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The question was put and the motion was adopted.

SHRI SRIPRAKASH JAISWAL: Sir, | introduce the Bill.

The Sree Chitra Tirunal Institute for Medical Sciences and
Technology, Trivandrum (Amendment) Bill, 2005

THE MINISTER OF STATE OF THE MINISTRY OF SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY AND THE MINISTER OF STATE OF THE DEPARTMENT
OF OCEAN DEVELOPMENT (SHRI KAPIL SIBAL): Sir, | beg to move for
leave to introduce a Bill to amend the Sree Chitra Tirunal Institute for
Medical Sciences and Technology, Trivandrum Act, 1980.

the question was put and the motion was adopted.
SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Sir, | introduce the Bill.

DISCUSSION ON STATEMENT MADE BY MINISTER
New framework for the Us-India Defence Relationship

THE LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION (SHRI JASWANT SINGH):
Mr. Deputy Chairman, how much time do | have?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You have 30 minutes.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: | will try and see whatever | can do best in
this time, Sir. The US-India relationship is considered to be an important
relationship, so also the strategic partnership. Therefore, on this new
framework agreement, that has been concluded by the Hon. Defence
Minister on which he gave a statement recently, let me say it at the very
outset, that we welcome the developments. | will share with you where
' we welcome it, where our concerns are. You know very well that the
present Secretary General went in 2001-02 and many such agreements
were concluded in the previous NDA Government. Those were the
beginnings of this defence relationship, in real sense, going back actually
to 1995. Now, there is, in that sense, continuity and this continuity is to
be welcomed. There is this aspect of diversification of procurement of
weapon systems, which is a welcome aspect. The question of
technological advancement of military weaponry is somewhat a complex
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subject. | don't want to go into the complexities of it, but because it is the
tentacles of the technological aspects—production, R&D, what is the
nature of war that we are confronted with today, what it will be tomorrow.
That is a debate in itself which is not my intention to go into in any great
length here. | might touch a point or two of it. But, the fact remains that
technologically and technically, particularly in terms of military equipment,
not in other sense, but certainly, in terms of military equipment, | don't
think that we have had, in human history, the kind of technological
advancement that we witness today in the United States of America. How
much of this we will be able to absorb, how much of it will1 be  offered is
again a different question which requires a different discussion and | touch
upon it very briefly. This is the context in which the statement was made
and the new framework was concluded. But, there is another reality. Let
me share that reality very briefly with the Hon. Minister, as also the Hon.
Members of the House. We had a discussion just the other day on the"
hon. Prime Minister's visit to the United States of America, his making a
statement to the House whereafter my distinguished colleague, Shrimati
Sushma Swaraj, made, | think, a very good intervention in the House.'
What she has given voice to, in essence, was the next step in strategic
partnership because the United States is a specialist in confusing
acronyms; and, therefore, we have the NSSP, yet another addition in the
multiples of that. Let us please recognize that the NSSP is a revolution in
thought, both in the United States as also in India but it is an extremely
hesitant revolution. It is hesitant in India and there is a great deal of
hesitation in the United States also. That is a reality and if we overlook
that reality, then | think, we are not addressing this entire question because,
after all, defence relationship is a consequent, it is one of the byproducts
as it were of the NSSP. Let us, therefore, be very objective about it. The
NSSP by itself is, at the moment a hesitant revolution. Again, | don't want
to elaborate this further than what | have said that this is the essence of
the difficulties that are faced, both in the United States and in India.
>

The second reality is, Sir, that neither in the United States nor in
India, do we have the kind of domestic unanimity or consensus about the
NSSP or the result, the byproducts of the NSSP as one would ideally
want. It is much better if we take on board the fact that we would need to
have much greater consensus in this regard, a much better understanding
of what is being done, how it is being done and the benefits of it; and, this
is equally applicable equally true of the United States.
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Sir, | shared with the House the other day that—it is my experience
and my viewpoint—I| have not seen the United States as internally divided
as | find it today. Very recently, | have shared this view with my friends in
the United States of America. | continue to correspond with them on this
subject. The political dialogue in that country is today as invective field as
regrettably ours is. It is not something that one says with the sense of
, delight, but this is a reality.

The third is: let us also recognize that within the United States as
within us in a different fashion, there is a great internal debate that goes
on—as to how this enhancement that the United States is contributing to
in raising India's power status, power capability, is good for the future of
the US national interests. | have attempted to put it as best as | can.
There is a debate within the United States asking as to how good is it for
our national interest to raise the power capacity, power capability of India.
Just as we take this on board, please understand that the United States
' also takes on board. It is a democratic country like us, and, perhaps with
much greater access to public opinion and opinion makers in India that
they have and we have, in the reverse fashion because we are a hesitant
revolutionary as a nation. We are a hesitant revolutionary because, in our
case, we only half-believe the change, the great change, that is taking
place. And, we only half-believe because part of us in still a captive of the
shadows of history. We are unable to break free of the experience that,
as a country, as a political community, as a Parliament, we have had in
the last 50 years of relationship with what today is, no doubt, world's pre-
eminent political, military, somewhat fragile now, but, economic power
also, and most regrettably, Sir, | say, unfortunately also, the most dominant
culturally. It is a reality that the icons of the US culture are icons now.
There is a very wonderful phrase 'how can anybody eat a hot dog'. But,
that is now cultural icon. So also, you have 'a blue jean' and the revolution
of the competitive Colas; even the music. But, the sign of the dynamism
of that country, just as much, Sir, as today | find—I would have been
astonished if it had been otherwise—| am really delighted when | find—I
am not a great fan of it, but occasionally | stumble upon it—that so much
of the U.K. is now suffering from what is called reverse imperialism. You
have pop bhangra; you have the revolution of the tandoori. Tandoori
otherwise is not a very edible cuisine. But what is the chicken tikka?
Everybody wants to eat it... (Interruptions)... Anyway, let me proceed,
Sir. The point that | am making here is we only half-believe ourselves in
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what we are doing today in this regard. Why do | say this? Because, if we
approach, both United States and India approach, in this kind of hesitant
tentative manner on, | think, what is really the most remarkable strategic
shift that has taken place and is taking place, then we will only half-
achieve the benefits of it. And, there are dimensions of it which are also
economic. | think, President Putin, quite unwittingly, and | must share it
with the Hon. Defence Minister, perhaps gave voice, what | think is the
fundamental truth of the later half of the 20th Century, the last 15 years of
the 20th Century, when he said that the greatest catastrophe that seized
Russia was the demise of the former Soviet Union. And, he called it a
great geo-political catastrophe. We should examine this coolly, rationally
and as having implications for us both diplomatically. | won't take too
much time, Sir. | won't read out all the contents of the Framework
Agreement. Just see the essence of it. It is for the next 10 years. It lends
to continuity but those 10 years must demonstrate the result of 10 years.
Otherwise, we are specially taking 10 years to find a file. That might not
be the best way to approach this.

There are usual tributes to freedom, democracy, and rule of law.
There is a phrase, to advance shared security interests.' In the subsequent

elaboration, some of those security interests are elaborated, and it is a
matter of some advice to the Hon Defence Minister that the longer we
spend, and the more time is spent with the United States of America on
deliberating over 'shared security interests', the better it is for the United
States of America, for us and also for this Agreement for which we have
got pats. The other day, just | shared with the House that my experience
informs me that in the United States of America, policy moves in a four-
year cycle. And in those four years, the first two years are the years of
action, and the next two years are the years of elections. In this particular
case, commonly called 'Bush-II' or 'Second Presidency." | am beginning
to think that the first two years of the action-oriented policy determination
period has somehow unnaturally got cut short. Please take that into
account when you proceed further.

Then here is this aspect of 'maintaining security and stability.' It is a
very pregnant phrase. | hope, it is not one of those phrases which appears
to say a great deal but does not have to say anything very much. Otherwise,
security and stability really covers almost everything that one can think
of.
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The next is agreement on 'defeating terrorism and violent religious
extremism.'This is the carry forward of what was agreed upon in 2001,
2002,2003, and soon. | had repeatedly shared with the United States of
America — because that was my job — that they were approaching the
same thing completely wrong; they were missing what was taking place,
| believe, on their doorsteps; they were not taking sufficiently seriously
what was happening either in our neighbourhood in Pakistan or in
Afghanistan. | do not want it to happen and having said it; if it were ever to
happen, | would not be surprised, if some day, the same ills that have
afflicted India for the past 15 years, would arrive upon their doorsteps
also. And when it did so on 9/11, it did not delight me at all. Now, on
terrorism, | do wish to take a minute or two of the Hon. Defence Minister.

Sir, | see some very involved discussion and debate going on in the
third row of the ruling party. (Time-bell) | would also like to be a participant
or debater of that discussion.

We must note that there is a very thin line between absolute failure
and total success in terrorism. Let me cite out own example of 13th
December. What became a failure was that they were struck at some
cost. That was a failure. What would have been a total success for them
to have ingressed into the Parliament and to have done what they wanted
to do. Please note that the United States does not approach the question
of terrorism in the same fashion as we do. Our experience of this menace
is much older. | believe and | don't say it because of any parochial reasons,
but because | believe so. It was a very unfortunate incident on the World
Trade Centre. It was a terrible tragedy; it shouldn't have happened to any
country. But the consequences on the psyche of the United States of
America, at times, greatly concerns me. As a society, they have got
traumatised. Their decision-making is, now of a kind which worries me. |
believe, Sir, that the militarisation that is taking place within the United
States of America is also a worry. The kind of excessive zeal that the
security apparatus demonstrate in the United States of America at airports
and elsewhere is because the control mechanism has much to do even
before the regulatory wherewithals could keep pace. Therefore, the entire
control mechanism has been firmed up for those who are unable to meet
this sort of course. These are consequences. And, therefore, when we
want to work with them, and we must work with them, we must have a full
understanding and appreciation of the pluses and minuses of it. Sir,, we
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must also be very clear. Is this a fight or is it just a battle or is it just a law
and order matter? | think, in this case, we are more confused than is the
United States of America. We seem to oscillate between our attitudes on
how to contend with this threat and this menace, and our approach to
this issue is not constant. | do not wish to cite instances, Sir, because
then the Hon. Members would be troubled by my instances, which is not
my intention. But | do wish to point out that unless you are clear in your
mind as to what this fight is all about. Is it a fight or is it only a law and
order matter? What is Maoism all about? Is it a deeply worrying and a
serious security threat to the country as terrorism or is it not? | do not
know how we will work with the United States of America just as the
United States of America also has to be clear in its mind as to what it is.
For the United States, it's literally at war. Let me cite only two examples.
Sir, because it is at war, they are ready to have guns and armour. But we
don't want to have POTA. This is a very wide gulf. And you cannot cooperate
on terrorism unless, at least conceptually, you approach the issue on the
same wavelength. For example, in France, it is a very astonishingly direct
and simple reply to the aspects of common civil law. There is only one
French Republic. But that is not the answer that we are able to give. But
France says that it is a violent confrontation with those that are challenging
the Republic. Is that what we are seeing? France uses every possible
tool, all weapons, in the armoury of the Republic, legal or military, if
necessary because the Republic is pre-eminent and is above all other
challenges. For Russia, it is clearly a war. | might exceed my time. | say
this only to point out that in 1984, a very distinguished Member of the
Congress Party, Mr. R. Venkataraman, was the Defence Minister. Pranab
Babu was also a Member of this House. | was personally very disturbed
over what had happened at the Akal Takht. He was going to Amritsar, and
therefore, | really pleaded with him if he would take me with him to Amritsar,
and | went with him to Darbar Saheb. While returning, | happened to meet
one Russian, and just as a matter of academic interest, | asked him:
"How would you have addressed this challenge?" He said: "lt is very
simple. We would have bombed the whole thing out of existence." It is a
cultural and civilization difference. What Russia can do, India will not
even think of doing. Why do | cite this example? When we are agreeing to
cooperate and work together on terrorism, let us, at least, be clean
ourselves on the fundamentals, on the basics of the challenge because,
like the Maoist threat, this challenge lies in a very real sense, in meeting
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the severe threat to democracy at a certain level. Is that the concern that
the United States of America has? No. We must find, if nothing else, at
least, the LCM of the common approach that we have. For example, Iraqg.
It is such a big subject, such a vast subject that | could go on speaking.
Iragq, to my mind, is now today to be a potential black hole of terrorism.
That black hole of terrorism has been created on account of the policies
and actions of the United States of America. Therefore, when we agree to
work with them, please state the reasons behind it. In a similar fashion, |
would very briefly cover one of the questions about terrorism. The Hon.
Defence Minister knows that we had occasion to say this earlier. | have
no desire whatsoever to pick holes in the situation. | share the concern. |
shared it the other day with the Hon. Prime Minister's statement. The
United States of America wants to work with us in preventing spread of
weapons of mass destruction. If you have signed a memorandum on that,
how do we do that? In what fashion do we actually work with the United
States in preventing the threat of weapons of mass destruction, the
associated material? How do we do this? You can say that we have
signed all the necessary international treaties with them. | think, there
has to be a very carefully judged balance here of obligations and benefits.
Then you also said, Sir, and please reflect on this carefully that, with the
United States of America, we will protect the free flow of commerce, which
of course, we should try and protect via land, air and sea-lane. This is a
very ambitious goal. | am sure, the Hon. Defence Minister will agree that
when you have agreed to work with the United States of America to protect
the free flow of commerce via land, air and sea-lane, and | go beyond just
the standard observation about the foot-steps stretching from the Strait of
Malacca to Aden, etc...

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI FALI S. NARIMAN) in the chair.]

