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MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now, the House shall take up the Item listed in the
Supplementary List of Business regarding discussion under Rule 193. [ shall now
request Shri C.K. Chandrappan to raise a discussion on the Statement made by the hon.
Prime Minister on 17.02.2006 regarding India’s vote in the IAEA on the issue of Iran’s
nuclear programme. The time allotted for this discussion is four hours[r19].

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN (TRICHUR): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I rise to initiate
this discussion under Rule 193 on the Statement made by the hon. Prime Minister on

17! February, 2006 regarding India’s vote in IAEA on the issue of Iran’s Nuclear

Programme.

Sir, in the Statement, the hon. Prime Minister has said that we have very close
relations with the country of Iran. He said that it was civilisational in nature, and also
on issues we had very close relations throughout the period. But now we are raising
this discussion to show the world that this House does not agree with the position taken
by the Government of India in the IAEA meeting. A large number of Members

belonging to different parties, cutting across the parties, including the Members on the



Government side, are not in full agreement with the position taken by the Government
of India.

Sir, in this discussion the Government’s position will be questioned and also we
will see the acrobatics that my friends on this side, especially the BJP, will do during
the course of this discussion because they consider America as our natural ally, and we

have to see how that natural ally is behaving in this context.

Now, Sir, coming to the Government’s position, I agree with the Prime Minister
that India and Iran were a part of ancient civilisation in this world. Not only that, after
the Independence, during the post-war period, India and Iran took more or less similar
stand on many of the critical issues on which India was interested.

Sir, I would like to bring to the attention of the Government a few issues.
During different Indo-Pak wars, Iran took a position which was rather in favour of
India. It was very difficult for a Muslim country to take that position but they took that
position because they thought that India was just.

On the question of Kashmir, we received support from Iran in various
international bodies. When Babri Masjid was demolished and the whole country was
in great crisis, again it was Iran that took a position that it was not to be taken as a
confrontation with Muslims, and the Muslim community in India should have a patient

view about it. They helped India to preserve peace at that time.

Sir, one of the rare gestures of friendship Iran has shown is its agreement
regarding the energy and oil with India, which is a non-Muslim country. India is one
country which received a Most Favoured Nation treatment from Iran. So, these are all
things that happened in the recent past[1h20].

Iran always took a position in favour of India on issues which we were
confronted by India’s enemies abroad, and it is to that Iran we have done injustice. |
could understand if the Government did not want to favour Iran due to its own reasons.

I can understand that. But there are countries favouring Iran in the IAEA. But why



India failed to abstain? The argument advanced by the Government is not very
convincing. First of all, it 1s not the national consensus that India should vote against

Iran.

Secondly, if the security concerns are the great things about which we are
concerned, then who does not know that in our neighbourhood Pakistan is having
bomb? China is having bomb. Undeclared piles of nuclear arms are there with Israel.
Israel 1s threatening the whole of West Asia, the countries whom they consider to be
their enemies that they will use nuclear weapons against them. So, if in the
neighbourhood another nuclear bomb is coming and that is the great concern that we
are worried about, then I do not think it holds good because we live in a world, in Asia
where, as I explained, there are countries in our neighbourhood having nuclear
weapons with them. That does not mean that everyone should have nuclear weapon. |
do not subscribe to that view. But that is precisely the argument that America is
advancing.

They are asking why we are not signing the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.
Apparently, it looks very good that nobody should have nuclear weapons. Only those
who have it, they will have it. No more countries will have it. We cannot agree with
that. We are not agreeing to that.

Now, President Bush says that if Iran does not fall in line, they will attack that
country. There are threats: “Iran and Syria are outlaw regimes.” Who i1s to decide that
regimes are outlaw regimes? Iran and Syria are outlaw regimes and they deserve no
patience from the victims of terror. Do you know who made this statement? It is was
President Bush. It is a unilateral decision. He thinks that he can take unilateral decision
and commit aggression on any country of his choice in the world today. We cannot
agree with that. India cannot agree to that position. Some others might agree. We have

seen this.

With whose sanction, America committed aggression on Iraq? This House did
not support that. It was discussed in the United Nations, not once but several times.
The Security Council never gave permission. Then, President Bush and his
Administration found that they would not get permission from the Security Council
and they defied the UN. They called the NATO, their military allies, and they
unleashed an attack on a poor country like Iraq.

It 1s not the question whether you support Saddam Hussein or not. Forget about

Saddam Hussein. A country was ravaged. A country was attacked with all the weapons



under their possession, excepting probably the nuclear weapons. A country was
bombed to rubbles. One of the ancient civilisations of this world had been destroyed
there, which was there on the banks of Euphrates and Tigris. That was done by
President Bush. What was the excuse? He said: “They have weapons of mass
destruction|m21].”

The UN inspectors, one after another inspected, but could not find anything.
Then, they said: "CIA has said so’. My goodness! The CIA said that and it becomes
more important than what the UN inspectors say. In the name of what the CIA has
said, they attacked a country, a non-aligned nation, one of the developing countries and
attacked them and brought them to submission and the aggression still continues. They
are there. Several thousands of their military-men are still there in Irag. While saying
that it is an outlawed regime, President Bush points his finger at Iran - "we will treat
you like Iraq’. Can we agree to this? He said of two countries outlawed regime like
Iran and Syria.

Sir, now, let me mention this. The hon. Leader of the House is present here.
There was an answer given by my friend, Shri E. Ahamed, the hon. Minister of State
for External Affairs, in this House. The question was like this — whether there is an
American pressure under which a certain agreement we have entered into with Syria is
not being implemented. The answer he had given was no and the rest of the portion he

said “does not arise”. ... (Interruptions)

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS (SHRI
E. AHAMED): Sir, with your kind permission, I would like to say that he has
mentioned about Iran and not Syria. ... (/nterruptions) As a matter of fact, there are
similar questions in the Lok Sabha and the Rajya Sabha. That question has been
corrected. Quite unfortunately ... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: That has been corrected.

