz ar # wE @ 3 3 T R A o @ wet @ sige v fen
3119 fissile material %! s FX @ ¥ ...(=a@9M)...
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T wrea sEgeen (0] 3R wYER) : 9 woda g w feam € o deee
1 fpara 32

sit afig stwht: o | e o ) frae TR o g, e T R Y
B FHY FATGEA!: I8 Aerae H) frara )
st uftrg sreft: St o, st 5= =1, "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." Sresq fdg
ft et 9, & =& T T¥ fissile material ® s & w7 E-"But only on the
condition that the other six countries, P-5 and Pakistan, they both sign.”
IR A T LN, A ww W wng wU AN ) Foem Al @ e a1y et se W
F™ F @ ¥2 S 19 Jond w1 it gon 3, wiErwE @ witie Y 0 wea
a1 1 ez qv s« 9w Q@ iree 1y, W) AfFEEE 1 wER of W aw
witle, W fegw & Wiy gon ¢, a% T Sife wisaE @ wa @ s s
39 @itz ¥ appreciate fFar, St v e ww & Wy g ¥ aw w2
angeht ar il )

FAREE AT H T I T % T W3f oveet farrd A st Y wia
& femm g ymt St Y garn o, sae soren fewm A o g € 3N
%8, "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."— 3mq ¥R &t 4% &

—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." AR fam=r, 1999 F1 ¥ oM & off 3l s +g g o1 T 30Q e
HAHT B IR R ferm w0 & fag dam &

T, 3 faeret Ton Hegw B & w19 o w1 S wide }, s +1¢ anti-
national 9 W&R A H far &1 @y, g faftet 3 specific 7% 4 weu
=% a1 e, 98 7 Wrd ) Wga ffre w1t vt &t ofte = o feear €, "We

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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W, g8 w7 fe e qEU Yfaaaw o= 9 fFm < ghar 19 JoE B
T & =W FR 79 TS & gema 2 &, g & o1t 30 ala & e 3
¥ o5 TR o Srewa €t & e B Te S WY, o wewa vt i aw e S, A
¥fem 2= #X wwa ¢, even, according to the agreement of 19th July.
AT VW %€ wwar & fF St nuclear fuel supply ¥, 3@ sa I #tawa ¥)
T IT HE g ¥ 3 wroma & sy, g S oo €, e o @ s S
%2 2 W ¢, T TS e o § | e- 9w gAee Ry 36 Ui ® A
Tl &, 7 S0 fuel 9 AW, I 9< FLAHAT ¢ ARFA THP TA-WY TH AEEY
F Ty THfAY negotiate FT @ & i 7 qAT3E W= fuel s1ipply 5 FI 3,
T third countries, TE0 countries & fuel ¥4 I W@ 1 Itis not an ordinary
thing.

W, I8 W a4t %1 ¥ fF 89 T P cause W wwstar @ 1 SR
TG HT TF I I FX ¢, A T A T7W AT interest Ta@r ¢ aga |
issues W R Y w0 Wiy & fa | 7w S T & o gt W ® siw
T & faers a2 %31 s fire @ fag svR 3q @il ) oRstEr &t faar s
R T Puen T faa g fF RfE ¢ s s wite s e d, f 5w
T3W | qE dred ¢ TF g eew Wrw fF for wfhsafaesr wreR '
WY? 41 9% 39 v & fea d @w fs {7 o o arva 59 I | ww AW
 fea & @m & wfeam, @ aEfam 3 T = § T e R,
i i 01 T g fee STd oM 0 w99 a9 S

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 lran. 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.

st afrg STt & wTeE S=gen Wigd & 9 g R T A eur wiy o fgm
2 SiR &1 3 ol gaEerRe W FY ¥ gARe M # SR YHT UL BT A
Y F HIR P TG WA 7 T8 g@@wd o1 &1 ...(Sq49m)...
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | will not allow. (Interruptions) That is
his point of riew.-(Interruptions)

B WA FHagea: a1 | 519 convention g €, st f% gfan # 10-12
T & 9% B ], 8t WX e I TR e U3es W ek ot fEan o #
Tt a1 oiR T gprT Teew & fedis fowan o1 & 9wt 37 92 figwnfat =1 =&
& Weral §, HifE T 3781 TE B | They cannot defend themselves. S
wreH et 3t ura e & ok 3% ww fr %9 fers st @ A7 ..(zum)....