Let me ask a direct question. If we are to protect the free flow of air,
land sea link, would the hon. Defence Minister please clarify now as to
how till today India is unable to have a free access even by a link, whether
by air or by land, to Afghanistan? How we are unable to have access of
commerce to Pakistan freely? | don't want to cite Bangladesh. When we
have agreed to protect free flow of commerce, by implication globally,
please do share with the country and the House how you intend to do it
and the two examples, what is not being possible and what we are not
able to achieve with Pakistan or Afghanistan. With Afghanistan, Mr. Vice-
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Chairman, Sir, | had difficulties. On those trying days, India donated buses
to Afghanistan. The buses could not be sent by land route from here. We
had donated, if | recollect rightly, about 500 tonnes of wheat. The wheat
got lying and rotting at Wagah. It could not be transported because | had
good sense that the Pakistan Government would not permit it to be
transported directly by land to Afghanistan. There was no direct air
connection of Indian Airlines till today between Kabul and Delhi. Everything
that we had to send, we sent via the Emirates. What free flow of commerce
are you talking about? (Interruptions)... We sent them via Iran. | don't
know how you proceed.

| don't have much difficulty with the combined exercises and
exchanges. It would be a good experience. If the outcome of the combined
exercise and exchanges are disseminated, at least, in the Service Journal
so that a large service community will be able to benefit from it and learn
from it, and some of us who are students of military affairs can also be
benefited from it.

There is also an agreement on collaboration of multinational
operations. | think, there is need to make it clear as to what multinational
operations you are conceiving because what we are witnessing today is
a kind of, what should | call, the United Nations fatigue on the United
States. It is rather a cliche phrase that the United States actually does
not believe in the acronym 'P-5'. It believes only in 'P-1'. There are no five.
There is only one and that is the United States of America. Therefore, all
that should have been globally in what that P-1 wants, nothing else.
Therefore, that is the reality. If that is the objective reality, we have to face
the situation. In that context, if you say multinational, you have deliberately
skirted the issue of "UN approved”, "UN sponsored”, "under the aegis".
These are very standard diplomatic euphemisms. It is better for their
common interest. Actually, we went only when there are interests and all.
We would go with the United Nations. But still it is necessary to be clear
on all these things, not as fault-finding but as further clarifications on
approach.

Sir, | will take a minute or two to share about the regional global
peace and stability. | will give just two examples. Is it the suggestion of
the agreement that we would go to Haiti? What the United States has
done in Haiti, on several occasions, is very much known. Would we be
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partners in maintaining peace there? Alternatively, take the case of Taiwan.
If the United States of America have concluded a security agreement
about Taiwan with Japan, would we then be a party to that global peace?
Let me then cite an example of Afghanistan. There is great deal of lack of
comprehension of what actually is taking place today in Afghanistan,
particularly in the United States of America. | am beginning to fear the
same situation that | have had to go through from 1999 onwards. And |
have a similar apprehension about our own sense of reality of what is
taking place in Afghanistan today. | would not go into much greater details
about what | feel is happening in our immediate western or eastern
neighbourhood. Very briefly, it is well enough known as to how the President
of Afghanistan is today guarded. There is a company called Dynacorp. |
have for so many years now shared with my friends in the United States
of America and in Afghanistan, "Do you not see what statement you
make everyday when protection to the President of a proud country like
Afghanistan, an Islamic Republic, is provided by a private firm that has
hired security guards from the United States of America?" That security
firm is called Dynacorp. That is a very damaging statement there and it is
not just for Afghanistan, it is for the United States of America, it is for India
and it is, to my mind, a very hurtful comment because | also belong to
this region. | went to Kabul in that fateful December to swear in President
Karzai. | found it a very touchnig experience. | landed at Bagran. They
very kindly provided me the same helicopter which was at one time the
personal helicopter of Ahmed Shah Masood. Ahmed Shah Masood used
to sit in that helicopter in a kind of an easy chair with a very beautiful
Badakhshani carpet on it. But what disturbed me there was not just the
debris of war and how many tanks and other things were still lying at
Bagran and this wonderful Shomali plains which were now nothing but
annihilation, it was disturbing much more, Sir, that Ahmed Shah's personal
crew and pilots used to come and chat with me. There was a very big
auxiliary fuel tank next to me which had been put into the helicopter.
Ahmed Shah had to fly constantly between Tazakhastan and Badastan.
My entire military training had informed me that between an auxiliary fuel
tank and a cigarette there should be a distance of 300 yards to 509
yards, and there was my good host standing like this, smoking next to
that auxiliary fuel tank. Why do | cite this? There is a certain spirit that
exemplifies Afghanistan, not true history alone because Afghanistan is
also the same Afghanistan in which up till lately mothers used to silence
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their children by saying, "If you do not keep quiet, Hari Singh Nalwa
would come". So, we know Afghanistan for centuries. But, if the President
of Afghanistan is guarded by a private security personnel, hired by
Dynacorp, something inside me feels hurt. Please address this question.
Should | share some additional facts about what is happening in
Afghanistan? Then, Sir, they have the International Security Assistance
Force. | don't know whom they are providing assistance to. That International
Security Assistance Force is under the command of NATO. Now, what
has NATO got to do with Afghanistan? It is North Atlantic; | mean, even
with the most immaginative stretch of re-writing geography, | cannot stretch
NATO to Afghanistan. | shared this concern with my friends in the United
States. Then, | asked a number of friends in Pakistan: "Are you comfortable
when you have the NATO troops next door?" They told me,"Can we go
into a quite place and talk this over? Please don't say this in front of
them. But we are not comfortable." But | do say it in front of them; and, |
say it in Parliament. It is not in our advantage; it is not in India's benefit;
it is not in Afghanistan's national interest to have the NATO troops there.
They said at one time that there were Polish troops. And | asked, "What
on earth are you doing?" You are sending the Polish troops to Afghanistan?
What has gone wrong with your thinking? How will you address this regional
question?" Sir, the Afghan National Army is to be trained by the United
States of America. They have got about 21,000 personnel there. But a lot
of desertions are now taking place from there; inevitably so. Now, the
police there are being trained by the Germans. The Anti-Narcotics
operations are in the care of the United Kingdom. And you will be
astonished to note that the law, justice and judiciary in Afghanistan are
now being trained by the Italians. With all my experience, | cannot
understand what the ltalians have got to do and who are the ltalians to
teach the Afghans how to be just and to have the Shariat Law implemented.
We still have no acces in these countries.

Sir, | must conclude now. But | have to share with the House one
more thought only; there is a great deal more that | could have said.
Please address yourself to the question of what was earlier called
Revolution in Military Affairs. Actually, warfare has moved much faster in
that arena. We continue to remain stuck in transferred values, transferred
knowledge, transferred acronyms of the West. Please free yourself from
that. My greatest worry and my greatest concern lies in this very great
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damage that we have done to ourselves. Please bear in mind, what | term
as a law of unintended consequences, in diplpmacy, in warfare as also in
internal affairs. | won't cite examples of the results of this law. But, one
final point, Sir. which is about the Ministry of Defence. | am very deeply
worried by the state of Minisry of Defence. We have brought--all of us are
collectvely responsible for this—the decision-making system, the decision-
making apparatus in the Ministry of Defence to a total grinding stop. A lot,
Sir, | am ready to admit, was actually started long years ago when the
whole issue of Bofors first cropped up. | then mentioned it in public, "It is
a very good weapon system but, | believe, the method of procuring it had
been faulty".

My colleagues thought that | should not have commended the weapon
system. | think, | was right in commending it. | think, | am still right in
holding to the view that the method of procuring it was faulty. And when
the then Prime Minister wanted to blacklist this firm, | pleaded with him,
"Don't do it. This is not in India's interest The agreement has long-term
implications. There is no need to blacklist it". That blacklisting was wrong.
We have gone down that path, increasing our speed of the decline of this
Ministry at a pace, which really bewilders me. | have very serious difficulties
with accepting the reationale of sending 32 cases, which are observations
made by the Comptroller and Auditor General, to the Central Bureau of
Investigation. The Comptroller and Auditor General's observations go to,
at least, two Committees of Parliament which examine them. This need
not have happened, i non't think this step was correct. | will not be able to
agree to it. What it has done, Mr. Chairman, is that there is not a single
officer today in the Ministry of Defence who is ready to put even a dot on
a plece of paper and agree to anything. What, therefore, you, Mr. Defence
Minister, have concluded, | think, is a very worthwhile agreement and that
requires to have many follow-ups, consegential agreements, to continue
so that the pace of its implementation is maintained. | share with you this
worry that because of what we have done, having brought the Defence
Ministry to a Standstill, the implementation of it will not keep pace with
your intentions. That, Sir, is, | think, the fundamental part of it. Thank
you

SHRI JAIRAM RAMESH (Andhra Pradesh): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir,
it is a rare privilege to be speaking after the Leader of the Opposition. At
the end of an almost 50 minutes' 'tour de horizon' of the State of the US
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economy, the State of US thinking on military matters, eating habits in
the United Kingdom, private security organisations in Afghanistan and,
finally, the State of India's Defence Ministry, | turned to my neighbour, the
Hon. Minister of Information and Broadcasting and asked him a very simple
and pointed question as to what the Leader of the Opposition actually
said, to which the irrepressible Mr. Jaipal Reddy responded, "Well, his
political compulsions conflict with his ideological impulsions and his
diplomatic predilections and, hence, the obfuscation". | think this was a
bit of a tongue-twister. -

But | do want to commend him for the high moral ground that he
occupied and stressed the element of continuity that is implicit in this
statement of the Defence Minister on the agreement that has been signed
between India and the United States. | wish the same statesmanlike
approach had been adopted by his colleague who was the opening
batswoman when the debate on the Prime Minister's statement took place.
| think the Hon. Leader of the Opposition has made my task much easier.
He has enabled me to close Mr. Strobe Talbot's book; | don't need to take
any reference to it; because, i think, the tone that he has adopted, a very
statesmanlike tone, recognising the element of continuity, but only pointing
out that the Americans cannot be trusted, that you do not have to believe
whatever the Americans tell you and that there are a lot of risks implicit in
this agreement because of the nature of domestic politics in the United
States, is a warning; that is a caveat, worth its weight in gold and coming
from somebody who was engaged with the United States over a long
period of time and who has, in effect, emerged as a major spoksman for
closer engagement between India and the United States, | think, the
Government would be well-advised to heed his warning Sir, the debate
is, of course, not on the United States perse; the debate is not on the
world's geo-strategic scenario, but the debate is on this relationship that
has been concluded, the Framework Agreement that has been concluded
between India and the United States two months' ago in Defence. Sir, the
word 'Framework Agreement itself is suggestive that we are discussing
not a final agreement; we are not discussing the nuts and bolts of a
defence relationship; we are discussing a Framework Agreement, an
Agreement that sets the broad framework, sets the broad parameters
and provides a rough and ready roadmap for closer engagement between
India and the US.
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4.00 P.m.

Sir, the statement that the hon. Defence Minister laid on the Table
of the House draws reference to the fact that this goes back to 1995,
when India and the US had a similar agreement, not so detailed agreement,
but somewhat of a similar agreement on cooperation on defence, and the
hon. Leader of the Opposition reminded us that there is an intervening
milestone, the NSSP, the Next Steps in Strategic Partnership, which
forms the background to this Defence Agreement. Actually, Sir, | would
like to take this element of continuity much beyond 1995. It is really not
as if in 1995 alone, suddenly, India and the United States discovered
each other, discovered the need for each other or discovered the need for
closer engagement on strategic issues between each other.

Sir, way back in 1980, the eminent civil servant, who the Leader of
the Opposition often quotes when he talks about the North-East and
Jammu and Kashmir, the late Shri B.K. Nehru, writes in his Memoirs,
'‘Nice Guys Finish Second' that he was dispatched by the then Prime
Minister Shrimati Indira Gandhi long before Mr. Reagan was sworn-in as
President of the United States to open a channel of dialogue with the
President-elect of the United States. In fact, Mr. B.K. Nehru was only the
second foreign dignitary, after Mr. Helmut Schmidt of Germany, to have
been granted an audience by the President-elect, Reagan. Subsequently,
Sir, under Mrs. Indira Gandhi, there were a lot of high-level summit meetings
that took place, which culminated, of course, in the MoU on high-tech
transfer between India and the United States, that was signed in 1984. In
1985, the then Indian Prime Minister went to the United States and one of
the major purposes of that visit, in many ways, a landmark visit, was to
trigger a process of cooperation in science and technology, in research
and development, which incidentally forms a very important and integral
element of this Agreement. Sir, it is not often recognised, the hon. Leader
of the Opposition is engaged in a debate which, unfortunately, | cannot
take part in that debate with which he is engaged in bilaterally.