... (Interruptions)



SHRI E AHAMED: 1 had already corrected it. The Minister has a right to make

corrections in the answers given in the House. I had given the correct answer.

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : The hon. Minister has to come here to correct to the
House. ... (Interruptions)

I ARG : AR S8+ hde HY T ol

SHRI E. AHAMED: Sir, I have already given a notice to the hon. Speaker for
permission to correct the answer to the Hon. Speaker. ... (Interruptions)

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : Sir, we have given a notice of privilege against him for

giving this answer. ... (Interruptions)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Before that he has corrected.
... (Interruptions)

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : No, he has to come to this House to correct the answer.
... (Interruptions)

SHRI E. AHAMED: Yes, I have given the notice. I sought the permission of the Hon.
Speaker. ... (Interruptions)
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SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : He has to come and correct the answer on the floor of
the House. ... (Interruptions)

SHRI E. AHAMED: I am very sorry. My learned, good friend, who is a senior
parliamentarian, is trying to mislead the House like this. As soon as it was brought to
my notice, I had corrected it. I have asked the permission of the hon. Speaker to
correct the answer in the House. [ am told that I had to wait till Wednesday only
because that is a question day for my Ministry. Then I will correct the answer in the
House. At least, believe me. My answer in the Rajya Sabha was corrected. He is

unnecessarily creating a disturbance in the House. ... (Interruptions)
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SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : He has given a notice for correction.

(Interruptions)

SHRI E. AHAMED: I have already submitted to the Secretary-General. I have
expressed my regret also as to what had happened in the Ministry. The same question I
answered correctly in the Rajya Sabha. If there is any intention to mislead, then why
should I give one reply here and one reply there? It was the mistake happened in the
Ministry. I regret that and I corrected. I gave the notice for the permission of the hon.
Speaker. ... (Interruptions) This 1s very bad. Every Minister has a right to correct the

answer. ... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now, the chapter should be closed. He has given a notice

for the correction.

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : It 1s because we have given a notice of privilege on
which we are waiting the hon. Speaker’s decision. We will raise it in the House. The
question is when they say that this is a rouge country, they say that this is also a rouge
country. Are we to dance accordingly? Are we expected to do that?

Now, we have discussed the American Ambassador’s conduct in the House. 1

am not going into it as several discussions took place. ... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please listen to me. He has given a notice. 3iR S=i< g4
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... (Interruptions)

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : Sir, you are misunderstanding. I am not referring to
that issue. That issue is over. We will discuss it when the privilege motion comes in
the House.

SHRI E. AHAMED: Sir, he has given a notice of privilege after I have corrected it. ...

(Interruptions)



SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : The hon. Minister is excessively worried about the
notice it seems. The Kerala elections also will not help. ... (Interruptions)

Sir, coming to the point about the American Ambassador, 1 do not use harsh words
because he is the Ambassador of America. He said that unless we vote with the United
States the nuclear agreements would die in the American Congress. My Goodness!
From where does he get this audacity to threaten a country like India like this? He 1s
threatening us — it will die there. I do not know whether it will die or whether at all it 1s

coming up. I do not know.

Now the U.S. President is already slipping out. He said that India may not be
given the right to reprocess the nuclear waste because we are not scientifically so
developed. We are given, probably, the option that ‘you buy it from us, we will sell
you’. I do not know whether that is what the Government of India bargained for. But
that 1s what President Bush said in unmistakable terms in the Asia Tie Society meeting
in Washington.

That 1s again doubtful whether we are getting it. But we are told even then that
it will die in the Congress ‘unless you vote with us’. Is it not shameful that that
Ambassador has been called to the Ministry? Did he regret? I could have understood if
he had expressed ‘I am sorry for it’. He did not say so. He is a mighty Viceroy-type
person. He said — ‘I am quoted out of context’. We got thrilled. He said — he is quoted
out of context. What is that out of context? He is the Ambassador representing a
country. If he said anything, it has to be taken that it is the opinion of that Government.
After saying that he said that he has been quoted out of context, we should have had
the guts to tell him that we will not take that explanation. But the Government seems to
have swallowed that explanation. He is still here. He is speaking about FDI, he is

advising the Chief Ministers, he is giving us advice on policies.

Here the question is — let us remember for a while the National Common
Minimum Programme. It says that ‘we will uphold the traditional policy of non-



alignment, independent foreign policy’. Is the Government doing that? What is this
anti-imperialist foreign policy of non-alignment? It is not something that the
Communists say. Now, nobody should think like that. It is a policy evolved through
ages. India fought against imperialism along with more than 100 countries all over the
world who were once colonies of the imperial powers. In those days, those colonial
powers used to tell us that they are carrying the white man’s burden of civilising the
society. They always found a reason why they were in countries like India, in the
continents of Asia, Africa and Latin America. They had a civilising mission.

Today we have united States. Especially after the demise of the Soviet Union,
in a unipolar world, how does President Bush behave? He behaves as if he has the right
to decide who is a rogue country, whose policy is good or bad or everything. He is
deciding, at his sweet will, defying all the international laws, defying all the
international organisations to which we are all already members. He can commit

aggression against countries of his choice[krr22].

Sir, we do not think that even today the countries of the world are so poor or so
weak that they have to submit to the United States like that. There are many issues on
which countries, including India, take strong positions, but the USA hardly cares for
them. Is it not a fact that they came out of the Kyoto Agreement on environment

unilaterally? That is their respect for international agreements.