3t ITwwTafr: 39 AT a1 FIFSC | You address me. ... (Inferruptions)

=t vferg sreet: =, SO | o Qo it R, d e A TR W W,
AfFT 9d 9 g w1 S HTQ T A T o R wogse!
TR < @, figear w1 st g e @) Teelt W@ & wfew | F 9@ ww
@ ¥ | 9ga SR g #, WA Y T e SiiK o T Wiy T o | o9gd 9w
UH & T ¢ BW WH S 9y 7 9], AfFH, TW 1 9% Haed w1 6§
TEEH qEARI N BT AFA @ GTF S @ A s Fsm @ &)
A 3w 7€ =9 % 7 nuclear ambitions T8 8 1 F oa vt A gEan §
T do9 @ Tt foraet & <t =1 7 9, = o =i T ww gfwen
TR &9 ST ? 379 TRt &1 B €, omife & oy v == g €, ==
&t €, 39 ) AR 1 & 9 ® s F wifvw # e fw am figam
ol & fo, figmam +1 o & fog @ a8 wifedtardz =l fe @ g s
(EaH)...

st g Fafeat (B2 w24 : 30 1 fvasr 3 & @ Ao ¥?

[P G e U8 5880018 ol 1 hysua il 08 ] T

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is his opinion. ...(Interruptions) No. It
is his opinion. ...(Interruptions) You give your opinion. ...(Inferruptions)
He is giving his opinion. Why are you objecting? ...(Interruptions) 3ma
=feTy, 9% 3T opinion &, ¥ ¥ F417 What can the Chair do?

st uf¥g e W, fgww % faw 3 9w a9k fka 3- & oK fader A
- forod ot o 0 o) weEd F 379 9 | fysced! an 9" S Wl de fean i 22 |
A & faers 4 iR Tw G e 36 w1 feraa # o e e e R
27 He faens & ik 3 de femman # &)1 Wy, 53 et 3 qaere w1 odf, T
e e a1, fvm |rft 3 qEerda F of T v Wi on 5= @ |

1l JTransliteration of Urdu Script.
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q@EeTha &1 o, 399 $Smfvrn wire a1, fm |nit 3 Jarerwa 1 9, 3§ Feite
ot wifer 11 A T w9 91 = e fegwm T 91) dfeT § 3T wen
Irear & R {E *) o arR-a) F S R, fe g w1 o wWH vl
JEfE AT =Tfen )

I T ) G oY, 30% B Ame 3 e 999 F 98 a9 €
AfFT 39 T &) UEHR 3TH § B 991 @ e FaR ot awea faar s =
R N qrE HivE ¥ 17 3 vz L g awal g, e s wa o iF  enit v
BN 7] fran'!, s Hae o st wfaste o1 1 3% a1 Wi idrg &t sregen
Tifn et <t ¥ 4 53 ) AP ot ot i o o T & sr=ee et 99,
TH TUSH! AT &t | snfrfvge fagl ferdt <t

W, FIE FT THER a9 § e w1 € o e @ d 1wl s mn e wd
iR rER W2 7€ i 1 W, 3 wiE fafrx @, § @ vt wie e =d
T ¥ A W, qF sTea B WY e ved € (SEem) .