Sir, when the hon. Leader of the Opposition spoke on the Prime
Minister's statement, he talked about the paternity disputes. There are a
lot of paternity disputes on the IT Industry in India, Sir, and | just want to
say that in 1985, when, the then Prime Minister went to the United States,
he made a special visit to Houston and the purpose of that visit to Houston
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was to meet the CEO of Texas Instruments, one of the largest IT companies
in the world. It was because of that trip that Texas Instruments, which
was a very major IT player, both in the civilian industry and in the Defence
industry, decided to open shop in Bangalore. And, that is how Bangalore
really came on the IT map of the world and that is how the entire IT
Revolution started. Sir, | don't want to get into paternity disputes here.
The short point is, as the hon. Leader of the Opposition has himself
recognised, there is a very strong element of continuity in the search for
closer relations between India and the US. For variety of reasons, having
to do with geo-politics, with US's own policy, with India's own pressing
domestic and regional concerns, for a period of time, it did appear, as if
there were divergent interests between India and the US. But, beginning
1980, Sir, over a last quarter of a century, successive Governments,
Congress, Coalition, now again Coalition again, have found it prudent,
have found it in the national interest to pursue a closer economic and
strategic partnership with the United States on terms that are dictated by
the sovereign Government of the day here in this country. So, | do believe
to that extent what the Defence Minister has done, what this Government
has done, has taken this continuity forward, yet another milestone in the
search for this closer strategic and economic partnership and engagement.
But | stress closer and enduring partnership on our terms, closer and
enduring partnership as equal partners, as partners that bring an equal
amount of value to the table. This is not, this cannot and this will never be
a search for a partnership of a client-patron type, of a subservient State
and a superpower type. It has necessarily to be a partnership founded on
the national interest, based on a domestic political consensus that the
Leader of the Opposition talked about. | do believe today, Sir, across the
political spectrum while there may be genuine tears and concerns about
US foreign policy in Afghanistan, US foreign policy in Irag, US foreign
policy in other parts of the world, | do believe there is general recogintion
that we have to do business with the United States. It is in our interest to
build a closer economic partnership, it is in our interest to build closer a
political partnership, and it is in our interest to build a closer strategic
partnership. To that extent, Sir, | think there will be a fair degree of political
consensus and agreement across the spectrum. In a coalition partners
and allies will have their concerns which have their fears which | am sure
will be aired even today and would have been aired in the media. But i do
believe we must recognise the nature of this continuity. Sir, my second
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point is that when you look at the agreement itself which the hon. Leader
of the Opposition tried to do towards the end of his intervention; there are
three or four issues that have, in fact, caused legitimate fears. First, there
is an issue of joint exercises. But, Sir, joint exercises is nothing new. As
we know, as ail of us note, in the last three or four years we have had joint
military exercises in Agra, we have had joint military exercises in Alaska,
| suppose to acclimatise the American troops to heat and Indian troops to
winter. We also had a joint naval exercise where Indian ships in the Indian
Navy had escorted the American ships in the Straits of Malacca which
has raised many eyebrows in South-East Asia. So, joint exercises is not
a new invention. It is a new animal that has crept up in the framework
agreement. It has been there and it has been one element of this
engagement. It has enabled both the sides, both militarily establishments,
to get to know each other after a long period of separation. | do believe
whatever fears may have been expressed on joint exercises, are, in fact,
largely exaggerated. Sir, the second point in the framework agreement is
multinational operations and the hon. Leader of the Opposition drew
reference to this by asking what is multinational; will we be called upon to
send troops to Haiti; will we be called upon to send our troops to Somalia,
to Sierraleone to Iran or wherever, should the Americans ever decide this
misadventure. Sir, | found that actually, Sir, the only partisan note that |
want to introduce in this presentation is | found that question or query
strange coming from a representative of a political formation that according
to all reports had almost committed Indian troops to Iraq, was on the
verge of sending Indian troops to Iraqg. Now, for somebody who was almost
talking about sending Indian troops to lIrag to turnaround and ask the
Indian Defence Minister, will you send troops to Haiti, will you send troops
to or to Somalia or whichever country, | thought that was somewhat
misplaced. But | do believe that the concern of multinatinonal operations
is not entirely out of place. But, | think he has been selective and has not
read the full phrase in the joint statement which reads that multinational
operations in their common interest. Now, as | understand it, Sir, if it is
not in our interest to send troops to Haiti, we will not send troops to Haiti,
if it is not in our interest to send troops to Iran or North Korea or whichever
country the United States feels it is interested to send its troops, we will
not send troops there. So, | think this sign of a mature relationship is that
we agree to disagree. There are vast areas of agreement and engagement,
but there will also be areas where there are substantial disagreements.
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The maturity of a relationship between India and the United States
will be when India tells the US that 'no, this is in our national interest; this
is what we are going to do'. | believe we are saying this in the case of the
Iran-Pakistan-India pipeline. | believe the Prime Minister said this on the
issue of lraqg when he was questioned on the wisdom of American
intervention there. Therefore, Sir, | think, when looked at in its entirety,
this phrase 'multi-national operations in their common interest' should
convince us that it is really up to the Indian Government of the day to
decide whether it is in its interest to do something which the Americans
feel it is in their interest and | quite agree with the hon. Leader of the
Opposition that there are many areas of agreement between India and
America but there are equally many areas where we cannot agree with
the United States. We cannot agree on the conduct of its foreign policy
both in our region and in other parts of the world. | think, the sign of
maturity, the sign of our strength; the sign of our resilience will be when
the Government of the day has the courage to say, 'no, we will not do this
because it is not in our interest'. That is how | understand this phraseology
in the statement that has been signed. Sir, | think there are other elements,
there are other features of the agreement on technology transfer, on
collaboration, on co-production, on research and development which
nobody can really object to because in many ways here India stands to
gain both through out-sourcing, both through its own research and
development capacity and both also in terms of upgrading its own defence
production capability which | will come to it a little later. So, | think, Sir, in
terms of the point that the hon. Leader of the Opposition made on the
basic features of this agreement, | think, on the core issue of joint exercises
and multi-national operations, | do believe that there are enough, adequate
safeguards in the agreement itself to ensure that if the Government feels
it is not in its interest to take this agreement forward it will not do so. And,
as | said, Sir, this is not a definitive; this is not a conclusive agreement. It
is only Framework Agreement, which has to be negotiated, which has to
be given teeth, which has to be given concrete nuts and bolts and specific
milestones. Sir, let me now turn to the third issue which is really the
larger issue of defence production, defence planning, defence R&D. What
this agreement really does in my view, Sir, and we have a very distinguished
scientist, Prof. Kasturirangan is sitting here, and | hope he speaks on
this because what this agreement does is like what the Prime Minister's
statement on the Indo-US collaboration on science and technology did, it
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opens the window of collaboration. It opens a window of engagement for
upgrading our own defence industry. Sir, the fact of the matter is, that at
the end of 50 years, it is not a matter of great pride that countries like
Israel have a far greater, lucrative, defence industry in India. We are still
dependent on defence imports. Our main objective has to be at all costs,
at all times, indigenisation. A country of India's size, a country of India's
geo-strategic vision and its ambition and its own compulsions and
concerns, enforces on us, the imperative need at all times to indigenise,
to absorb the technology, to improve the technology, to keep the technology
contemporary at all times. Now, Sir, self-reliance does not mean autarchy.
Self-reliance does not mean that you close your walls and do everything
on your wall irrespective of time and cost cosiderations. As the experience
of the Indian Space Research Organisation shows self-reliance means
creative engagement with the rest of the world. Self-reliance means
borrowing what you don't have. Self-reliance means getting know-how
from outside. Self-reliance means the ability to absorb the technology,
productionise it and put products whether it is a tank, whether it is a
missile, whether it is an aircraft, whether it is a Light Combat Aircraft in
place. Sir, the sad fact today is, — again we have a very distinguished
representative of the user here—if you talk to the users, if you talk to the
Indian Army, to the Indian Navy, to the Indian Air Force, there it says,
indigenous defence research and development has not made a dramatic
contribution to our own indigenisation effort. If you talk of scientists, the
scientists say, The users keep changing their requrements because there
is an inbuilt propensity for imports.' | think, the truth is somewhere in
between. What this Agreement does, in my view, for the first time, is, it
provides an opportunity for building a vibrant Defence industry based on
domestic research, based on domestic capability, but creatively engaging
with the rest of the world, borrowing things like engines for LCA so that
you are able to cut down the production schedules and the production
time. | think, the real concern in this Agreement is how do we use this
statement in order to fulfil our own objectives of creating a self-reliant,
technology-based, indigenous Defence industry. That is really our objective.
That was the objective that has anmated all our discussions on Defence
planning. It is often not recognised in this country. That one of the first
things that Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru did — Prof. Kasturirangan might recall
—uwas that he personally hired, in 1948, the Nobel laureate, Prof. P.M.S.
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Blackatt, to be the Scientific Advisor to the Ministry of Defence. The first
Scientific Advisor to the Minister of Defence was Prof. P.M.S. BlackatL a
very famous Nobel laureate in Physics. This was the idea that we must
bring in science, we must bring in modern technology, modern research
and use that as a basis for creating a vibrant domestic Defence industry.
This is what the American have done. The hon. Leader of the Opposition =
is right that revolution in military affairs is really the revolution in technology.
This is what Israelis have done. This is what Cinese are doing. This is '
what the Russians have done. This, | believe, is the route for India to take.
We cannot, year-after-year, be dependent on imports. Year-after-year, we
cannot use our foreign exchange just to have expensive imports. | think,
we should develop our own capacity in many of these areas and use
opportunities like the Agreement that has been signed in order to borrow
know-how, to transfer technology and, in fact, to contribute to world-wide
research and development. Today, India is emerging as the biotech capital
of the world. India is emerging as the IT capital of the world. There is
simply no reason why the Indian scientists and indan technologists in *
this vast network of research laboratories that we have cannot do contract
research and development for systems abroad, aircraft abroad, for tanks
abroad and for missiles abroad. | think, once you get out of this culture of
secrecy that we have built up for ourselves and use this as a technological
opportunity, you will see that this statement really has much more to offer
than it meets.

Finally, Sir, the hon. Leader of the Opposition, was right in saying
that in the last few years, there has been a paralysis in the Defence
establishments. Sir, Rs.24,000 Crores earmarked for Defence
modernisation was not spent between 2001 and 2004. Why was it not
spent? We can debate it. One of the reasons, perhaps, is the fear of
taking a decision. But the fact is Rs. 24,000 Crores earmarked for
modernisation. And, only about 15 to 20 per cent of the Annual Budget of
the Defence goes for modernisation and capital expenditure. And, Rs.
24,000 Crores, according to this CAG Report, was not spent! He is quite
rightt We need an accelerated modernisation of our Defence
establishments. We need to expedite procurement in key areas. There is
no point in increasing the Defence Budget year-after-year, if we are not
able to put in place a fast track mechanism in order to ensure that
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decisions for modernisation of system, decisions that will enhance safety,
reliability and efficiency of our Defence system is not taken in time.

| do want to end with one word of caution. We are, after all, still a
very poor country. | am a patriot, but | am no jingoist. | don't believe that
this country cannot afford a Defence expenditure of 5 or 6 per cent of the
GDP. Today, the Defence expenditure is running at roughly about 3 per
cent on the GDP. It is just about right. Maybe, it can go up to three and a
, half per cent. But, Sir, we should be very cautious because the temptation
to militarise, the temptation to create a military-industrial complex, which
President, Eisenhower, himself warned in 1959, is equality strong in our
country. And, if you question anything about military, your patriotic
credentials are immediately doubted. So, | do want to say this that our
needs in agriculture, our needs in education, our needs in health, our
needs in nutrition, are enormous. So, the 'guns and butter debate may
be an academic debate in other parts of the world, but it is very live
debate in this country. So, let us by all means modernise, let us by all
means get modern weapon systems; let us by all means give our defence
, system safety, reliability and efficiency. But, at the same time, let us
keep a check on Defence spending. Let us not use this opportunity for a
runaway spiralling of Defence expenditure because, in this way, it is a
sure recipe for domestic ruin.

Thank you, Sir.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU (West Bengal): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir,
actually, within a week of the debate that we had earlier in this House on
the hon. Prime Minister's Statement, this debate, to me, is proving to be
a little more difficult. A litle more' difficult, primarily, because of the
Statements and observations of the hon. Leader of the Opposition, who
had opened the debate. The other day, | had the virtue of recognizing that
| was not surprised by the opening remarks of the hon. Member, Shrimati
Sushma Swaraj. But, today, | am really surprised because | am not very
clear what the hon. Leader of the Opposition's contention is—whether
the statement is good or bad. If it is bad, then, he should not create this
impression that he had created the background and the hon. Defence
Minister has just inked on the dotted lines. And, if it is bad, why is it bad?
Because, the earlier Government did precisely carried out many of the
implications that are implicit in the statement. Therefore, | am really
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confused and | don't really try to conceal that element of surprise.

But, | think, my friend, Shri Jairam Ramesh, has made very interesting
remarks. | don't know whether this is also to really create a smokescreen
as to whether this agreement springs out from the National Common
Minimum Programme. And, very, very significant last point he made was
about 'guns and butter. But, Sir, our problem is that Mr. Ramesh's basic
defence of the statement has been that this is a framework, not a proper
agreement. Now, what does the term ‘framework’' suggest? A framework
is definitely indicative. We agree with that. A framework is definitely
indicative. But what is indicative in this framework? We had been told
several times before the Defence Minister actually took his visit to the
United States that that was an exploratory visit. | think, it would be in the
fairness of things and the need for probity that if the hon. Defence Minister,
while he replies to the debate, can really elaborate on the extent of
exploration because exploration does not really commit anybody to even
an indicative framework. Therefore, this nature of the exploration is really
a little mystifying because, leter on, when explanations were dished out
we were told that they had to renew the initial agreement which was
reached in 1995. If that is the case, that this kind of an agreement on
arriving at some kind of a defence cooperation framework was very much
on the cards, then, naturally, it follows from that kind of an argument that
the visit can be everything but exploratory, and it is to have certain definitive
dimensions insofar as it provides an indication.

The other point made by Shri Jairam Ramesh, which | find very
difficult to digest is this. He is trying to divorce defence policy, defence
strategy issues from the geo-political context. He was very appreciative
of the kind of strikes that Israel has made. In all fairness, through you,
can | pose this question? Was it possible for Israel to do what it has done
but for the kind of strategic partnership that they have provided to the
United States' interest in the Middle East? | think, Mr. Jairam Ramesh
could have done well while he was trying to show the continuity of this
framework document with Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru's policies in terms of
self-reliance and having the correct vision, a modernistic vision of a
modernistic India, of developing its science and technology, with also
references to what Pandit Nehru thought of how Israel is doing and what
kind of role it is playing. He referred to Mrs. Gandhi, Shri B.K. Nehru and

342



[8 August, 2005] RAJYA SABHA

what Mrs. Gandhi thought of this development in the Middle East, why
Israel is doing what it is doing and how it is managing to have the kind of
developments in defence matters. | think that would be more enlightening
for all of us who do not know so much about the United States and how it
has contributed to the emergence of the IT industry. | think, | have learned
many of these things, ironically, from the Defence Minister himself how
the strategy of locating our defence and aviation research facilities in the
60s' in Bangalore led to, actually, the creation of the capacities which
could be made use of in the subsequent period when, maybe, Texas
Instrument also provided some inputs in that process of development.