I told about the UN with what scant respect the US had defied UN and attacked
Iraq. In the United Nations General Assembly, America stands so isolated that they
have only two allies - Israel and Marshall Island. I do not know which part of the world
it belongs to! With these two allies, they are continuing. The world has denounced the
economic embargo on Cuba in successive sessions of the United Nations. They have
only these two friends, but they are strong. They deny the normal right of that country
to survive in this globe. They may declare war against Cuba. Already undeclared wars
are there. So, U.S. is a country that does not respect international laws, a country that
does not respect its own commitment to other countries. Now the case at present is our

own casc.

Our Prime Minister signed an agreement, about which the Prime Minister is
going to make a statement today, thinking that we are going to get reprocessing
facilities of the nuclear waste, that facility will be there and it help us so that we catch



up with the time. They say, probably you will not get as you are not so much developed
scientifically and there are other countries which are developed and they will process it
for you and we will send it to you. This 1s what President Bush said. He has not come
so far. Now the Press has already reported that he will come,but he will not sign
probably the nuclear agreement.

This is the kind of friend for whom we have betrayed a country that stood with
us in those days when we were in difficulty, stood with us like a rock. Not only that, we
should also see how they threatened and how we bend. I am sorry to say that it was the
Prime Minister who made one of the first statements about the viability of Indo-Iran
pipeline project, when he was in Washington, USA to sign the agreement with
President Bush. Everybody was surprised because in this House, Shri Mani Shankar
Aiyar was repeatedly saying that that is going to be an agreement which will make
India self-sufficient in fuel, self-sufficient in energy. When our Prime Minister was
visiting USA, he said 'l do not know. Probably the viability has to be studied.'

Now in this statement under discussion, he says that we are looking at it and
professional experts are working on it, but Press reports said that the head of Shri Mani
Shankar Aiyar was rolling because here the American Ambassador is threatening that
you do not go with Syria. President Bush 1s saying that Syria is a rogue country. My
sympathies are with Shri Mani Shankar Aiyar. He lost his portfolio. ... (Interruptions)
I am waiting to hear your speech on this. You will have a good acrobatic show here. |

will hear you.
Coming to the point what we should have done.
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: You have taken more than 25 minutes.

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : I am going to conclude. I will not put you in an
embarrassing situation[reporter23].

How we could have voted? We could have easily abstained. There were
countries who are friends of India like Brazil, Argentina, etc. I have a list of countries
who were all abstaining, and we voted with the European Three and P-3 great powers.

Now, they say that we are in good company. No, Sir, you are not in good company.



As regards the great powers, you may say that China is there, Russia 1s there --
though Russia is a different Russia today -- but who does not know that they have the
veto power. If the problem comes in the United Nations Security Council and if a
decision 1s taken which is not to their satisfaction, then they can veto it. On the other
hand, we are not even a Member of the Security Council. We can only sit and watch on
the ringside of the Security Council. This i1s our position. Therefore, we should have
abstained from it to show the people of Iran -- [ am not saying the regime of Iran -- that
you are not betraying the faith that they have bestowed in India all the time in the past.

While concluding my speech 1 will say that again a voting is coming on this

issue in the first week of March, namely, on 6" March. We should put this shameful
episode behind us. I do not say that we should vote for the Motion and I do not say that
we should vote with Iran -- if you have very great difficulties -- but you should abstain

to show the world that India is not supporting those who are twisting our hands.

Sir, you might have read Macbeth. The Government’s position today reminds
me of four lines of Macbeth, which I will try to recall from my memory

though I am not very good at memorising :

“All the perfumes of Arabia will not sweeten this tiny little hand.

All the waters of the seven seas would not wash this blood from your
hands... ”

This is what lady Macbeth has been told for the historic betrayal. This is a
tragedy, which the world remembers even today. Shakespeare told that all the perfume
of Arabia will not sweeten this hand. It was eminent leaders like Pandit Jawaharlal
Nehru, who evolved the policy of Non-alignment. The policy of Non-alignment is no
concern, but Bush’s browbeating becomes a concern to you. I do not say capitulation
and I do not say surrender, but you have given a dirty tilt to India’s policy of Non-
Alignment, which the people of this country will not accept. They will reject that
policy, and I am sure about it. Therefore, I appeal, through you, to the parties in this
House to make their position very clear as to what they think about it. I wait eagerly to
hear what my friends from BJP will say about their natural friend.



MAJ. GEN. (RETD.) B. C. KHANDURI (GARHWAL): Thank you, Sir. Today, we are
discussing a matter consequent to the hon. Prime Minister’s suo motu statement given

in the House on 17t February 2006 with regard to the India’s vote on Iran in the
IAEA.

We all know the background of this issue, but just to recapitulate in brief, the
whole 1ssue started in September, 2005 when some sort of vote had to be given. ...

(Interruptions)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please maintain silence in the House.

MAIJ. GEN. (RETD.) B. C. KHANDURI : India was put in an awkward position
apparently because the Government were not properly prepared[ak24].

Fortunately, for us, at that time, that Resolution was amended, and we could

have an excuse for seeking more time. But even after that, on 4th February,2006 we did
not seem to have reacted properly with the kind of thought process that ought to have
gone into it much earlier, from the very day when they took over in May, 2004. Even
from September till February this year, when the second vote had to be given, and this
time the Resolution was clearly against Iran, India again voted for it, and hence this
problem had come up.

Before I get on to the objections and comments we have, I want to bring to the
notice of the House and the Government that the way, as I said, this Government had
handled this issue clearly indicates that ever since they came into the power in May,
2004, they did not seem to have given the type of importance that we should have

given to Iran.