#t q vt yag (fser) : ;1w Sk Waw) ...(=qaur)...

st ftg STt ¢ WY, TR I Ve o & o 3 ol wew Ry s
1w v ® T wedtede & aam fpeds, fep=R ), 150 41 151 46 &,
I U w1 gal wd  fF S 1967 @ vew gfverr 3= # foran 1 7 O
vl & orst e FE 3T | R AR W =R Wi foh g 97 Tedieuse #
A1 2 ], & AR W T U | Afn T8 Wig-we A 99 1 e wede
o & T Bfafads, 3 Tmm UseE < fEer auT ww &1 E, 3 $fear w1 8
7% Wiz ¥1 3 aam Uged ofr urt wfafeds e =) ettt ) ... (=@wm)...

T e T e : R o 1 wE ¥ SR =l v €, 90 9w o
gfee ... (zgauH)...

st IqgyTefa : 3T Sifay . (sFau[)... Y Sifda) .. (EaEaE)...

SHRI RAASHID ALVI: "The offshoot of this is that India could shop
anywhere for new reactors and nuclear fuel sources." o1& # Jfade v =1
wede g @ 3| "In the meantime, the United States will encourage its

partners to also consider the request to supply nuclear fuel to India." Sireit
i, 97 fade gu 1 @t Rede §, T & som RGN WL
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W, # e 9 § fF { o am s w4 awan: aftes § wga
IeE & WY FgN 9Ea £ fw 9w adS #1 propaganda 16 3 & SR B AR
WY awIghare 1S duen fFm T g, sww S frm @ s
% g forg wrgw fafet #1 congratulate %@ €1 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 af 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 Prirne 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 futher. | 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
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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 t-e 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, "I 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, "l 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 heiped 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 31st of January every year, it affects us. Itis all right theoretically
to say that it is not binding on us. It is 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 brougt into the House of Representatives
Agreement, has thrown a lot to confusion. Later on it is followed by a
specific provision about lran, 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 lran. 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 ourimmediate 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 enocugh has been
said about it already today.

The third issue is the Presidential certificate. | think my good friend
from the Teluge 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. 1t is not there in the 29th July, 2005 statement of the
Prime Minister in this House. It is not there in the 27th February, 2008,
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

313



RAJYA SABHA [17 August, 2006]

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 responsibie State with advanced nuclear technology" for
which some concessions can be given. And what concessions? Nothing
will folliow without that certificate.

Finaily, Sir, when we say that the President of the United States will
be able to get over these difficulties 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
alame 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 {o
direct the Congress towards the Agreemert 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 able 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 enabie
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.