SHRI JAIRAM RAMESH: Just one minute. My point was, why should
India be importing from Israel? That is the issue. | am not supporting
Israel. | am saying, if Israel accounts for 15 per cent or 10 per cent of
India's defence imports, it is not a situation that is in our national interest.
We should be sending stuff to Israel; we should not be buying stuff from
Israel. That is the point | am making.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: | am very happy that we have a supporter
here. We think our foreign policy position on Middle East is improving
regardless of Governments, while the Middle East is getting influenced
by this fact that Israel defence imports to this country have risen to the
tune of 3.5 billion dollars. | could not agree with you on this question. But
the point is, you see, the defence cooperation framework is precisely
creating those conditions. It is precisely creating those conditions. It is
one question of whether we should import from Israel or not or whether we
should export. But the basic issue here is how Israel has attained the
capability to export to a country like India. If we go to that question, we
will find that there was a willingness on the part of Israel to share a
strategic partnership with the United States in the Middle East, which
has facilitated the kind of development which allows Israel to make the
kind of exports that they are doing today in India. Therefore.
...(Interruptions).

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI FALI S. NARIMAN): Mr. Basu, | am
sure that the House would like to hear you much longer, but the only
problem is that there are 8 or 9 speakers, and | am told that we have to
finish it today.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU. Sir, | have no problem. If you direct
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me...(Interruptions)... | am too old now...(Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI FALI S. NARIMAN): | am only looking
at the time.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: | don't want to upset the Chair; but | think.
..(Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI FALI S. NARIMAN): No, | am not upset.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: There was a general appreciation of this
fact when others spoke before me | would, really, be a part of this.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI FALI S. NARIMAN): It is a point of
allotment of time. That is all. The time allotted to your Party is 10 minutes.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: Sir, | also understand; therefore, | also looked
up. | think the Leader of the Opposition spoke for an hour, he was allotted
30 minutes | know | am a very small person. | am very...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI FALI S. NARIMAN): No, | am just
asking you to carry on.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: And, | have the greatest reverence for both,
the Leader of the Opposition and the Chair, but | think, some element of
even-handedness on the question of time would be better appreciated.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI FALI S. NARIMAN): Certainly. | said
that the House would like to hear you longer. Try to see that all the 8 or 9
speakers can speak.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: Sir, to the best of my ability, | will try to
cooperate with you.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI FALI S. NARIMAN): Thank you.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: Therefore, the question today is, the short
point is, that we cannot divorce the question of our defence strategy, our
defence relationship, that too with a very, very important country of the
world with which we have, absolutely, no hesitation that We have to engage,
from the overall world-view or the approach that we have, particularly, in
the context of the fact that this is a country whose inspiration of the
Foreign Policy objective states that America has no permanent friends, it
has only permanent interests. Again, the question is: If the Americans
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have been prepared to go this far with us, at what cost? Why are they
interested, at this very juncture to do all these good things to us? Let me
pose this question that way. The Leader of the Opposition is not around,
but the other Members of the Opposition are here. We know, for example,
what is very close to Mr. Jairam Ramesh's heart is our indigenous
programme, the Light Combat Aircraft. | happened to have been in the
Defence Standing Committee, and we had really seen the unwillingness
of that partner with whom the hon. Member, the Leader of the Opposition,
was saying that NSSP was signed. Then why they put such a big spoke
in our indigenous programme? Therefore, the dependability of the partner
is also a very big question is political terms, when you give certain
indications about entering into a defence cooperation treaty. Therefore, it
really surprises us why the Americans are talking about giving us the
Patriot missile? Within America itself, there are a lot of questions about
this missile shield, and there are a number of countries which have
categorically given their refusal to become a part of the missile shield
which the Americans ambitiously think that they should go ahead with.
What is the reasons behind the American establishment's thinking for
offering us the Patriot missile? This is a question we have to answer while
we endorse or do not endorse this framework programme. The question
of outsourcing business processes has created a lot of debate in the
country. That country is debating hotly whether business process should
be outsourced to India, because that is creating employment problems in
United States. Now, that talks of outsourcing security on the Malacca
Strait. Now, Sir, if you see the background of the Malacca Strait Naval
Exercise, you will find that the littoral States there comprise of Malaysia,
Indonesia and Singapore. While the Singaporeans want to bring the
Americans in there, the Indonesians and the Malaysians have approached
the ASEAN and said that there should be a regional security initiative and
no outsiders should be allowed to keep military vigilance over the Malacca
Strait. Now, therefore, certain questions arise as to what extent this
cooperation will lead us to, and whether that will help us in achieving the
kind of foreign policy objective that the present Government really has
stated in such unexceptionable terms, where it says in the CMP and |
quote, "Even as it pursues closer engagement and relations with the
USA, the UPA Government will maintain the independence of India's
Foreign Policy positions on all regional and global issues." This is the
moot question, Sir. Yes; we need cooperation, but it should be on our
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terms. And, lest we should give this impression that in exchange of, in
lieu of that cooperation, we are not going to take a position which will
alienate us from potential allies because in the ultimate analysis, India,
today, in the best interest, a rationale interest would like to have a multi-
polar world, not a unipolar world. Unipolar world is not in India's interest.
| was also, Sir, quite surprised really by the blush hole theory of Iraq. |
think, Jairamji also lauded the Prime Minister over what he has stated on
Irag. As far as the first part is concerned, | also feel Sir, that he has made
us proud by saying that the Americans made a mistake. But the difficulty
is, we have a Resolution unanimously passed by this House and the
other House which does not stop at just condemning the American
occupation, but also talks of withdrawal of the occupation forces as early
as possible. And may | point out, Sir, through you, that almost two years
have already passed, and 25,000 civilian deaths have taken place? | do
agree that technology has a very important role in modern day warfare,
but we should not forget that wars are not merely won through technology
alone, and Iraq is the greatest example of this. Nobody thought that
Vietnam, a small country, will put on the kind of resistance that it did
against the huge war machine of the United States and the USA fall flat
on its face. We should not see these developments in isolation, but it
should be seen in the context of the political processes, global political
processes. And, then when Iraq came, many of the commentators said,
"Well Iraq is not Vietnam; well Saddam Hussain is not Ho Chi Mein."
Correct. But you see the spirit of freedom, which impounds the majority
of the Iraqi people today, has led to this situation, and it is a different thing
that they may be misled by a lot of people. | am very happy that the
Leader of the Opposition has admitted that what has happened in Iraq
and today's development is largely the handiwork of the United States
itself, of its kind of abrasive policies that they pursued vis-a-vis Irag. But,
here also, the bottom line is that in spite of light years of distance between
the technological level of the American war machine and the British war
machine and the way the Iragi's are fighting, the war is still on.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI FALI S. NARIMAN): Mr. Basu, kindly
conclude.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: Sir, a couple of sentences more. Therefore,
| think, it is very, very important for us that as an independent country, as
a country which has come to be respected by the entire world, the
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developing world, in particular, the issues which | mentioned should be
kept in mind. | think, | cannot say that not only this particular Framework
Agreement, though it is a fact that it does not commit itself, needs to be
looked into but, at the same time, non-reference to the UN auspices in
sending multinational forces, the entire missile question and also the
other issues that | have tried to touch upon really does not augur well for
the country the manner in which it is going in securing defence cooperation
relationships with other countries. We would have been happier if you
tried to have some kind of a better relationship with the United States.
We were equally mindful of the other concerns and other countries which
are really our potential enemies because again at the end of the day
Americans feel that they don't have any permanent friends, but only
permanent interests and those interests cannot converge with the interest
of India. Thank you.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI FALI S. NARIMAN): Shri Siddiqui,
your party has eight minutes, and there are several speakers.
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I8 & % 59 Wiife @ STord 91 g3 ? Hifdh I8 TiiHe, IR & 19 aefeT 8l 3R
<19 Rt o1l) 9 9T 991 32 & ol &9 SR $Rp, IR dieil W feasmd de b @
TR TR 8, S 918 3P ool UR 37 Fehel o |

AR, S Sl U ORI HecdQUl a1 8, I8 Yo Hee eIl JATIRTA 3 HIcTd el
B I B | S I SITURT H Sl BITaRH &I 41 &, o1 oIl & fob 89 38T & Ud
0 R # STRI B X2 B, B9 U I8 Nifetfedher R fohge &7 38 § | 8T Sl R Bl
SR o1, ST81 89 $© <9l & A1 37+ GRaT F forg, e & foy g gy 3, S e
HR BH U g% IR H QIR 81 %8 & | I8l Sl Ueb Ao IMRIel JTURT &l a1 8, 399
a8 — ¥ 2bTY §AR el — AT 4 33 2T 8 o o ST $_7eb H SHTAR eI gal, 311 3R
fearg & 98 fsurgs ol 2 {6 dei el SMRM &) Sxd 8, a1 I9H 89RT Ul &R
BITT? 9T ST BHIRY #S1 2, SIT ST Sff 1 8] b 8% ST gHR) Hoil @ fdb 89 S amed
a1 ST, SR TgaT ¥ Hd HRAT & <l 89 81 G, Sl gqR & H 81 81, S 8 e
DX | AR Y8 ST B AT AT, 31 81 84K Y FGelr garm o1, a1 R 39 wfide &t
SReRd 1 Aft? §9 YT @I g9 BIs SRd ok T8l A, 3R g9 Al 9 fhed off
SATARET H T Hehdl &, HSil A 37 Ahdl &, I§ IR Al AR oY ugel W el gan o1, &4
S TSR PR BT STxd el AT | ST g1 98T WaRId 71l 8 I8 W collaboration
in multinational operations, 519 pregnant with dangerous possibilites @& & |
JE ST pregnant with dangerous possibilities &, fSHh¥ fAfAREX ATET SIRT AT FABR BT
o & Il & e r four g 2 |1

A, U Sl 981 WA= 91 8, 98 @ fight against terrorism and religious
extremism. I IR A TS I ST 91 2, TAR ST~ 1498 St 1 1 a1 3iR Areiicda
a9 St 7 0 T 6 337 H 1 I IRH 7L o1, SMRPY BISil & I A U, 981 BIS
Refiforas gaafefion 7€t o | § &9 9 &9 e o 9 & T §, 36 | SA1&]
APeR AATSe! Bls el 2 3R YRA & d18 3R 4 Hel AFeR Arge!
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<l Q¥ e 3¢ 9, A1 1 H <, S8l Haoll ST S8 UR RATSITST Wiel HH BRd
9, STl = fdegrel Wi off, 518t siRd fege atrore oY, Siet uR fog=i d&diad 100 Rde
T | 98f W Reiforaa vaafefiren o1 € 78),afe amet S9 W & siex Refiforaa
vaafefied 2, gt R veafgfied, a8t g1 vaafefied 2, a8t gfest gaafgfied 2,
gl XRH & | S SR DI fohue HR arelt 8, S SXRH BT <7 < d1efl &, S
RN trafefiisd a1 9gM drefl 2, 89 SU$ A1 halaR [ B Trafefieg 4
®Ige BT P foU? B § RN 9 veafefsd =€t o, 9 a@ b
BRI W 3fegel TFHR W AT GR8al Tl BT AR 1, g8 W Rojae
foram T o g¥entie Taafe T T 3R HeTeHT Y % IR BT YT AT o1, S
IHMAN | Taafeficd o9 R ? w9 & Racd oss § faw 9ige & Ry
dTel™ <1 2 fha ST IR 3R U 3 — YR SR ST8TE BT ART &1 ? 4 o
e Refiftras gaafefion @1 gm & e far 8, e ¥9al 3Rd &
TRITSTS B ggm@T i 8, e RT &1 ge1a1 i1 7, 89 S5 1 hoarerd
BT TRITSTAISH | HTST B & AT ? BH S 1 holaRe BRIl SXRVH | BT HR
¥ forg? A uer A ) amar f uw P G¥a B8N SR frd fewm & R @ik
Renifraa vaafefiicd & 89 ®Tse R+ Tl ® SRS & A1 fAasx, R gosa o
Rrnfare varafefsT @1 arer 7, 9T ®, ST 8 3iR 3 WX dell ® | fied s3e &1
TR U ST 7, 31T ST XA Al dhles YRS fioH &, SHdT oIl SIHeId] 7, 98 I8
fSrnfae 8, SN sTsd & U | ST & | 99 $TSdl & STSTdT o 8H $Holav &R+ dla
g Refiforas vaafe e 9 wise & & o ? ware it & <1 #, w7 et o |
@ ATl & forg w9 e 9 919 W T8 B |

o @er a1 {5 SRR &1 89RT Solave 8RN 3R &9 a8 | Saiaion
TG | 57 ST 79 R ST Bl 954 (4991 & b 89 ai A Salalrol] of Fabil, offhT ge1
X IE 2 o ot wrE g A ePRieT & U Big URT BRI BT AR 78] 81 98
BRRIR WS BT TR T8 8, olfT MRS St & T U1 781 § 3R 7 &1 3 00
EIRT &Y SR 7, 35T ST H o — IR Y &1 < 971 7 Sl S! SRR @l
JHdT B, S ST B BRRIRT B TSR &, STP] 3R IHURATTAE | 997 JhdT B,
d¢ B A 991 AT &, <l 98 WRA © | SAIY 9RA B d Wicd1isd d & a8 74
STET ¥ SIT&T BIORIR WIS, STET ¥ SUIG] 8RR o | I8 &3 SR-IRI & a9k a1,
Tt BRI @) 318 YW 81 | UH IR IR MR TIfher & §i= frar @t sifdrer grf,
T TR 5 ST Bl BRI BT ISR F1T SN, IS g W1 a1d & | H -0
TRE ¥ Fedd § 71 577 IF A Sl B 1d 4 [ &4 39 R 954 YOI HA1 8, Hifh
B S g & A AT < o7 — SF 9 <30 3ATSE 3Nl &, T 4 S U1 <2y 2T,
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@, f& g9 S=h T, BT Bl IEABY, TIRT I f$H4 &1 Yawifenr 8, I9qd! &4
U TRIET BT GR BRA H, 7T Beel RITCH Bl S8 PR H, FHARI 3T dTell Rl Bl
et daRe R W B 3R ST 519 B ST o f6 BHRT WUAT qR1 8 4Tl g,
UIfH¥T o A1l BN R 312w 81 1Y 2, I 9 g9R Red o0 81 MY &, Fracer 4
AR R 3120 817U 2, SN awh 84 So+1 dfedT 3ThR & faam 1, uiferer & iR
1 I UH — 16 1 I, BH P81 AT b 319 91 Y% — 17 YT TH — ATV — 19, D AATAT
A fora afean sforR amel, o o @ 3R firarsd efies, ST &6 gfader & forg & 5
& 8, 39 A TR — I &I Sl [T B 8, I8 W 3119 o Al | 31T a1 g1 fae
RIT 81 AT & SMRPT BT 2 89 4 SR NP , G SAPT A a1 81 " g
GARATE KN B, R | Y 19 SIHS & 3IR ST Higedd ¥ el o 8 o 98 orai hed
AT BIll & B! I8 HIged AR I8 KA | T8T IR <1 W1 ofdl 7181 & I b agad AR
ITF Gg YIS IR 72 ¥ o Rgea @ o Sl @ A fevga a1 I T A
=1fey f I8 SRt Rt S Saamiie & forg 21 <&t & | 931 89N 98d 9§ vaiued o
PEl b IRA DI SMRBT STAY BT ITEAT & 1A 3 7 | 379 iR # &1 Sdery Heel
TTEd &, RiP SMRBT 7 ggel Hi 77 fhar 7, ST &1 fdoe fhar I & 9ol 37 &
forg, HIRTT BT 9o B & T | SEBH SORTS B SIaY [T, S/ STHAT Bl
TIAY BT | 39 TIP3 98 gAB] T ST HRAT A8 & olf b RT STolq BT A8
27

e @l o> oS w ocpw Vg3 I Hodo 30Lh s b
el SAae LSod e ady od0 SPao e ghoy wl oo oy
=