The hon. Prime Minister, in his Statement, has said that our relationship with
Iran was ‘civilisation’ in nature. We have very old relationship with them. In fact,



before partition, our boundary was, till 1947, with Iran. Before that and even after that,
we have had good relations. The NDA Government had tried to keep this relationship
going. With proper diplomatic activities, we had been able to keep the situation in such
a way that it was prevented from escalating. But after 2004, this Government seems to
have either presumed or i1gnored, and I cannot imagine why, but we became suddenly
remote from this problem of Iran getting weaponised nuclear system.

I think, the entire thought process of the Government as regards Iran was one-
line agenda, and that was “gas pipeline-centred.” Everything else did not matter to
them. Apparently, they were under some impression that things would keep going. This
problem of Iran getting into weaponised nuclear field is not new. They have been
carrying out nuclear research for a long time. Some three to five years back, it was
known that they were in the process of acquiring some capability for nuclearising their
weapon system. It was not unknown; it was known. With proper diplomatic skills,
backdoor diplomacy, making use of our historical friendship with Iran, and also the
fact that we are one of the Founder Members of the International Atomic Energy
Agency, and, therefore, we ought to have had much better say. We could have
manipulated our way or used our position there in a manner that you could have, if not
frozen, at least, kept this whole process going slow and tried to solve it. However,
apparently, as | said, this Government did not think of doing any such thing and with
the result, voting was forced, in a way, on this Government and forced on everybody.
They were not prepared, they were taken aback, and they reacted in a knee-jerk
manner. Having not planned their strategy properly, they just followed the leader. As
Mr. Chandrappan said before me, I think, they were dumbstruck. They well shell-
shocked, and they did not know what to do.

My objection and observation is that in diplomacy, these things should have
been thought. It is not a one-day affair. It is a long process. But unfortunately, this
Government with so many experienced people -- they claim that they know how to
govern; and we see that in some of the areas, they do really know how to survive -- did
not tackle it properly. In this context, I also want to say that it was known that Pakistan
was helping them in becoming nuclear[R25].

14.00 hrs.



It was known not only to us but also to the entire world. In the IAEA meeting,
our representative has said this as far back as in November last year. | just quote from
the letter that he had written to the IAEA. It reads: “Information made available will
shed greater light on the clandestine proliferation activities of foreign intermediaries,
particularly of Pakistan based A.Q.Khan laboratories.” So, it is known all over. I am
really surprised to hear the Prime Minister say in para 7 of his suo motu statement:
“Hon. Members are aware that the source of such clandestine proliferation to sensitive
technologies lies in our neighbourhood.” I do not know for what reason he was very
hesitant to name Pakistan. I do not know why he was hesitating to tell Pakistan that we
know what they were doing, that everybody in the world knew it. This sort of
confusion is in no way a diplomatic necessity. First of all it is known everywhere.
Secondly, we are directly affected by it.

The USA started alleging that Iran is violating the NPT and is working on its
programme to weaponise its nuclear systems. Then these two meetings took place and
we voted against Iran. What was the repercussion of that vote? As per the statement of
the hon. Prime Minister, up to 2003-04 Iran was helping, coordinating and cooperating
with the TAEA. After 2004, gradually they started building up their nuclear
programme. That is what I said. That was the time when this Government did not do
anything of what it ought to have done. The repercussion of the vote is that Iran has
now stopped cooperating with IAEA. They have started processing enriched uranium
openly. I do not know how that has helped the whole process.

We are emerging as a world power. We are proud of it. The nation is proud of it.
But we also have certain responsibility. When we started landing up in that position of
an emerging world power, powerful player in this area, we have the responsibility to
see that this area, all areas about which you are talking, does not become an erupting
volcano. It is already a volcano with the type of various problems that are taking place.
Apart from this there are many problems taking place in this area which are threatening
not only our country but also the whole region. Therefore, being an emerging world
power, we ought to have taken active part. What did this Government do? It has made
no use of our ancient relationship with Iran. The Government could have tried to
convince them; seen their point of view; held discussions with them; and then tried to
reach a stage where a mutually agreeable solution could be found.



I have read in today’s newspaper that the idea of Uranium being enriched in
Russia 1s again taking shape. Why is this happening after the vote? Could all this have
not been done much earlier during 2004? Could we not have tried to explain to Iran,
tried to meet what they wanted, tried to prevent them, tried to advise them, or tried to
suggest them that their going nuclear was not in the interest of the entire world? That
area 1s already a volcano and it 1s ready to erupt. So, as a nation, apart from other
things as an emerging world leader, we have some responsibility. I think this
Government has totally failed on this issue.

I would like to now bring other things to the notice of UPA Government and its
leaders. I do not know why the Opposition was not properly consulted on this issue. I
am quite sure the Opposition leaders could have conveyed their views. They may have
agreed or disagreed, the Government may have accepted their views or not accepted.
But the Government did not even consult the Opposition leaders. On major issues,
whether this 1ssue or the issue of US Ambassador’s statement on this - which the Prime
Minister has not talked about but I will - there has been no substantive consultation.
We have all been saying that foreign policy of the country is a continuous process. It is
neither your policy nor our policy. It is a continuous process. We should rise
above party politics. | say it with great sadness. I do not know why you have kept to
yourselves as if it is an internal affair and did not consult the Opposition[ KMR26].

All this leads me to wonder that after the 4 of February, 2006 and even after

24th September, 2005, why this Government reacted the way it has reacted. The only

thing I can surmise is that this Government is not prepared. Again post-September,

2005, then, even after 4™ February and until now, as I said, they started feeling shell-
shocked. They seem to have been mesmerized and did not know what to do. Then

they gave a knee-jerk reaction, and on 4" February, 2006, they voted. They followed
the “leader,” follow the “boss” and vote. They had not taken the step in their own
interest. We have not taken the step based purely in our national interest. If they had
taken the step in the national interest, the entire nation should have known the same.