it wfig faf®t: W sga y=aE | W IEe e 9R o vR-gwwe I
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REiTa MBI TR IR fe o i s iwmdas M F,
79 Trsd # ot wnge ¥ | eiwife wige fufret F1 EEve W wd fed 9 w5 Tee
7t ¥ ofit wrgw fafret A IR-9R 34 T=w 3 919 ¥ 950 9 oS | @R, 39E
FrESR 79 W ¥ HIE JaAs € T R TE | SR-9) 98 91 I9E 50 @ R, S fw
STAFIS Wed I e o e fb 7wt vt @ wwge ¥ ol A wew wwa
TS 18 J[EE & AE G STy 1 w1 fyen a1, 3§ a9 g W AR 7% 959 9gd |
A HE o for g7 < Rz 0, WiHE a1, Bas 91, AN a% 98 916 T g,
it ITQ wgd TR T W o, o TS Wy, Hi0W R Wy S witde g
3% Wi @ §, 3w o foifoge o g ok o fomifenee @ @ &) o
TATESTe & Wiy fAmifge wen 3, g smewdeee % wy femifaee wem @,
} TR =it TR W o1 @ ¥ | S a9 98 e T a1 %, e e w9 wwe
1 ® I e g ST 13 W @ T, Sga 9T 9% TR 99 99§ 99 q T
T &, 39 T TF 919 FE) 78, WgH fafreer fara # fm agts we o sl w
a1 fedfte witife famar 3 fe gon, 18 o #1 gon, sus 9 faaat & gam)
R o Te Tei W 3| it it W3 quaar T | R it gen T
I 29 F 919 | wH-aR e witte iR @, wd w1 fari= 78 gon, wife
foria =t & v @1 99 a% AfiEa S WewE 18 w2 1w, S fesn
TR 9 B W R, g3 TR e o 5 9 e @ e @ ¥ St
H 39 g9 & € s, FWife qui W Arwe fetew ¥ aga ad & g ¥ oW
I8 w5 ggd w9 ¥ A @ fad 51 a@ER § sd s = ww e s e S
AN q, TR IL-aR Areret W E, A it 7% 97 T wwm wran § F gm e d
T B A B TG TN 7S GHRAEEE F ® N g9 e =men w1 ¥? wifs
T 9 S wE T ves A | e o ol faedid faed arelt ¥ 5w wga wre
A T, 39 How & ifam 1 9 W g 8, W aeE & S wed ¥, A
TRy ¥, T waeyd ¥, we 3 9w e fa ¥ fF Ol fewdifd e wm R w
79 @it @ 7 fye arel ¥ @ e = fiaer =en 3, feafan o @ wide =t
WE 1 W@ ¥, 9% ¥ TN Y WE §9 QA AEA G021t TR w0 @ et A
%y o1 i TiFar § oy o w1 w sl faw 1 8, ofewm it 9 ot
& &1 | AT AL [ S A o W R, 18 g &) gwi i w5 aw T b
qfe & w1 e o W@ a1 fiegeam w8 teifaas w2 8, T 92 uagad sn
WA, TR AN @R, R a4 sARF I oM R vw @ 2 @
f& T W e 9 @ W@ A, 39 W ¥ | AfFT o« Wae #, s d S f|aw
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T4 g ¥, 3 S °1d W 3 @I E, 98 92 8, § e F W §: "To achieve a
moratorium on the production of fissile material for nuclear explosive
purposes by India, Pakistan and the Peoples' Republic of China at the
earliest possible date.” 3R f&t % W B, "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.