LS QT ¢ wolo g pSaz el
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Llua> LaS o8 uge o) 43 U~ glod o Jo «ylee g 5L
L S L O B & L L VL SR W) RS i L
Ol S e leS A g Usdwsy pn La> cug? 20
5okt ey o olus 28 SpoySol ol Hsl o SpnySgl
O ! 85 o Oogpb S Gdosl wS oles S = LSS
bage o oo ol e LS LS LS Jgy oLl
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caSwley Ot Gdoal Ao wS ap i e 051 (ST Us0

ad aylee a5 edwl o5 U 2 OSw T Y . ) ¢ U
oS 205 JQ0nl O @l U 1RO g YRS AL 2 deg
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10 Sz 2 d @l Ao Uty O s b pregnant with

collaboration in multinational operations . i o =58 ] &S L5 hs
pregnant with dangerous possibilities > o5 45 -us®  <«oes  dangerous
possibiliies 2.5 Us S ilS oS @i 1,3 wsxle K&l win 8 =
Sowss = 1t Lpe LS SRy 28 a0 o wl es
tfight agains = ¢y = ol S yhs 637: > SOl
£ PHJH“i' o riligious extremism terrorism and
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DS 23 U Glos S eSS Ao 2 2> ogw JaSela S
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0200 Sl aS g -8 usey riligious extremism 54
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HeSow 0etS 2 U 331 dxn 28 Sh Ao Hel GAD use)
(ALY Ut Gl 55 e Sl JRp sy o8 69 Lo s
SO oy S plS I ospd H e 8w g o8 e odo 4SS Iop
SI3T JSdn Oose Oleg cugto s SISy oz Ulee
= o ey o= wan 8l 1000 g5 ey Sd g uler cusBo
DSy w2l oS ¢ ugeoy s 4o riligious extremism
oSSl s,md uley (= riligious extremism,ull £
GoSwSal 3305 Oley = pio LSSl i les o= pls
Vi c00S G558 8S piooaD s = pomS Ol o pis
riligiousss> = Y5 a0y pir S pioS s oo
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U oLiws il Sad e aguS Ssld apw pio ¢SSy
Ol S Ladl oS &5 o> ¢ 180 gse riligious extremism
L Lrdl LS sdusLls syopw Ly b ylaxdlase L3
S i oSSyl Sadlw! Ao LyS LaS QsuE, g oleg -1AG
el 188 LS Ly Ligl oS cowly o8 sdasls LE los gl
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i Lus 191830 U, iy 45 riligious extremism -
i Lo 11850 oS extremism o oie $derw o Usdi>
5SS A0Le 2 Gl pe o oo 151800 55 piysuS 20 Usep
¢ g a8 2 gyS Sl o extremism & 0s S o]
S b g pj))_g‘i‘ eS8 us S “i'éH_le Aol 28 Gl e
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI FALIS. NARIMAN): Mr. Siddiqui please
finish..

it wfge Rifes! : W=, § U IR BT § | f69A THRM & o 84 saery Bl
qTE &, TAR el TSI & gprael # &8 o1 ATed €, BIS &R 1Y geAT @S e
TR & Rifh, TR, 59 89 37T SR G & A1 A1 B 39 §¥A W g ol & | 37T
3R B9 Ueh SR AT & Al 89 S A1 AU geo Hl g foTg 2 | 31t 89 A4 &l
FITHAST T IR B2 S TS SFIRGT A G 81 3 & 99 I g, 37T o ol 2,
Wid Sl 8 1/ 1 8, d AU IS Tfi™ gofl I8 8, ST 78] 9T6d & JAIseS e &b
A1, ST ST Bl AT AR & | ST B 37U Felor¥ 9138 & | I S & 370 Bl
USIE PR T § U AIUC TRIC o AR IR & et ol Ul siRep Bivie & gidi o,
RTaT oet 3R e SRIRSH & ST frer &+ ot 9 911 o avg 9 faea a1 7, R
TE | W I 2 9 e A 89 0 e R @S fhy S e 2 1 Y 78 2 R mRi
FARY QIR &, BIRIST BRI S99 81 7, At &H 39 IR Grae1 81T & &9 siRa &
A1 gt Td S & oIy IR 8 3R PR &9 MR & Sexve & SfeT e a9 e &
I — S , A1 39 oy &6 9gd R BT g iR ST fos I onft o Shvads
e & I o) R U g9 T IR © | 39y 39 fSdT @l uifsifeaedt ofifsie 12
fSdc e &1 fhfearss &3 & foy 981 €, 98 SHe! dava & & forg 781 2, 84
FHH 2 5 3 S I I B 3RS €, Riam srqaw {7 it & g3 9, Afs
TAR SR &1 2T aT eH gevve, 8 9adl 8, §ART A T Sexve |d 8Idm &1 a1
TXDHR BT TS TH Fe¥T T4 BT &, SHBI B &, Afhd g9 S BT AN TH Feve
I | BT ToR T8l T | Igd — Igd IS |
SO S ap S - 0ge 1oy S pES O g Igdiade LD s
ZNCY Ungg S ey lee cuse coely LoyS 9_13_;5 Ut® ] S
OGPy epd eyl 558 0t ccels LY o0 U0 el
Ug® iy Gwss ainl p oar ¢gw 0S0saS Uge aoels LSy Se A
Sol e p S 2T ugr coud 2 o 0P 2l s Aole S
A0 Gy agn] Aol WOl a8 @l ) p 95 = L Swgo
Sugt = o e LS sS G e I
G0 gl S e ow Ust = 50 g 2w Sl T s>
o vl s Uu—wf e I = s =
¢ Aol e @Sl B S5 oge amls osty Wbz cugt =
Lo com)sds gl pe ol ugr cely L3150 oS Usdugoss o
Sol0gt = S S0 9w S el e 2SS uet 2
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P BT e U A pe e g S
Wl 2 pdy S 0SS0l Uit coge Lus 0ge s
wr et Lo o Ilb o cw gab w2 Ul 2 ot e eglad LS
S 2388 3y eoLisS R0 b aw pob wl (= Lo guw! cp zob
Jowsd Ue® Swgd syler Jawyed oo oS Ust) lusl ug =) Le
poas LSge Ly sw s ! O oSt 0ge ugen o sy Laee
g 031 ol ugr s LS e d 28 2 le K518 Ao le 28 o8 !
0Lz Ust =) Om el SR, a Sy ) Sl 2 syl
sl LS 230 LS ek o0 U ap ) oS @l 55 e LE
cole Aol ey oo SOSal Sy gt Sl Aol g oS Lugs
8L s Sl gl oz kowl ) LS 2oa el
ol a8 £0sS 0le sSesS 5 Spd 58 S8 s gy
G U o= Ut ] S 2 0S8 (e eS oS wl e = UstO
Cosur Lide 0ge dumssl se 205 0d 00! e OT s =
Sl o0 LS Gwgs aylae Sul o A0 ob gl eSS > S
Loge s SpySol puS SHLd Il 2 LiSw g0 SpuSol aps
S wl s LS 50w SpoS0l ayS SHLd LS HLShw Ly o« e
sow S SpsSol euS Esd LS g @l oS aw 2guS
D1g i Ay ey Moy -LsT usty b LSl
DR. FAROOQ ABDULLAH (Jammu and Kashmir): Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, | thank- you for giving me the opportunity to speak on this
issue which is vital for our country. We do want friendship with America,
with all countries, even with our neighbour who continues to have terrorist
activities in my State. But | hope the Defence Minister will remember that
when the Defence Committee came in, met you and told you ~ when
India was thinking in big ways of buying American planes and other
American things — please beware; when crunch comes, they will stop-
the parts that we need and all our planes will be lying on the ground. Let
us not forget how closely and friendly they were with the Iranian Shah,
who in the end could not even get enough space for his burial in that
country. Let us also not forget — Sir, you have served under the great
leader of India, Smt. Indira Gandhi — the views of Nixon, the views about
India of the Foreign Secretary, at that time, Mr. Henry Kissinger. Have
those opinions changed? | remember very clearly the ex-Prime Minister
who kept on telling them of our terrorism and they kept on telling us that
the terrorism that was taking place in India is actually the freedom fight,
and, therefore, we have nothing to do about it. Has their opinion on that
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changed? The great economist on the other side spoke well. | must
congratulate you. | think one day will come when probably a President of
America will pin a rnedal on you. But | have to tell you something. | visited
America. Now, | hope the Defence-Minister was not put like Jesus Christ;
as the ex-Defence Minister was stripped, nearly naked. And, | hope he
will also remember when our Minister for Civil Aviation went, he went
through the same thing. | hope, Sir, you did not go through that. | hope
you also remember our RAW officer, a senior officer of Raw. Where is he
today? What information did he give them if they are our friends? Friends
do not spy Beware, beware of the Trejan horse. Beware of the exercises
that you are doing, for they know your strategy. The recent papers that
have disappeared from the Naval Headquarters, where are they today?
they know every single detail of what we are going to do, if ever some
change comes in. Luckily, the ex-Army Chief is sitting here. Sir, beware,
we do want friendship, But, friendship, which will make India great. Please,
do not forget that today a major debate is going on in this country: Are we
going to become a member of the Security Council? Are we going to have
the voting rights in that Council? There is one country alone that can
decide our fate, and, that is, the United States of America. Mr. Jairam,
remember, till they don't want you in. it, you will not be here. They want
you at their will and at their decision that they can command you. They
cannot trust India to that level. | remember going into a Chamber of the
most important Senator of America. He asked me, "Dr. Abdullah, do you
see this globe"? | said, "Yes, | do see this globe". He said, "Two-thirds of
this globe is America". It shook me and | could not understand what did
he mean by 'two-thirds of this globe is America'. When | came back to my
hotel, | realised that they called us the satellites of Russia. And, since we
did not fit into this, we were not part of that globe. Every other country is
more or less dependent one way or the other on them. Therefore, my
warning, to you all is, while you go through these agreements, do not
forget the past, do not forget the past with which India has been coping.
Our neighbour here gets every help that they want. But, when it comes to
us, we are the satellites of Russia. They never defended us. When the
Kashmir question was taken to the Security Council, what saved us was
the Veto from Russia. America stood with them. Have they changed in
that opinion of theirs? | hope you will, many times, think over it. As our
friends have told you, let us beware. And, | hope, you will take the advice
seriously and not go whole hog to put this country into a danger out of
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which we will not come out, | hope your decision would be a careful one.
Thank you, Sir.

SHRIMATI S.G INDIRA (Tamil Nadu): Thank your Sir. On the New
Framework Agreement on the Indo-US defence relationship, | am having
two-three clarifications. Sir, while referring to the New Framework, the
Minister has referred to the Weapons of Mass Destructions among other
things. | would like to know from the hon. Minister the scope of the reference
to the WMD. Sir, we are concerned because we have not signed the NPT,
but here is the document which we have signed with the US, which refers
to WMD. Sir, | would like to know from you whether there are any conditions
imposed on India in respect of manufacture and use of nuclear weapons.
The statement also refers to cooperation with the U.S. for enhancing
capabilities of the Indian Armed Forces. The U.S. is supplying arms and
ammunition even to Pakistan and helping it in all aspects. Here is a
press clipping with me. We are witnessing that India is well aware of the
U.S. blind eyes towards Pakistan military and ISI sheltering Taliban and
Al-Quaeda leaders and training and financing anti-Indian movements. Even
now the U.S. is supplying arms to Pakistan and helping it in all respects.
We have the agreement, which says that same or similar weapons will be
supplied to Pakistan as well as India. This is crucial, because here is a
strange situation where two neighbours will be purchasing arms from the
same country, that is, the U.S. We have to be more careful in deals like
defence cooperation. In this process, we will be letting the U.S. know
about our defence establishments.

Sir, it is also surprising to note that the Government has yet to think
as to how to bring about a change in the attitude of the U.S., so that it
can be exploited to our advantage. It has been mentioned in the Statement
that we can exploit the U.S. to our advantage. We should realise that the
U.S has signed this document because they have many advantages.
They are the country having the advantages, not we. They have the
trustworthy partner in Asia, which is committed to democracy and peace,
but we are yet to know what advantage will accrue to India. | request the
hon. Minister to kindly tell the potential advantage to India. It was not
mentioned clearly.