There would have been no opposition. I do not think anybody would disagree if it



concerns the national interest. If it was very much in the national interest, that should
have involved everyone. But our impression is that this Government was so shell-
shocked. If you are going in an area, which is not thickly populated, particularly in the
forest areas, when you see a rabbit, the moment the rabbit sees the light, he freezes or
mesmerises. If there 1s a shikari sitting inside, he takes the potshot. 1 think that this
Government just did that. There was no consultation, no planning and no proposals
with the result we have now landed in a state where our friends from the Left are

making very serious noises, quite rightly some time.

The Government should have handled the whole situation better. Now, having
said all that, I wish to make one thing very clear. The strategic interest of the nation
must always come first - everything, everywhere. In this case, our national interest is
clear, at least, according to us, we do not have to have another nuclear weapon State in
this region, which I have already said that it would be a "volcano'. We have no doubt
about it. We do not want another nuclear weapon State in this region. But was forcing

a vote, only option was available to us. It was not. ...... ... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Maj. General (Retd.) Khanduri, please do not address the
individual, address the Chatir.

MAJ. GEN. (RETD.) B. C. KHANDURI : I am sorry, Sir.

I can see my bhanja sitting there and smiling. This smile will vanish very soon
when you see the consequences.

Sir, again | am only stating that there is no diverse thinking if national interest
is taken care of but the Government has failed to take the nation in confidence in both
votings. It is both creating enemy and also not putting its points properly in regard to a
nuclear weapon State in the region. This could have been done. There is no difficulty.
I would like to remind the Government as to how we have been managing the matter of
a nuclear weapon State in the Region. As I read out, another nuclear weapon State
would be added in the Region, along with Pakistan. This 1s a very important point. |
do not think that if it had been addressed properly, this situation would not have arisen.
Even the Left, I think, must see the reason. Of course, I do not know if they would,
because they are very agitated about our trying to obstruct Iran becoming a nuclear
weapon State. But what did they do when Pokran-II happened in India in 1998? On



India becoming a nuclear weapon State in 1998, the left objected to it vociferously,
objecting and hurling adjectives and abuses at the then Indian Government. All the
same, the Government should have seen the national interest and consulted all political
parties particularly the main opposition. And the Left parties are their “co-partners.”

They have been speaking against the Government many times but ultimately they
support the Government. They are not going to walk out of the Government.

Therefore, in this case, I would like to repeat that even at the cost of misunderstanding,
misinterpreting, we have no difference of opinion and that we do not want Iran or any
other country in this Region to be a nuclear weapon State. But my objection is only to
the way the Government had reacted. They have mishandled the whole issue and in
the bargain, India is being treated as if there is a lack of friendship or devoid of
friendship with Iran, which is a long-standing friend. The Government also have not

been able to put up our national interest in proper perspective[R27].

Thirdly, what have they merely done? Their action is that of the “camp follower”
of USA. Our vote was not based on our national interest but because somebody is
telling them to do this or that. This is the impression Government have created.
Therefore, the Government has totally failed on this. We are of the opinion that proper
home work, active anticipatory diplomacy, back-stage diplomacy, utilising our ancient
friendship with Iran and also trying to convince the USA that they cannot go too far
every time and everywhere, should have been done. But in our opinion, this was not
done. That has resulted in a very awkward situation. We did not utilise our status as the
founder member of the IAEA and also our growing international power.

Now, I come to another aspect, that is, about Mr. Mulford’s comment. We all
know about those comments. They are related to our vote on Iran. I do not have to talk
about what he said and what was his objection. But again, I wanted to see the reaction
of this Government. Once again, they were thunder-struck, and dumb-founded. There
was no reaction for two days when such an amazing statement was made by an
Ambassador. It was virtually as if we are slaves. There was no reaction of the
Government for two days. And then the hon. Prime Minister had to go to Assam and
say that “to err is human.” It is very nice. When such a wrong statement has been
made, when such an arrogant statement has been made, the Government of India has to
say that “to err is human.” I want to convey to the hon. Prime Minister that in



diplomacy, just as in a war, there is no way that one can hide and seek shelter behind

this statement — to err is human.... (Interruptions)

SHRI KIRIP CHALIHA (GUWAHATI): What is the objection in that?

(Interruptions)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: There should be no running commentary.
... (Interruptions)

MAJ. GEN. (RETD.) B. C. KHANDURI : When he was in Assam, he gave that
statement. ... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Nothing will go on record except what Shri Khanduri says.
(Interruptions) ™ ...

MAJ. GEN. (RETD.) B. C. KHANDURI : I was saying that in a diplomacy just as in
war, one cannot hide behind one’s mistakes. One cannot say that to err is human. In a
war, if one makes a mistake, he is shot dead. Similarly, in diplomacy, if one makes a
mistake — it was not a mistake, it was an arrogant blunder — one gets dumped or
sacked. One cannot just wish it away by saying that to err is human. It is more
surprising and more insulting that the hon. Prime Minister in his reply to the Motion of
Thanks on the President’s Address in Rajya Sabha, spent some time on the letter
written to the Chief Minister of West Bengal. He was expressing his anger and anguish.
It was rightly so. I agree that he has got all the justification to show his anger for that
letter. But there is no anger or anguish expressed when the nation is humiliated and
insulted. There i1s no word for that except to say ‘to err is human’. What message are
they conveying? It is a shameful act. I do not know how the Prime Minister can do
such a thing. I know, they have to please the Left. But, there are many ways to please
them. Is it at the cost of the nation that Government want to please them? Please do not
lean so much backwards and Leftwards; your back-bone might get damaged. I take it
an amazing incident. I am not saying that he should not have said what he said about
West Bengal, that it was a wrong action. But a much bigger blunder had been done by
insulting and humiliating the nation. There is nothing about that, there is no castigation.