W, e 9 el o @ ¥ e @ 768 TR A 8 are j, g9 @ sad
T GAU SR A @) MEEHE B TR FE UEE T A @, SHH A9
gfaerat St installations ¥, ITH! STRUIT & TAR & HEAN TS @ ¢, I9S!
fafas oit fafed # aier =& vg @ ? 1 &9 98 99 69 ¢ 914 ¥, Afes sa&
Y- gifeEE % 92 30 W e fre ® ¥, 92 w e fry s @ R,
IgH IR F1E Wgrwrw 78 ¢, 7 I Tewry ¥ o/ g awa o, SuH!
STTET BT gfFereR T F F, TR W THI-TAW & AU self-perpetuity,
T 3 gfaerae sfaad 1 o AE wgr Tohd, 9 39 9 /Al A8 S 6@, 98
I T T g € T W ¥ 1 6 ST ATl T S 1 SRR @ it
FT ® ¥ IR 30 witie #, ¥9R 39 goF & AEaeE A, v ook % faera
W@ TR R TR IR FE FN R e w R P ag g, §
1987 & USIE St & 1Y AR T a1 AR 39 T a7 W AT uea dfgE A
T T Oed § g FEgR 915 4, SAfeh I7h FR I HPR F TR i HY
ZF e | g9 T T, T gow | Ay Y W, 39 qoE & Efest 7
IR SR T SR IS ¥H T FER g, JES U T .. (9WE wt
H) .. 74, =it 7 g e fagn et man o, gefeie g gt A # g
feTa & TR R FH1AS S T, A A1 0N B9 &1, 99 fege o ==i
R g ¢ 3R 919 781 99 41§, 9 ¢AR U9 WS 0 ¢, I+ I §H Hgd § [h
TH THIAIHS AT 8, T 37 TAR 9 71 J2 W T €, SH 97 379 37 WA
A 3% W) ¥, NS 70 IY Fd | 30 M ¥ ) W, I 9% 9gd 9% 37 ¥ wa
Tl 39 Witz =1 716 €, 59 i & oy giefawet sel I e €, wei g
AW T, T I 79 ¥ T WE T TA @R TF D W w6 1S windie
oT, A & qY FIE Wide g §, AT e F IR W™ ey e 7w
Fi | 37 Qv aifae faran R | a8 a) F aifad gen 1 g sfifewdt & e
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o 9 319 SETHE 9, 9 90 FAEAE 91 | IS TG IHH! giAE TAH, TqH
HT S T I, € T GAW ¥ 1 A BH A% W w8, o 79 famer &1,
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= WY 3 # G e 919 F 9a 9, ez gv % 91y, afEm & Wy, @
g & 919, 9 ahd ST 99 e e aelt § 1 31T I 9% S g9 B §,
T T g 2W R}, N X TRV B WY, 3WR Y N €, W IR AR HHAR
TRt R, 319 ST 9T FE R Ghd 5 3T e % | ¥, STt 96 T © F A
¥ wifE ot otg A B e F ot 7 1 oy 9 w1 fp wee W S
I, 9 39! @R FoaR &7 3, M e 18 &1 9rEdi | 3TR 3 o=
F, ST FH R F) THA R, s S of RS w7 €, 9 o
FIfL S R F 9 T ¥ 6 SE P T & ot v e ¥, 3 W
TE % i 7 o %o &) ... (H|e)..
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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 muitilateral, 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 colleaguss 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 sométhing 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 ailso 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 demogcracies 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 so 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 itis 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 codperation. 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, 1 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 18t 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. i don't know what sort of a purpose this is going to
serve. We had one in 1862 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 Indiaon
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 ran. 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, Ali 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
ageed 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 Pariiament.
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: itis only to keep her at peace, | wantio
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 shouid 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, ‘' 9tert =t e =+t g¢ =", Sir, It was
TRt | unfortunately, 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 gratefu! 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
compelied 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 ali 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 ceating some kind of a false bogey
befoe 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 shail 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 bomhs
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 aiso relax. Now, et 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, waqil, 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 telis 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 sutceeding 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 Gandhiiji 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?...(/nterruptions)...

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
worjd 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 ancther 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 in-
built mechanism for improvement, which other Governments do nto 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...(Inferruptions)..

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...(/nterruptions)... but that much science even |
know...(Interruptions)...

DK. 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: 1t 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)... -3 43 SEY | ..(=EH).. | don't allow any argument.
..{Interruptions).. Nothing will go on record. ..(Interruptions)..

SHRI S.S. AHLUWALIA:*

st srgvrafa: & @ =, aﬁﬁﬁwmmh .(sqg9).. 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. ..(/nterruptions)..

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. ..(/nterruptions)..

SHRI N. JOTHL:*

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

SHRI S.S. AHLUWALIA:*

it It 3= faeg & foan &, a9 Afsw) . (sraam)..
SHRI RAM JETHMALANI:* .
SHRI N. JOTHI:*

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

SHRI S.S. AHLUWALIA:*
st IravTafi: sTecpaTfera Sft, a9 Aoy, ¥ e g1 .. (EAE).. TEe T AW
T W® E 39 ..(qAYR).. 39 AfSI | am on my legs. ..(Interruptions)..

Nothing is going on record. ..(/nterruptions).. | 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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6.00 P.m.
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... (Interruptions). Do whatever you want to do.