Now, | come to Indo-US ties. After the visit of our hon. Prime Minister
to the U.S., much has been said about the Agreement regarding U.S.
assistance for building nuclear power plants in India. It has been hailed
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as a landmark Agreement because without signing the NPT, India has
been able to clinch a nuclear deal for civil purposes. But nothing is being
said about the overriding provisions in the Agreement. Some of the
provisions could put our nuclear establishments to risk in the case of any
conflict. Because, under this Agreement, an international team of experts
will come to India. It will inspect our nuclear establishments and see the
nuclear material. The U.S. and other countries will come to all our
establishments. So, we must be very careful. Also, we do not know what
kind of monitoring they are going to do. If this information will reach other
countries, it will be dangerous to our country. (Time-bell). So, | would
request the hon. Minister to clarify how safe is this clause for India.

We should keep it in our mind that the U.S. has to change its
attitude towards India after 9th September scenario. It is also aware of
the fact that China is growing. This is the fact, that China is growing
stronger day by day, and that can pose a great threat to the U.S.,
supremacy. India is one of the countries, which is equally strong and
independent, and above all, a time-tested partner on international stage.
So, it is advantageous for the U.S. to have ties with India. We should not
be misguided by short-sighted nuclear deal or defence ties. At all costs,
we should maintain our sovereignty, we should not be a committed country
to the US and we should maintain peace in our country. So, we should be
very careful in dealing with the US on these nuclear aspects. Thank you
very much, Sir, for having given me this opportunity to speak.

SHRIMATI N.P. DURGA(Andhra Pradesh): Thank you, Sir, for allowing
me to seek some clarification on the statement made by the hon. Defence
Minister on 2nd August, 2005.] have a few specific clarifications to seek
from the Minister.

Sir, the first point is that it is good that India and the US have signed
a ten-year New Framework for US-India Defence Relations, which, | think,
paves the way for joint weapon production, cooperation on missile
production, etc. | would like know from the hon. Minister how the Minister
is sure of lifting of export controls on sensitive military technologies to
India because there are so may restrictions which prevents India from
getting those technologies.

The statement says about the estabalishment of new Defence
Procurement and Production Group. | wish to know the composition of
Defence Procurement and Production Group from India and from the US.
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The statement speaks about expanding Defence trade between the
two countries. | would like to know from the hon. Minister as to what are
(he potential Indian Defence exports to the US, apart from outsourcing.

Sir, clause 4 (B) of the Framework says that there would be
collaboration in multinational operations. This clearly says that Indian
military would be deployed overseas alongside US forces in non-UN
approved operations. Is it not a deviation to our committed stand that we
will send our troops only under UN-approved operations? Please explain
the Government's position on this.

Sir, | would like to know from the hon. Minister what efforts the
Ministry is making to ease the curbs on nuclear technology transfer which
were imposed in the wake of 1998 Pokhran tests. Whether any assurance
has been given by Mr. Rumsfeld in this regard. If yes, the details may be
given.

Sir, my last point is, if you look at clause 4 (E) of the Framework, it
says about the enhancement of capabilities to combat the proliferation of
Weapons of Mass-Destruction. Sir, my point is: Does the agreement by
India to collaborate in multilateral operations not amount to an indirect
signing up of notorious US Proliferations Security Initiative? Sir, Proliferation
Security Initiative is a US-led multinational initiative involving attack on
Third Word countries' ships on high seas. And, majority of the Asian
countries such as China, Malaysia, Indonesia and Iran are opposing this.
So, what are the reasons behind India's agreement to this proposal?

Sir, | once again request the hon. Minister to respond to these queries
when he replies on the statement. Thank you, Sir.

it TR et Hed (RNER) @ A SuawIfcr Ay, oot fore vy o e
a1 €1 Xl &, 7 TR I fer, Ry e o ¥y & Wiy 31 J$1 gon € | faver &
AT AR 7 SRra {48 Sff 7 SR G AR ST | 59 HE AN P qHEH I b A
H I B¢ h Bl 2, $ AFT A 7 A1 @RS {51 S G & &R 7 21 fFed F=1 o1
DS |

IUFUTAf AEIGY, SHH &1 — T MBI &, S A& & 918X W @b B B &
o eriteT &t WY ERT WrIfad s 781 98T 7, 8RR I R &1 S B e
TE oo & 3R aRTER BAR I & JHIGe H, I YA &I Jgoie < & | T8 HRo
2 b ST 899 9399 & o1 §, Aifdad Gu Q qEsiiar fear o, @ IR I | 99 g9

360



[8 August, 2005] RAJYA SABHA

A TR fHaAT AT | 37T SFARIHT b 1 ST AHSH KT 37T &, 5 IR Bs <IRE P! AbIY
T | RBR 7 S T 51 7, THI0 39 IR 21 €, 9fcts 559 FHEii § Sl 91a=1
fodl g5 €, I WG IR B 2 | 37T TgRISEII ST o HI SART AR BT, T8
91 B8] TS 8 3R B3 AT FERT 3 39 W I91 $1 2 | $H <RI I HeT 7 I8
yTg aIRS fham & o 31 § &9 991 81 9o, Afhd 399 I8 91 T T8
B 2 b et 11 SHRT SHRDT | FHSIT GoTl 2, I IgRISII3T ST b AT BHART
IR BT, SEH ST § AT oI & aTel IR HRA fhe=T o= v — fofy o
ABI? T hT 7, 39 A § ARBR Bl RATY W B 13T |

HAEIGY, B Al § B8l AT ¥ P 399 anddarg & Raars wers |
I Sl UTRY AR g3l 8, T IR ¥ P81 T 8 & I8 Ua hHad © iR O
o= & w81 M1 B 10 991 F T T TR TR HF T T, 399 Jag (Herl |
Adpare W Al TSN TS 89 U A Hifsd @ ¥ 1 smRer 3 uiferd &t
FHEHIeT 8 W ugel SRRIR o 8, wrsre fmr & &, fd s awsiia & ag
RIT IARBT A T8 Taaeadl &1 8 b YR & w71 10 987 BT SHRT S 3MU=AT 2Ner &
AT H, &7 TS & AT H 1R & Je § iR 39 vuRw #, yrey § R
Il F IR ¥ Ioold fHar A1 B, IW &4 | 3@ g¢ uifhedd # 5 a4
3MIHdTE H1 9eTdT 81 3R HRT B WHT U= GRE B W1 YT 81, 98 M T8
P? T ARIBT I GS 2 |

A 977 A I8 B fh 39 Us QiR ameie § fh o BURT WRERTEE
e I YET B | B W BHRT MHY T YT § | g b ANfdad e o, 39 b
Y § AR AT FH= 8T & S9 aRTeR g9R Rl &1 wre fhar 8 1 w9 &b
1 S EHART AT © 3R AR F wrer s ROy g § yaw fhar 8,
w9 & Redl IR S0 /1 9919 YSTT 2 I 971 37T © fh AR i oot siRast 9
FASIT P I8 2 | 0 W PR 8T 2, TN < A PR @ B | b w9 BRI U
TRAERTT 3R TR 51 I R8T 8, T8 91d el 8N 3R ARGR B 9 et |

TS 91d I8 W 3718 2 % 29 iR @died 32 7 11998 ® 19 fgditg v
83T 2T, A1 SRIYRI & Al H Sl gra=<] &g oY, 38 aracie Hl 89R 2N &1 HH
TE BT | TN BT ST BIT BT | WG SHRBT A TART i1 GHSIIT gl 2, ITH
T a1 AT &, RfEd! St 71 81 & & &4 I8 I6IR 8, AR A4 B8l
STl IR fehelT &1 7 81 S | SR b 1 I8 T fa=g &, e a4 4 =g
o5 e % RRUfY woee 81 1 321 91l & e, < wwsitan fvan r &, # get aHe
FRATE,

361



RAJYA SABHA [8 August, 2005]

A ST SMTeTIV &, S SMLIA1aTt BT ST I @R &1 fobam S 71fe v | WRBR &l
Rufy T o a1fe T | Rifep <91 o ameie i e B |

DR. K. KASTURIRANGAN (Nominated): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir,
a lot has been said about the various aspects of this framework agreement
particularly, as we all know now that it addresses the question of defence
relationships, defence acquisition, equipment acquisition, defence
production, defence technology transfer and things of that kind, and, of
course, there are many other dimensions to this agreement of which my
colleagues here have already been elaborating. | would just focus on two
or three important points to be viewed in the context of technology transfer,
and technology assimilation is crucial for that particular aspect of this
framework agreement when it is translated into direct action plans. The
first, of course, is the experience of the space programme, and to some
extent, Mr. Jairam Ramesh, my illustrious colleague, spoke about it. |
would give, at least, two-three instances to show that one should not be
apprehensive of a technology acquisition and assimilation in this country
provided you create the right type of institutions. | would says that in the
context of the very beginning of India's space programme, the Thumba
Equatorial Rocket Launching Station. America did play an important role.
They brought their own sounding rockets; they brought their own
instruments to look at the upper atmospheric systems. This was a very
interesting collaboration we started, which really ushered our country
into space age. Of course, we had Soviet Union, we had France, we had
Germany in this collaborative effort of establishing the rocket range which
finally got dedicated to the United Nations. But what is important is that
we dispensed with all these collaborations at a certain point of time and
become more confident to deal with these kind of facilities. Only a few
months ago, we commissioned one of the world's best launch facility
coming out of all the several steps that we took subsequently. That was
all in India. | should says that five important industrial consortia in this
country were competent to take up this work on the complex multi-
disciplinary launch pad which is today available in this country. | am not
exaggerating, it is, probably, one of the world's best. So, one can see
where it starts and how it ends, if we have the determination internally to
deal with this kind of technology transfer.

The second one, | would say, is regarding the buying or building
options related to the INSAT system which is today crucial to space
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communications. If one looks at the background of this, one will find that
there was no way in which India could have produced the first generation
INSAT, the type of INSATs that we needed, indigenously in a time-frame
of three or four years by which time we wanted to start with this. This was
done during Madam Indira Gandhi's time. At that time a deliberate decision
was taken that we should buy four INSATs from the United States, the
then Ford Aerospace Corporation, and, at the same, took all the steps for
the second generation, third generation and the fourth generation to be
built in this country. | am speaking about the fourth generation to be built
in this country. | am speaking about the fourth generation because currently
we are in the fourth generation. What is significant is that we built a much
lower level technology system what we call as "Apple". We bought these
four satellites from the Ford Aerospace Corporation and ultimately built
the subsequent generation. We created the right institutions in the country
to understand those kinds of complex satellites, the first generation INSAT
which transforms into the second generation, and finally built four sequence
of INSATs. Today, we possess, | think, one of the largest domestic
communication systems in the world; but all due to the efforts within
India. The initial step in this case was one of a procurement strategy with
the United States. We didn't have any problem in terms of technology
assimilation. | just mentioned this simply because of the fact we need
the right type of institutions inside. | can say this in the context of another
instance, though it does not relate to the United States directly, but in
some other way. It is related to the development, with precision, of the
cryogenic technology. Here again, in 1985, when it was not that well
known, the ISRO took the first step towards developing the technology
for the cryogenic upper stage of a rocket which propels it. We made sure
that we have, at least, 10 years hands-down experience. This type of
engine takes, even for the most advanced countries, some 10 to 12 years
to develop. We had 10 to 12 years of experience of vetting it. Finally,
when the question of procurement came, we could get the technology
and in seven years we developed this engine. This clearly brings out one
important message that given the right type of institutional framework
within the country, we will not be found wanting in terms of getting the
benefit of the best of technologies from outsides. Having said this, | should
say at this juncture, the US always possesses some of the best
technologies in the world. There are no two opinions about it. Whether
the countries are friendly with it or whether the countries are not friendly
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with it, all of them look for these technologies from the United States. The
United States is very well aware of this aspect and they are very selective
with whom they should do this business of high technology cooperation.
It is gratifying to note that the recent visits, both by the Defence Minister
and the hon. Prime Minister, have produced results, one on the nuclear
energy programme, and the second is in space at least, they are looking
and exploring to put two their instruments into our lunar mission. | should
say that this is also a significant step on the part of the United States
because they had done this only for three countries so far, Europe, Japan
and the then Soviet Union. Otherwise, they have never shared their
equipment to be flown in any other spacecraft. Here is the fourth country
with whom they are seriously trying. These are not simple instruments.
These are fairly complex instruments. They want to fly these in India's
first lunar mission. So, what | see in these signatures is a will and that
they are serious. But what is important from our side is that if we are
going to get into a version of translation from this particular Framework
Agreement to actual action plans, which may be several, we should be
prepared with an institutional framework internally, both within the defence
organisation and outside, to deal with these incoming high technologies,
hardwares and weapon systems, so that for the next generation, like
exactly what we did for INSAT, we have something in place. | am really
worried about this, having known the Indian scientific establishments and
having seen the strategic planning within this system. | am sure, the hon.
Defence Minister would give enough thought to the subsequent planning
on hew we are going to take advantage of this. This is going to create a
new culture and a new institutional way to do these things. Probably, this
could be a watershed. If this kind of thing is done and ultimately, this
agreement would have served its purpose. So, | would assume that that
would be done. Lastly, | would like to say one thing related to the Missile
Technology Control Regime. Since we are still not a signatory to the
Missile Technology Control Regime; we are not eligible to get any other
rocket technology, not that we need it, but, may be, for the future
transportation system we may still need this kind of a thing. This is a
regime which India has always found discriminatory and, did not want to
become a signatory. But, | trust that in the overall framework of the type
of agreement now in peace we could reach on understanding with the United
States, we should be able to deal with the MTCR so that it should no longer
be an irritant in the free flow of technology between the two countries.
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Lastly, ! would also like to caution about this thing. We have
traditional suppliers of defence equipments, defence technologies and so
on. The hon. Defence Minister has rightly put, this agreement also
facilitates a level of options, a level of leverage in the overall questions of
defence procurement. | trust this would be a policy which would be kept
in mind as we draw up the operational plans to translate this particular
agreement. On the whole, | think, | have a lot of trust in this particular
agreement. | am sure it is going to work. But central to the whole thing is,
how from this point we are going to respond to this in terms of tremendous
number of challenges that it is going to pose in terms of getting the best
benefit out of it. | would like to compliment the Defence Minister for coming
up with such an important framework. Thank you.