Before I end, I want to make two points. One is that we believe that the
friendship between India and USA 1s necessary. The strategic friendship between India
and USA is good in our interest also[p28].

* Not Recorded.

But this friendship must be on equal terms. At no point of time, you should
seem to be or perceived to be following them as a younger brother, as if big boss is
calling, you are following them, or as a slave just following the dictates.

Therefore, as the Left were just wanting me to make it clear, I am making it
clear that we are for making strategic friendship with USA but not on their terms, not
as unequal partners. It should be on the basis of equal partners. Here, I would like
quote what President Clinton had said once, when he was talking about such issues:
“Friends do not have to agree on every issue. They just have to have an honest

relationship about it.”

We are now in a position, Sir, when nobody can push us around. Those days
are gone when we were depending on PL-480 or somebody’s help. India does not need
that sort of help now. India does not have to compromise. We are now a country,
which can have friendship on our terms. But the impression that has gone is that we
are just tagging behind somebody who is powerful. 1 hope that this impression is
wrong, that it is not so; and this Government is not going to follow this sort of a policy
towards USA or towards any country. We want friendship. A long-term strategic
friendship with USA will be good and in our interest. Today, we have as much to give
to USA as they have. They are no more the donors and we are no more the receivers.

Therefore, Sir, in the end, I would make three points. Our national interest and
strategic interest has to be protected. There should be no compromise on it. We will
always support this Government as long as the things are in the national interest. In
this context, I would also want to convey to the Government that they as a Government
of the largest democracy, which is emerging as a world power, have a responsibility in
this entire region. It is the responsibility of this Government to help in defusing the

situation and prevent its eruption as much as it is possible.



The second point that I would like to make is that we must develop our
relationship with Iran. It is our ancient friend. This incident has taken place. We
should try and remove the misunderstandings. Iran is, as the Prime Minister himself
said, our civilisation friend. As has been brought out, they have helped us in times of
our difficulties. We must not be ungrateful to anybody. Our national interest has to be
explained to them. Similarly, their national interest has to be understood. As I just
quoted President Clinton, we do not have to agree on everything, friends do not have to
agree on every point. They do not have to agree with us and we do not have to agree
with them. But there must be an honest attempt to convey to them that we want to be
friends with them, and of course, it has to be subject to the limitations of their interest

and our national interest.

With that I complete my statement by saying that the handling of the situation
by this Government, as regards the Vote on Iran has been pathetic and most
unsatisfactory. I hope, they have learnt a lesson from this, particularly, in relation to
consulting all parties, all Opposition leaders.

THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE (SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE): Mr. Deputy-
Speaker, Sir, I have listened two hon. Members expressing their views on the issues of

Voting on Iran at IAEA on two occasions on nuclear related issues to Iran.

An impression is attempted to be created that by these actions, we have entered
into some sort of hostile relationship; or some sort of animus has been created between
India and Iran. Mr. Chandrappan has gone to the extent of using the words that we have
betrayed the interests of Iran[KD29].

lst

Factually, it 1s not correct. On 21> February, after the voting on 4-5 February, my

colleague Shri E. Ahamed had been at Tehran and he had the privilege of calling on
His Excellency the President Ahmadinejad on 215 February.



Once again he explained our position and that position is this. Our strong and
abiding commitment to maintaining and promoting the most friendly and mutually
beneficial relations between our two countries is there. It was appreciated by His
Excellency the President in right spirit and he conveyed, through Shri Ahamed, that
friendship between India and Iran must be maintained and nothing should be allowed
to disturb that relationship.

I would like to comment on the rationale of two voting in September and in
February; but before that, I would like to draw the attention of the hon. Members to the
statement which the hon. Prime Minister made and which speaks of the relationship
between India and Iran.

When we take part on sensitive issues like our relationships with very old
friends, we should avoid or at least try to avoid, being too hyperbolical or being too
rhetoric. After all, what is foreign policy? Foreign policy of every nation including
India is an extension and promotion of its basic fundamental national interests. It is
applicable to USA; it is applicable to India; it is applicable to Iran; and it is applicable
to everybody. That policy is being pursued not only after Independence, but that was
being pursued even before Independence.

I would not like to score a debating point by referring to the views of some of
the political parties who have forgotten what they said — because foreign policy is a

continuing one — about the role of India at a very particular momentous historical

point[R30].

I would just like to point out that the policies which we are pursuing is the
enlightened national interest. What is that enlightened national interest? 1 would like
to draw the attention of the hon. Members to what the Prime Minister informed in the
House in his Statement. It is from the bottom paragraph of Page 2 where the Prime

Minister stated:

“Our unshakeable conviction that such a sensitive issue, which concerns
the rights and international obligations of a sovereign nation and a proud
people can only be addressed through calm, reasoned diplomacy and the
willingness on all sides to eschew confrontation and seek acceptable
compromise solutions ”’



We are trying to do so exactly the same and nothing more, nothing less. What did we
do in September?

The hon. Member may recollect that in September there was a Resolution of
EU III, UK, France and Germany, two of which are the Permanent Members of the
Security Council. Germany is not the Permanent Member. EU III brought a
Resolution and the substance of that Resolution was to refer the matter to the Security
Council. It 1s not that we did not take any initiative. We took the initiative. We talked
to everybody concerned. As Gen. Khanduri has pointed out, of course he has used
very strong words like an ex-General. In the battlefield he cannot make a mistake
because a mistake wins a shot on the spot and death. In diplomacy also he used such
words. There may not be death but some moment of embarrassment or awkwardness.
... (Interruptions) 1 am saying that the language and the phrases which you have used
have the military sense. That is the lighter side of the story.