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

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please, conclude. sit Sigqart sit, 3mq
e[S B ... (=FHH)

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.

o TR SAgganferan:**
B JIEt AR S
ATt e @A

SHRI RAM JETHMALANL: 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, ShriArjun 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 Chair.
**Not recorded
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T A FeAEt AW ST ¥ TH T A SR 61 uuH w1 @ ¥
...(zHa)

st quea foag: o 79 39 w3 # amf et & e @ Seiva SO
..(FHEE) QAW A R I} L (Eur)

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 Saisy, # ¥ w7 ...(3au) | have been telling that he
has withdrwan those words ...(Interruptions). 378 # Ig& AR T H THA
% ... (HEYr) & 3 SaTs L. (SAauT)

st awds famg: 360 v & fou 7 9 € 9 99 @ w7 D =)

T Tt TN Siret: dAHT &1 TH THER W AEM & W/, 0 9% g6
& fog 3fea R .. (=maum)

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: | have deleted it and he withdrew it. |
said that it should not go on record and | have deleted it ...(Interruptions).

T H{TEh wHreT Siret: ST gt o wg @ goa w5 fE 9w @
AMFHT T I off FIUH T HL . (F=IUA) |

- SHRISITARAM 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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Bl T WATG S 3 AAE SR QW & T IS ... (AUM) | I
T W H M 9g1 § @ fon_dmfret % wemm @ w7 o 8 W uea ¥
..(ARYM) T SE W IS @ ¥, AWl #t aoe § wd ¥ ... (Haem) |
wires # o7 o0 @ 1l At 1 g 9 @ gu E o one 3u e 1 .
w& 1 W ¥ ... ()

st STEwTIR: T9 9 9/ 999 seig € W #) | have expunged it.

- B HTEl wATE S : gg it 1t wer, gw faend e 9 € L (FHaYTH)
T Al & dey ¥ 59 e F 96 fega T g L (=Ram) |

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. ...(/nferruptions). | cannot
give you any answer. ...(Interruptions). 1t 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 opportuity 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 1880s 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 Rajivji. 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. 1t 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 buta general
framework. We shoud 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, prO\?ided we get whatwe 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 ali
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 conditons, 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 teliing, what we
feel is in our interest. | have summarised these issues in five points and
| wouid 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
hilatera! 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 taiking 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 piants 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 nulcear 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 capifal 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 technoloyg. 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 whoie 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 iook 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 ¢r from elsewhere
and we can buiid 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; Engiand 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
maijor support that they are actually looking for. One of the reasons why
they are moving in that direction is this. (Time-beil)
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please, conclude.
SHRIARJUN KUMAR SENGUPTA: These are the two points.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Stili you have three points!

SHRIARJUN 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 nuciear 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.

i sygwryfa: Y977« S/, 319 conclude FITST1 | have to conclude the
debate 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 wouid be
put on research and development and that position should be maintained.
Finaily, 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 pictre. (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)

SHR! 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.

SHR{ ABANI ROY (West Bengal): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, itis 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
wiill enable us to be self-reliant, secure and independent on nuciear
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. 1t 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 parnt, 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 cenl 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 aliow 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, 1 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 intc 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 Initiaive (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 piaced 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? |s 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. Sowe need a
clear answer on this. Sir, because of paucity of time, i 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 nuciear
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. 1 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 dea! with the United States? Is it economic compuision or
political compuision? If it is an economic compulsion, | am afraid, it is
uneconomical, and it is bad economics. Betause 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, why 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. FAROCOQ 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
orin the Government. 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 Irag with all his
colleagues in the embassy of importance. | begged of him with folded
hands, | said, "Do not attack Irag. Whatever Saddam Hussain may be,
there is a problem of those peopie. 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 ia 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 hae 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.l 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 wil! of
the House. You can call it a statement from the Chair or whatever it be. If
there be 3 distiilaie ©f i i{ouse's views, if can only strengthen the
Governme:nt's position. | appeal. therefore, to the Government and to
the hon. Prime M~ :ter, even at this stage, to consider this as an appeal
tothe Treasurytb. ~ . 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 Jawabharlal 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, | 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. Peopie say that we can use coal. We have
plenty of coal. Often low-grade coal with high ash content. if you use
increased qunatities of coal you run into environmental hazards, like, the
CO02 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
guo, 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’ itseif. 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 shouid be. | was not given that opportunity
even though | offered, in both the Houses, that | 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 exxchange 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 abbut’oqr 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 ali 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 prow!
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 sentimentai 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 Schooi. 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 palitics, 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 Pate|, 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
myseif 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 Singhiji, 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 wili 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 blocd.