SHRI SHANKAR ROY CHOUDHURY (West Bengal): Sir, this US-
India Defence Framework Agreement is being discussed against the
background of a very uncertain, very fluid international geo-political
situtation. There is a lot of euphoria on the one side—perhaps, euphoria
is the right word to use; words are being used like natural allies, India and
. USA are natural allies—at the same time, at the other end of the spectrum;
the political thought in this country, there is a lot of opposition to it. This
is only natural. | think as Shri Jairam Ramesh and other hon. Members
have pointed out; in the USA also, it is-similar. There are many factors in
the USA, there are many parties in the USA, there is writing if you see in
their Press, they are also apprehensive and critical of their Government
for giving too much leeway to India. So | think this is an important
agreement. This lays down a framework which is, indeed, how it. should
be because the frame work is a skeleton and to flesh out the skeleton, the
details will come later. There has been an instinctive opposition amongst
many sections, of our society to a joint step forward in Indo-US military
cooperation because, strangely enough for a country like India, surprisingly
enough for a country like India,, the lead and the most high profile and the
most visible agency in progressing defence cooperation with the USA
has been the Defence Forces because this is an-aspect which has been
highlighted in all public perceptions which is unusual. But notwithstanding
that, the fact of the matter is, there has been an instinctive opposition in
many quarters; instinctive doubts have been expressed that we have a
tradition of non-alignment and how can we take such a step as to align
ourselves with a side from which we have been keeping a distance for a
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long time in our history. Well, Sir, if you take our history, we have been
non-aligned. Very right. But if you go back to 1962, we were a non-aligned
country. But when we were attacked, at that time, we made the correct
use, we exploited non-alignment correctly, and then we went for assistance
to the West, to the USA, to Great Britain. The assistance was forthcoming
but with many strings and conditions attached to the extent that, at that
time, in 1962—a small example; we still had bolt-loading rifles, bolt action
rifles—the first self-loading rifles came to us from the USA and the US
inspectors used to come and ensure that these self-loading rifles from
the USA, certain recoil-less guns which we did not have for mountain
warfare were only deployed in those areas facing Tibet, China. They were
always on the look out to see whether we were transferring these
equipments back Westwards against Pakistan. So, these many strings
were attached. Ultimately, in 1962, frankly speaking, the experience was,
not very happy. They did not give very much; there were too many strings
attached, and they gave a long list of sermons as to how we should
conduct our foreign affairs. Anyway, the next round was in 1965 when we
fought against Pakistan. We found that Pakistan exploited this very
intelligently, tremendously. They joined all the mutual Defence Agreements
against the then Soviet Union; they got the latest equipments and the
Americans knew that they would be used against India, in 1965, when
the war broke out, all the American equipments that were given to Pakistan
were deployed against India, and we faced a lot of them. As a result, you
may say on the re-bound, but also choosing our political option very
carefully, within the principle of non-alignment, we went to Russia, and
the Russia gave us the wherewithal on the basis of which most of our
defence forces have been created. So, when we talk about non-alignment,
| think, we have utilised all non-alignment policies very realistically and |
would say, very intelligently. Now, today, what we are discussing, that is,
the New Framework for the U.S.-India Defence Relationship, goes back
to January, 1995. The then Defence Secretary of the U.S., Dr. T.N. Perry,
had come, and indeed, the 1995 Agreement was based on the earlier
1991, the Kicklighter proposal, and that also developed very slowly and
the First Agreement was signed in 1995. There was, let me assure you,
Mr. Chairman, Sir, and through you, the House, a great deal of uneasiness
even within the Defence Forces as to what do these people want, until we
made up our minds that we were a fairly strong, a fairly capable, a fairly
balanced, and a mature defence service, and that we need not have too
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many fears about interacting with a country whose intentions we were
not clear about. Since that time, a whole series of exercises have been
taken place. Now the exercises really do not count very much. They are
actually very small exercises—a company, a battalion, etc. Sir, for a long
time in the past, we were sending Indian officers to the U.S. They used to
go to the Staff College and other courses. Their officers also have been
coming here. This had been much, much before 1995 in fact, it was
almost in 50s. But those were the token fixed vacancies allotted by the
U.S. to India, and India-sending reciprocal officers to the U.S. Let me say
one thing. Their training, technology and equipments were of the highest
grade in the world. We, of course, could only look and dream of a time
when such things would come to us. A major step that the U.S. proposed
at one time was that while officer-to-officer interaction was there, they
wanted interaction at the below-officer rank, at the level of the Jawans
too, that they should also come and intermingle with them. At that time
that proposal was turned down, and rightly so because the culture is
totally, totally different. | think we did a very sensible thing. Later on, as
my friend, Mr. Jaswant Singh, pointed out, there were series of steps, the
new initiatives, the new Clinton formula, the new Vision, etc; then, came
the next step, the strategic planning, and now, this New Framework. But
the theme is of continuity. The major issue is that we are now actively
engaging with the United States, and we are doing so in an uncertain,
fluid, single-polar world, but in which many new poles are coming up. We
are talking of the United States. We want India to come up. But, | think,
we must also acknowledge that amongst these many poles that are
coming up, a very major pole in China. We do not mention it in polite
conversations, | suppose. But the fact of the matter is that one of the
major pales that are coming up is China Now, as far as China is concerned,
China has got its policy of four modernisations—modernisation of
technology, modernisation of agriculture, modernisation of industry, and
the fourth is the modernisation of its defence mechanism. We do not talk
about it but it is there.

What are the shared security interests that we have with the USA?
At present, these have been mentioned here: 'Maintaining Security and
Stability'; a very innocuous, a very broad phrase which can be interpreted
and fitted in a number of ways. And | think the Government is well aware
of it. | do not think that they have shut their eyes and just signed on it;

367



RAJYA SABHA [8 August, 2005]

they are well aware of it. so 'Maintaining Security and Stability'! Today, we
have peace in Kashmir. Why do we have peace in Kashmir? Why is
President Musharraf talking peace? Has he had a change of heart? Or, is
it because after 9/11 there has been heavy pressure put on him? Whose
pressure is it? The pressure of America. Has it been beneficial to us?
Well, | think, it has been beneficial to us. So, when you say, 'Maintaining
Security and Stability', | think, we should examine this whole thing very
carefully. American interests and Indian interests in this area tend to
coincide, whether you like it or not. There are other areas which do not
coincide.

'Defeating Terrorism and Violent Religious Extremism'; yes, eatrlier,
the United States, and also England, totally ignored whatever we said
about religion extremism. They said, "As far as we are concerned, these
people have not acted against the interests of our country. Under our
laws, we cannot take any action against them". But, after 9/11, this has
changed. Now, you talk of terrorism or violent religious extremism, and
America fighting in Afghanistan. Iraq was a blunder. Irag was a huge blunder
and the people who acknowledge it but do not express it the most are the
Americans themselves. We say it is a blunder. But we are standing out.
Amricans themselves want to get out, somehow or the other. They asked
us to send troops. Fortunately, we did not. Fortunately, we did not, though,
| do agree with the comments made by the speakers—the erstwhile
Government's spokesmen are here—that we nearly did. And it is only
under huge pressure from the Opposition that these troops were not sent.

'Preventing Spread of Weapons of Mass Destruction and Associated
Materials Data and Technologies. This links up with the American Proactive
Strategy of Proliferation, Security Initiative whereby you can interdict a
ship on the high seas and if it is carrying nuclear weapons or materials to
make nuclear weapons, you should be able to interdict; it is in total violation
of all conventions of the sea. But the Americans still do it. However, from
time to time, we have also done it. We have interdicted LTTE ships on the
high seas. We have interdicted a North Korean vessel which was carrying
missiles to Pakistan. We wanted to interdict, but we could not interdict
ships carrying small arms along the coastal waters to Bangladesh and
then coming into the North-East. We do not have the capability. So, |
think, these are applied by each nation as it suits them. If you have the
capability, we do it. If you do not have the capability, well, you stand and
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watch. And this kind of an agreement may give us a little leverage. Let us
see in times to come.

'‘Conduct Joint and Combined Exercise'; As | said, in 1995, when
these things first started, a lot of people had asked, "What is happening?
Why are these chaps here? What do you want? Do they want to send us
somewhere?" | think these are very minor-scale exercises. They have
helped us to improve certain techniques of our own. Our forces have seen
equipment which they use to see only in magazines; now they know how
it exists and how to use it.

'Collaborate in Multinational Operations’; well, it is in the common
interest. Multinational operations in the common interests need not be
operations of war only. They can be operations other than war, like the
Tsunami relief. Such operations are called operations other than war.
But, .then, war-like-operations, we don't know again. When it is in our
interest, we have deployed troops abroad without asking the UN. We
sent troops to Sri Lanka. We helped out the Maldives. So, it is all a
question of what you can do. And, if this Treaty gives us a little more
leverage in these areas, then, certainly, | think there is no need to criticize
it too much. But, the biggest achievement, | will say the central point of
this Treaty, is the establishment of the Defence Procurement and
Production Group. That represents a big step forward because, like it or
not, we do want to develop our own indigenous engineering, scientific and
other research capabilities. But, in many areas, we are not capable. Let
me tell you, sir, and, through you, to the House that we pride ourselves
on our engineering capabilities. But, the fact of the matter is, our
engineering capabilities are not very good. There are certain precision
components we cannot make in our country today. We are improving.
Certainly, we are improving. We have made so many things. But, at
present, still we are not yet capable of making these things. Therefore,
transfer of technology is an excellent way out. If you can get it, it is good.
For example, the Light Combat Aircraft was delayed after the Pokhran
explosions. The question which we have raised again and again in the
Standing Committee on Defence is, the power plant of the Light Combat
Aircraft which is flying is an American power plant, the GE-404. There is
no hope of the Cauvery, at least, at the present, being put into service to
power this aircraft. Here, | will urge the hon. Defence Minister to consider
whether the time has not come after the experience of the LCA to
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commence with as immediate effect as possible, with the given processes
of the Government. Should not the Hindustan Aeronautics enter into a
project to start construction of the multi-role combat aircraft, the next
step, the fifth generation fighter? In collaboration with whom? We do not
know. Maybe the USA; maybe you can get some help we do not know.
(Time-bell)

Sir, there are many things that can be said about this. Only one
comment | will make about increase in exchanges of intelligence.
Intelligence exchanges had hitherto been very selective. We were told
that we were given what was considered to be suitable for us. What we
wanted, we did not get. | hope this will improve. But, since there is paucity
of time, | will conclude by complimenting the Government of India and the
Defence Minister, in particular, on this framework agreement they have
drawn up. | think, in a fluid, uncertain world, with many poles emerging,
including us as a polar power, this gives us a foothold in the future. Thank
you, Sir.

THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE (SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE): Mr.
Deputy Chairman, Sir, first of all, | would like to thank all the hon. Members
and Leaders who have participated in this discussion which has arisen
out of the statement which | made on the floor of this House.