The point which I am trying to drive at is that at that point of time our
negotiating position was that if EU is dissuaded from referring it to the Security
Council and given a chance of diplomacy to play some more time within the IAEA
family, we should try to do that. We did that exactly. It was not referred to. It was
deferred till November. Time was given. Most respectfully I would like to submit that
even in [AEA, as like all international fora, decisions are taken through consensus. In
IAEA only twice they were through votes. One was in September and another in
February. What happened in February? Efforts were being made. Russia was also
making efforts. They were talking. We were also talking. We explained our position
that we do believe, we stated in a very clear unmistakable term, that Iran has the legal
right to develop peaceful uses of nuclear energy consistent with its international
commitments and obligations. It is incumbent upon Iran to exercise its right in the
context of safeguards that it has voluntarily accepted upon its nuclear programme
under the IAEA. We are exactly trying to do that with the help of other countries.

When the discussions took place informally amongst the various leaders,
suggestions were made to try to evolve a consensus among the NAM countries. You
have noticed the voting pattern in February. Out of 16 Non-Aligned Countries,
including one Observer Brazil, three - Syria, Cuba and Venezuela - voted against it.



Five remained abstained and eight of the Non-Aligned Countries including India were
with P-5 countries. Whether at that point of time the option could have been taken to
remain abstain or not 1s a matter of judgement. He has never stated, the whole text of
the Prime Minister's Statement if you have studied, that the position is finally not yet
clinched because the situations are evolving.

Certain stories have appeared even today in the newspapers that a serious
exercise 1s being made by the Russians and I understand as per the newspaper report,
Iran Nuclear Atomic Energy Chief, Shri Gholam-Reza-Aghazadeh said that we have

reached a basic agreement on the creation of a joint venture to enrich Uranium[R31].

I do not know what is the authenticity of the report because the details are yet to
be ascertained. But if such an arrangement is being agreed upon, to my mind, it is a
welcome development. In international arena every moment and every opportunity is
to be seized to defuse the tension. What is our basic policy? What was our nuclear
policy prior to 1998 and after 1998? Even after 1974, the stated position of this
country was -- and there was a broad consensus -- that we have the capacity, we have
the competence. But when we told the whole world for going against nuclear
proliferation, when we opposed the nuclear proliferation and stockpiling we did that
from the high moral position that we have the competence, the strength, the technology
and the capacity, still we are on the threshold level. We are keeping our nuclear
options open. But in May 1998, we closed that option and went for weaponisation. 1|
am not going into the merit whether we did the correct thing or incorrect thing as, that
has happened. When it has happened and when you have done that, it is the fait
accompli. The paste has come out of the tube and you cannot put the same paste in the
same tube. It is simply not possible. India is a nuclear weapon State and very
responsibly and unilaterally, India declared its nuclear doctrine of No First Use and No
Use Against Non-Nuclear Weapon State. But at the same time, we must have credible
deterrent, if we are attacked. As we have declared No First Use, it may happen that we
may have to retaliate after being first attacked and that attack should be such which
will be unacceptable to the attackers. That is the nuclear doctrine which we have. Till
date, we are truthfully pursuing that policy. There is no deviation. It has been
recognised. But does that mean that we have given up the path of non-proliferation?
We have accepted the obligation of NPT of nuclear weapon States responsibility and
obligation of following certain discipline but we did not sign NPT and we have no



intention of signing NPT because we consider it as a flawed Treaty and it is
discriminatory. But those who accepted the NPT and are signatory to NPT and have
accepted the obligation, 1s it wrong to expect or to say that you have every right to
pursue your programme for peaceful purposes but whatever obligations you have
accepted under the safeguard arrangements please do pursue them? We have exactly
done that and nothing more or nothing less. We are pursuing that policy. We do
believe every country has its sovereign right to pursue its own policy. Every country
has its own right to meet its energy requirements through peaceful utilisation of nuclear
sources. But when you have accepted the international obligation and discipline of the
international organisation, please try to do that[r32].

Shri Chandrappan had asked as to whether we agree with the concept of
somebody’s rogue State. Who told we have accepted that? We have never accepted
that. We neither had accepted it before, nor shall we accept it now or in the future. We
have our own perceptions about each country. The very basic fundamental of our
foreign policy is that we have no territorial ambition at the cost of others. We have no
1deology to export. Therefore we are neither exporting any ideology, nor we have any
territorial ambition. We believe, in letter and spirit, in the peaceful co-existence of each

and every State. That 1s the fundamental policy we have accepted.

Where is the deviation? So many things have been brought within the purview
of India’s decision to vote on two occasions in the IAEA. I have mentioned that even
without being a signatory to NPT India became a nuclear weapon State, whether it 1s

recognised or not recognised is a different matter. What would happen to the nuclear

energy agreement which the hon. Prime Minister and President Bush signed on 18 of
July? The hon. Prime Minister will make a statement on that and the hon. Members
would have ample opportunity to discuss about it. We need not bring it within the
purview of this discussion. But the short point that we are trying to arrive at 1s that this
decision was taken independently keeping in view the broad consensus that we wanted
to have. Surely, diplomacy is not Don Quixotic and we cannot play the role of a

Sancho Panza.

India is a responsible State. India is a responsible country and its behaviour must

be responsible. That is why I gave the example of what transpired between the

Minister of State Shri E. Ahamed and His Excellency, the President of Iran on 215 of



February when the interactions took place. Every country understand that. These
nuances, these diplomatic usages are to be kept in view. Somebody may have a
particular perception about a country. But it is not necessary that one will share that
perception with that country. In the past it has happened. We have not shared that
perception. When India had to help in the liberation struggle of Bangladesh, many
countries had different perceptions. But that did not mean that we should have to sever
our relationships with every country that had different perceptions.