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 grateiul for the opportunity to clarify
some of the issues arising from the discussion. | am being truthful, 1 will
do so in a ngn-partisan spirit and | have svery 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, 2003 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 neclear 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 br 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 deviatios 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
convicticn. | have always believed that in public life, it never pays to
guestions the motives of those who differ with you, and. therefore, | respect
those whn differ with me, from what | have done or what | have to say. |
recognise, therefors, that many of these concerns are borne out of genuine
conviction tihat nothing should be done that would undermine iong-
standing policies that have a bearing on India's vital national security
interests Lal me say, atthe very beginning, | fully share and subscribe to
drege sentiments,

l would like to assure the hon. members that negotiations with the
Lnifed States regarding the civilian nuclear deai have not led to any change
in the basic orientations of our policies, or affected our independeant
iudgement 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 raq? 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 | ¢an assure you, Sir, that when it comes to ndig's essentisi
national inleresi, 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 cur
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 muiti-polar world. | don't apologise for my conviction
that having good relations with the United States is in our national interest.
I 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-ahy 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 Iraq 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 approvai. The final shape
of the legislation would, therefore, be apparent only when the House and
the Senate compiete 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, I 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 fult 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 exisling 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 te reprocessing spent fuel, that is, all
aspects of a complete nuclear fuel cycie. 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 cornmunity 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 lo research and development. We
will not agree fo any dilution that would prevent us from securing the
benefits of full civil nuciear co-operation as | have amplified a moment
ago.

The second question that was raisad 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 impiementation
of our understanding contained in the July,.Z005 Statement. | stand by
that commitment. When we put forward the Separation Plan, we again
rade it clear to the United States that India couid 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 heid one round of discussions on a proposed bilateral co-operation
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agreement. India and the International Atomic Energy Agency have heid
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 nuciear
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
voiuntarily ptacing 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 cn 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 ¢f its non-
proliferation and other commitments. We have made it clear {o the tUnited
States our opposition to these provisions, even if they are proecied as
non-binding on India, as being contrary to the letter and spint of the tuiy
Statement. We have told the United States Adminisiration that the et
of such certification will be to diminish a permanent waive! authorily inio
an annual one. We have also indicated that this would infroduce 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 weanon
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.
Membhers may recall that the July Statement had acknowledged that India
should be regarded as a State with advanced nuciear technoiogy enjoving
the rights and the benefits as other States with advanced nuciear
technology such as the United States. The July staiement did not refar to
india as a nuclear weapon State because ihat 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 nuciear
facilities. It also meant that India would not attract full scope safeguaics
such as those applied to non-nuclear weapon States that are signaiznes

363



RAJYA SABHA [17 August, 2006]

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
tetchnical 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 any way. | 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 nct 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 inscfar 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 Separatior: Plan. | am hopeful that the bilateral
India-US Civil Nuclear Cooperatior: 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
ihere is a complete lifting of restrictions of India that have existed for
three decades. Such an outcome, if it materialises, will contribute to our
iong-term energy security by enabling a rapid increase in nuclear power.
It wouid 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,
I 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
guidelires impose extraneous conditions on India, you have my
assuranrce, 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

I should reflect and state where 1 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 ali 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 cooperaiton 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 restricfion on all aspebts 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 .clear fuet supply. Only such_
cOoperatlon woufd be m keeprng wnth 2 'Juty Jomt Statement ’

f The second 1ssue that ls bemg ralsed ns ‘we, cannot accept
restnctlgns on. m,c_han.Fgre,tgn Policy to.be.mpesed such as .on lran,
irrespective of whether. it is-in: the policy section-or-in the sénse of the
House section of the-legisiation. To this; my:responseis, our Government
is clear that our commitments:are only those that are contained in the
July Joint Statement and’in:the Separatioh -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: legistation
enacted in a foreign' couintry can take away from'as this sovereugn right.