[MR. CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

Sir, to be very frank, when | went to the USA, | did not have any idea
that this visit and the consequence of this visit will receive so much
attention that Parliament will debate on the statement which | have made
and the framework which we have entered into. The Framework of Defence
Relationship with the USA-India-USA Defence Relationship in the debate,
certain points have emerged, and certain points have emerged out of non-
existing fears and apprehensions. Certain concerns have been expressed
completely ignoring the history of the country, this great country, for the
last 55 years since Independence. Certain fears have been expressed by
injecting meaning, which does not exist. It is a framework. It provides a
broad outline of Indo-US defence relationship. How this broad outline will
actually translate into reality will depend on what we want and what the
USA wants. A bilateral relationship cannot have one-way traffic. It must
have an agreement between both the contracting parties. First of all, |
would like to thank the hon. the Leader of the Opposition. He has widened
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the scope of the discussion. Surely, Mr. Chairman, Sir, it is not possible
for me to make comments on the decision-making process in the United
States' system, pressures, counter-pressures etc. because in
Government, he knows, | know, | am in Government for a pretty long time,
we enter into arrangements with the Government of the day and the
Government of the day decides in the context of their perception of the
situation which prevails at that point of time. Every Government is
sovereign, nothing binds. Normally, we try to respect the international
commitments. But there are so many international commitments, so many
international agreements, which have not been actually translated into
reality because the contracting parties did not find it necessary to do so.
But what is there? My colleague, Mr. Nilotpal Basu, started by using one
of my words when | described my visit exploratory-what does it mean by
exploratory. | think Mr. Siddiqui also asked why such arrangement,
agreement has been made in such a haste. What is the haste? We had
the defence relationship in the agreed minutes of 1995 and it was decided
that after ten years in 2005 it would be reviewed. When | used the word
'‘exploratory'. | was asked by the media, "You are going, what is your
shopping list, what do you want to buy- F-16, F-18, PC-3 Orion." | said
that | am not going with a shopping list. This visit is an exploratory visit,
exploratory in the context of procurement of weapons. If you just pick out
the world, leaving the other words, it conveys different sense.' In the
statement, Mr. Siddqui, you should not have missed that point. In the
Parliament itself. | 6aid, in the Statement | have stated that it is the
extension of the agreed minutes, as ten year period which were completed
in 2005. But surely what happened between 1995 and 2005 should get
reflected in the arrangement, which we are making. Another apprehension
which has been expressed, perhaps it is because of our psychology, the
United States of America are fond of using certain phrases, certain usage,
certain idioms and through them they want to convey certain senses.
Accepting those phrases does not mean that we accept the policies.
Repeatedly, | have pointed out that when there is a question of collaboration
in the multi-national operation in their common interest-their common
interest means in the common interest of the contracting parties-where
is the question of sending troops to Haiti or to Iraq? There is no such
obligation. This agreement does not frame the overall foreign policy. This
is within the context of the foreign policy. It is not true, that, for the first
time we have entered into a defence relation with one country. Right now,
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just at this moment, we have defence cooperation with as many as 12
countries, including Russia. And only one country with whom we have
defence agreement at the ministerial level is Russia, all other country at
the level of the Secretary. There is no question of compromising our national
interest, of our sovereign independent decision-making. But, at the same
time, can we ignore the need of the defence requirement? The Leader of
the Opposition has very correctly pointed out that there has been a sea
change, in the military matters. There has been a real military revolution
with technological upgradation, information technology. The type of war
we found in Iraq we had not seen it earlier. Therefore, if we do not upgrade
our technology and explore the possibilities of having the technology which
will suit us to equip us to meet our requirement, what should we do? This
is our bounden duty. Whether we get it or not is a different issue. The
question of having it from USA would not have arisen at all. If early this
year, the United States of America decided to allow their manufacturing
companies to participate in Indian Procurement. Earlier, they did not allow.
When we floated request for proposals, American companies were not
allowed to participate, to respond. In the month of March-April, they decided
that now the American companies could do it. If they can do if, and if we
have that technology, should we not explore that possibility? There maybe
doubts. It may not materialise. But, surely, we shall have to try. We shall
have to keep in view that there has been a sea change in world. Dr.
Farooq Abdulla was reminding us as to what had happened in 1971. He is
not here. | should not have responded. We did not respond in words. We
responded in action. And that is the spirit of the Government of India. One
need not feel that when somebody makes some irresponsible comment
we shall have to respond to it by world. What the then US President or
the US Secretary of State state did?We responded to it. But, it is equally
true, Mr. Chairman, Sir, that it is not the USA alone or its Foreign Secretary
alone, but there are stated words in the volumes of debates of the Rajya
Sabha, where some political parties considered the Indian Army as the
Army of occupation in Bangladesh and demanded that it should be
withdrawn. In democracy it happens. Perceptions change. One does not
remain at one place. The hon. Leader of the Opposition very correctly
pointed out while quoting President Puttin that, perhaps, the most
significant event in the post-Second World War era of the second-half of
the last century, was the disintegration of the Soviet Union. And we suffered.
All the Defence arrangements that we have with them did not serve our
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purpose to the extent it should have been served or to the extent we
required them to serve. All of you are fully aware of the Procedure. Today,
if 1 want to buy an equipment, | am to place an order on a Russian company.
That Russian company will place order on the manufacturing unit in some
other country. Their economic situation is not quite good. So, | shall have
to advance money. And, from there, they will advance money. As per the
agreement, | cannot procure equipment directly from the equipment
manufacturers. Therefore, what is wrong if we try to explore the alternative
sources? If the alternative source is not available, it is not available. We
have lived with sanctions for so long. Mr. Kasturirangan correctly pointed
out the type of problems that we have in respect of the Cryogenic
technology. Till today, we have problems in having an engine for the L.C.A.
It is incorrect to say that something new has been done in this Framework.
A lot of talks have been made about the missile shields. Who is going to
accept their missile shield? In the area of missile, whatever arrangements
we are having right now are these in the frame work. Before the signing of
this Framework, the arrangements we were having were the arrangements
of sharing information, participating in seminars and meeting of
technologists. Nothing beyond that. What is not in the framework and if
somebody tries/emerges that something is there in their own perception,
| cannot help. It has never happened. Sir, the history of the Indian National
Congress in this matter is then questionable; whether we are in office, or,
we sit here or sit there, we don't change our policy. On this matter, |
would like to make it quite clear that our Foreign Policy has been evolved
by this party. | know what was the approach, in respect of India's Non-
Alignment Policy in the 50s; in the 60s, of many political parties, who
have accepted it. Now Therefore, if they try to lecture us that we should
do this, we should do that, | am afraid, it cannot be accepted. There is no
question of compromise. Nothing has been done, it is an enabling provision.
You may reject it, you may accept it. Soldiers can not be sent to Iraq.
Well it is. If you feel that you cannot stand before the mighty Americans,
that may be the complex of somebody. As the Defence Minister of the
country, and as a Member of Parliament, | do not have any such complex.
I can withstand it. Nobody can compel us. And, nobody will compel us. It
is not an empty sound, it is the ground reality. A lot of issues have been
raised. | have explained, in respect of the missiles, and | have shown it to
some of the senior leaders that what type of arrangements they have,
what type of phrases they used, how we have amended. Despite that, if
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this disinformation is being carried out, | cannot help it. | do not cary any
ideological baggage that whatever the USA does is bad. | don't subscribe
to that view. In this trip itself, at the Carnegia Foundation, | had pointed
out that we do not believe in a unipolar world. There are so many power
points. It has been stated that as if we have come within the American
strategy in Malacca straits, completely ignoring the fact that our policy in
that area is to build up relations with the littoral States. And, not in words,
we have arrangements with Thailand, we have arrangements with
Indonesia, we have arrangements with Malaysia. So, how can one say
that this framework is leading you to collaborate with the USA in some
sort of fulfilling their strategy, if you feel that there is necessity in certain
areas? For piracy, we are cooperating. For certain protection of the
seaways, if weapons are supplied to the States inimical to us, and if we
have the capacity, we shall intervene. And, that is why, we have deliberately
not used the word 'interdiction' in the framework. We have used the word
"interaction, not 'interdiction' because it expresses certain other
connotation. But we shall have to put up a strong defence for our own
national interest. And, if there is a need for cooperation, we shall have to
do that cooperation. And, exactly, what we are doing now, we are
extending that type of cooperation.

6.00 P.M.

Mr. Chairman, Sir, it has been asked "What is the role of the WMD?"'
We are a signatory to this convention. But that does not mean that we
are going to be a signatory to the NPT. We are signatory to the Chemical
Weapons Convention (CWC). Therefore, we are a party to various
international conventions. And, as we are a party to the WMD, that is
why Parliament passed the Act. In respect of terrorism, | myself had
pointed out, and | think the leader of the Opposition will agree with me,
sitting on that side, almost exactly, at the place where the Leader of the
Opposition is sitting now, raised the same question—I| have a copy on
that day's debate—that how did they feel, how did they consider and
what was their perception on how American action in Afghanistan was
going to take note of our concern of terrorism? And his response was that
Taliban regime is doing nothing but manufacturing terrorism, and if that
manufacturing regime is destroyed we do feel our concerns are noted.
Therefore, if we feel in certain areas there is necessity of having it, we
should have it. Repeatedly, we have told the international community.
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before 9/11, nobody took notice of it. In 1994-95, as leader of the Indian
delegation in the United Nations, we moved a special resolution for
international convention under the U.N. to deal with cross border terrorism.
In 1995 they did not take note of it. In 1999, they did not take note of it. In
2001, if they did take note of it, should we say, 'No; no, you did not take
note of it in 1995, therefore, when you are taking note of it, we are not with
you'. That cannot be the approach. | do feel, cross border terrorism is the
biggest menance to the world peace and tranquillity in the post-Cold War
era. Surely, their perceptions and our perceptions are not equal. And our
perceptions do not change about Iraq. And, most respectfully, | would like
to submit, Sir, you will recollect one whole day we debated for one word,
whether it will be Condemned or 'deplored'. (Interruptions) | think, for the
word we debated for one day and, ultimately, agreed that it should be
'deplored." (Interruptions) Thereafter the debate was for two days, but we
were feeling very strongly. So, if we feel so strongly, surely, you can;
expect us that we are not going to have an arrangement which will totally
neglect us. But, at the same time, the ground reality has to be taken note
of. The ground reality is that in areas of defence, we must be prepared.
Somebody has suggested that it will trigger off an arms race. There is no
question of that. | myself pointed out that we have no intention of entering
into an arms race. The question of dependability has arisen. Why do you
want to go for joint production; co-production? Why do you want technology
transfer? Because we are not quite sure whether buying one equipment,
for its servicing, for its overhaul, we will get the necessary support. But if
we have access to technology, we have brain enough, competence enough
to absorb that technology and even to improve it with the support of
appropriate institutions. This is not an empty commitment, empty promise
because we have shown it although it has taken time. But, at the same
time, we have shown it that we can do it. But if we get that, we must have
it. That is the reason why we have suggested this. Somebody wanted to
know, what is the composition of this Joint Production Group. The
Production Group is yet to be set up. We have decided to set up that.
Both sides will exchange the composition and it will be done and when it
will be done, it will be operational and it will be under the Defence Policy
Group. It was set up long ago and it is regularly meeting, and this
institutional arrangement we are having with a large number of countries.
Coming to another point the Leader of the Opposition mentioned, it is
true that there has been some problem, but to describe it that the decision-
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making process in the Ministry of Defence has come to a grinding halt, |
think, is not correct. First of all, | would like to make it — quite clear Mr.
Jairam Ramesh also raised this issue — that last year, that 'means, the
year 2004-05,1 have spent every farthing which was given to the Ministry
of Defence and Rs. 11,000 crore alone for the modernization.

SHRI JAIRAM RAMESH: Since when is the Ministry getting
farthings?

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: No, | am not talking at all. What |
am doing is, sometimes, for some of the public sector units we are keeping
some money, but that is as per their advance, their bills. But, if there are
some misgivings, some questions come, which we feel... this issue was
also debated on the floor of Parliament; it is not that all the comments of
the CAG are being automatically sent to CBI for investigation but, if there
are certain issues, which prima facie appear to be...(Interruptions)...
Sir, | will complete within four, five minutes. Most of the points | have
covered. Then, there is no option but to send it, because, after all, in our
system | do feel sometimes it happens, if we do not take the appropriate
action imediately, accusing fingers will be raised. Sometimes, it has its
impact. Therefore, what we have decided is this. We have updated the
defence procurement system. We have done two defence procurement
systems. One for the revenue, the stores and other things which the hon.
Leader of the Opposition is fully conversant with, and another is the capital
procurement. We have put both these on the website. There are two
areas where we have hardly any optibn. So many experts are sitting here
and General Roy Chowdhury had even disclosed some information which
| did not have any intention to do. Sometimes, in the larger national interest,
in the interest of friends, there are umpteen examples, where we took
unilateral action—unilateral action with the best intention and not with
the sanction of the United Nations, because, it is the compulsion of the
situation. By and large, we go by the United Nations. Basically, there
was no question of sending any troops or participating in the military
operations. Even to be extra careful, when it was sugested that our armed
forces wanted to have greater interaction with both, the Pacific Command
and the Central Command, we decided that, no, we will not send our
people there. We will enhance our Defence Attache institutions in the
Washington Embassy, and, to meet the requirements, whatever necessary
will be done. But, in the case of Tsunami, in the case of natural disasters,
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sometimes all these things need to be necessarily done. We have done
it, actually, in the last Tsunami, because the very nature of the things do
not allow you time to have some sort of UN intervention. But the question
of military operation, or the question of joint operation without UN sanction,
Mr. Chairman, Sir, is out of question. Surely, we are not going to do it at
all.

Another point to which | think some hon. Members have referred is
this. I, deliberately, did not discuss the detailed geo-political situation,
because the hon. Members had the opportunity of debating and
deliberating on it when they discussed, the joint statement of the Prime
Minister and President both. Even taking the risk of repetition, | would
like to point out that this framework has opened an opportunity. Somebody
has said that 'why the US has so much interest? Nilotpal is absolutely
correct that the US has only one interest, paramount interest and that
paramount interest is their national interest, and so do we have. What is
our Foreign Policy? Our Foreign Policy is to protect our national interest.
Therefore, if | consider that my Foreign Policy has a bearing on my
national interest, the core of my Foreign Policy is not to export technology,
the core of my foreign policy is not to have any territorial ambition, but the
core of my Foreign and Security Policy is, as | do not have any ambition,
territorial ambition, similarly, | would not allow anybody to have territorial
ambition at my cost. That is the core of my Foreign Policy, the core of my
security policy. Why are they showing so much interest? It is for obvious
reasons. They would like to sell their products. Everybody knows it. And,
that is why we said—I| myself told—that what is your track record, your
dependability? So many organisations, including the DRDO scientists,
are not provided with the visas. Therefore, with this track record, how do
| believe?

Perhaps, the answer lies if you come for co-production, if you transfer
technology, then, perhaps, these types of difficulties can be obliterated.
So, everybody would like to protect its national interests, without
compromising the national interest, without compromising the very basic
policy, and, frankly speaking, Mr. Chairman, Sir, the scope of this
arrangement is this. It is a very high sounding word, but, actually, it is the
agreed minutes of discussion between the two Defence Ministers of India
and the US. We have given some good nomenclature, but that doesnot
mean that we have arrived at any concrete arrangements, agreements.
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This is an enabling provision. To what extent this enabling provision will
be advantageous to us will depend on to what extent we take this advantage
and to what extent they also respond.

Once again, Sir, | assure all the hon. members of the House that
I am indeed grateful to them for giving their very valuable suggestions and
advice, and all those advices will be kept in mind while formulating further
policies. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Defence Minister, now, Shri Jaipal
Reddy will make a statement regarding the status of implementation of
recommendations contained in the Seventh Report of the Department-
related Parliamentary Standing Committee on Information Technology.
You can lay the statement on the Table of the House.

STATEMENT BY MINISTER

Status of Implementation of Recommendations Contained in the
Seventh Report of the Standing Committee on Information
Technology

THE MINISTER OF INFORMATION AND BROADCASTING AND
THE MINISTER OF CULTURE (SHRI S. JAIPAL REDDY): Sir, | beg to lay
a copy of the statement on the floor of the House on the status of
implementation of recommendations contained in the Seventh Report of
the Parliamentary Standing Committee on Information Technology
pertaining to Ministry of Information and Broadcasting.

Nt FUTIF : A BT BRIATET B UTdE 11.00 91 Tb P foI0 ARG &S & |

The House then adjourned at fourteen minutes past six of the clock till
eleven of the clock on Tuesday, the 9th August, 2005.
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