. The tmrg issue raised by our colleagues in the Left is, the signing of
the IAEA sﬁf@guands in perpetulty for the cwshan program me to take place
after. the US Congress had approved the 123 Nuclear Cooperation.
' Agre_emeni‘_,f\u 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 fue!
as agreed in the March, 2006 Statement. In case the US reneges on
supply of fuel, will they ensure continuity through other memebrs 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 nuclaer 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 digarmament
remains unwavering. Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi had put forward an
Action Plan in the 1988 U.N. General Assembly Special 8ession on
Disarmament. We remain committed to the central goai of that Action
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Plan, i.e., complete elimination of nuclear weapons leading tc 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-cff 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
inspectos, only provisions for IAEA inspectos. The draft US Bill contains
such provisions for inspectors. What is our response?

My response is, in the Separation Pian, we have agreed to offer for
[AEA safeguard nuclear facilities specified in the Separation Plan for that
purpose. The nature of safeguards will be determined by an India specific
safegurads 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.

Qurresponse 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 Protocoi 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 tran in the House Bili, 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 PS|. We have certain concerns regarding
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its legal implications and its linkages with the NPT. We also have concerns
with amandments 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 tc the current debate. What
is our stand?

Sir, our response is that we have studied the proposed US legislation
very carefully, including the sc-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 legisiation
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 biils. A more accurate exampie 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 roie of Parliament in approving foreign
policy. My humbie 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 evoivas. 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
werking 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 shouid
read out—is, "India should continue to be able to hold on to her nuciear
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 non-
discriminatory nuclear disarmament. Our freedom of action with regard
to our strategic programmes remains unrestricted.

The nuclear agreement will not be ailcwed to be used as a backdocr
method of introducing NPT type restrictions on !ndia. Qur 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 ang
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 coverad i 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 speit 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 stipervision or control, or, by the
need to satisfy and international body. Research and techneclogy
deveilopment are the scvereign rights of any nation. This is especially
true when they concern strategic national defence and energy seilf-
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 Jf 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 praserve the integrity of the three-stage
nuclear power programme, including utilization of our vast thorium
resguirces. Certain nuclear faciities including Centres such as the Tata
Institute of Fundamenial Resaarch, Variable Energy Cyclotron Centre,
Saha Institute of Nuclear Physics, etc. have been designated as civilian
in the Separation Plan. As these faciiities 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
ctions tc implement the cooperation could be left for discussion between
the two Governments, the basic principles on which such actions will
rest s 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
racommended by the U.S. House of Representatives. If the U.S.
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Congress, in its wisdom, passes the Bill in its bresent form, the 'product’
will become unacceptable to India, and diplomatically, it will be very difficuit
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 productis 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 Juiy Statement
and the March Seperation Plan, and commitments given by me tc
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 US legisiation or the NSG guidelines impose extraneous
conditions on India, the Government, as i stated earlier, wil 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,
I have tried faithfully to reflect the concerns of all sections of the House.
t invite this House to unanimously endorse the stand that | have outlined.

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

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

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

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let Mr. Yashwant Sinha speak first ... (inferruptions:. .

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: Sir, the Prime Minister has once again
given assurances to this House, as he had done in the past. | will nnt
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 fuei 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,
I 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)...

st awrafar: sy Aifery, siferg) ... (sa@um)...

SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: | know who are the *leaders.

sit et ¥ ifeg, #1¢ fara 1 ¥ Afeg, e (=aum)...
SHRI YASHWANT SINHA: | know who are the *leaders.

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

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. ...(/nterruptions)....

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

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 Bilis 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 wilt
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. ...(/nterruptions)....

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. ...(Inferruptions)....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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