Shri Chandrappan had used the word ‘betrayed’. Betrayed whom and why?
Please do not depend on incorrect factual positions. Every country takes its own
decisions keeping its national interest in view. We do recognise the value of our
friendship with Iran. That is why the hon. Prime Minister twice stated that it is their
legitimate right as a sovereign nation, as proud people to pursue their own policies. No
country can interfere with it. But at the same time, most respectfully we are pointing
out about certain obligations that you have to accept. Please try to see that those

obligations are fulfilled and that too not a decision has to be imposed upon.

What did we say? The hon. Prime Minister in his statement, in the last part has
said,

“We have a strong and a valuable relationship with Iran which we would
like to take forward in a manner that is mutually beneficial. We have great
respect and admiration for the Iranian people with whom our fraternal ties
go back to several million years. We have every intention to ensure that no
shadow is cast on these bonds[snb33].”

On a number [bru34]of occasions, friendly countries differ and take different
decisions. There is nothing new in it. In international practice, this is common. We
never supported Iraq issue when it was brought up. I do not think there is any
similarity or there is any relevance in this. We never believe in even unipolar world.
We believe that many more power centres are emerging. Russia is emerging; China is
emerging and economic power centres are emerging. In the whole history of the
world, in the whole history of diplomacy, if you just try to categorize a period of ten to
fifteen to twenty years, to my mind, it would be some sort of a misinterpretation of
event and history. Our foreign policy is firmly wedded with our ideological value



systems which we have evolved through our Independence struggle and which we have
pursued from the very beginning. There is no question of deviating from there. But, at
the same time, it is to be kept in view that the world is not stagnant. It does not remain
in a particular time frame and in a particular ideological frame. We have seen that in
the first half of the last century there were countries fighting against each other. You
shut your eyes and try to remember the littoral States of the Mediterranean. The
history of Europe has been dominated for almost 300 years by those countries, by
fighting against each other including the First World War and the Second World War in
the first half of the last century. England, France, Germany, Belgium, Spain and Italy
are the countries who fought against each other for 300 years. But we have seen a
metamorphosis in the last 50 years of the last century. These very countries were not
merely talking of a common market. They started with a common European market.

Today, they are talking about common currency, common security policy, common
foreign policy, European Parliament and new political ideologies which are emerging
from the horizon. Can any dynamic policy remain stagnant of the old theory of
Balance of Power which prevailed before the establishment of UNO in the first half of
the last century? Is that old concept of Balance of Power (BOP) relevant today?

Therefore, Mr. Deputy-Speaker Sir, my most respectful submission is, we greatly
honour and value our relationship with Iran. In IAEA, we will continue to pursue to
evolve a consensus, to evolve an arrangement which will be applicable and acceptable
to all the concerned countries. We do feel that in a sensitive matter like this, we should
have more time, more patience and more talks and not to precipitate by taking a
confrontationist position. We should try to eschew as far as possible rhetoric and high
sounding words. ... (Interruptions)

SHRI S. BANGARAPPA (SHIMOGA): Sir, I would like to have a clarification.

We do agree with the Minister as regards our friendly countries. As far as the Sixth
Meeting to be held in Vienna with the Board of Directors of the [AEA, should we to
take that our country is not going to participate in the matter of discussion? Even in
case we participate, should we to take that we are not going to vote against Iran? This
1s my first question[bru3S].



If it is not there on some diplomatic reasons, as you rightly said, Sir, that uranium
enrichment, if it 1s made on the soil of Russia, if Iran agrees for that, that 1s a good
diplomacy. We do agree. If it is going to be done in Iran, others may not agree as per
the guidelines of IAEA. Are we to take that, on that force, matter will be again put off
as far as voting is concerned on sixth? If it comes up for voting, how will you take it?

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE : The hon. Member is a knowledgeable person. As I
mentioned, in IAEA only, twice the voting took place — in September and the last
February. Earlier, every decision was taken through consensus. I do not have the full
facts. Details are yet to be made available. But what appears in the newspaper, as per
the statement of the Chief of the Nuclear Energy of Iran, is that in the discussion which
1s taking place between Russia and Iran, some solution is possible. If it actually takes
place, I have stated that it is a welcome development and we should try to pursue it, yet
if it is possible. But, at this point of time, it is difficult to make any commitment as to

what will happen on the sixth.

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL (HOOGHLY): Mr. Deputy Speaker, Sir, my disappointment
with the conduct of the Government has been further deepened after the Prime
Minister’s statement, by the intervention of the hon. Defence Minister. Once a
management trainee asked the teacher: “Sir, what am I to do when I cannot convince
the buyer about my product?” The teacher said: “Confuse him.” If you cannot

k]

convince, confuse him.” The Prime Minister has tried to confuse and the Defence
Minister has tried to further confuse. The issue is not whether there will be a joint
venture with Russia or, for that matter, whether it will be a consensus on the sixth of
March or not. The first thing is whether the Government has changed its stand from
the pre-24 September to the post-24 September and the February 3 voting. Why is this
change? It is because changes have taken place in the world; changes have taken place
in Europe. It is not like that. The Prime Minister i1s speaking about the changing times.

The Defence Minister is waxing eloquent about changing time. Why is this change
between the pre-24 September stand of the Government of India and the latest stand? Is
the Government of India convinced that Iran has violated? There is no proof. IAEA

has never stated this. A country has been trying to engage itself in peaceful nuclear use



and its centrifuges being used on a very, very small scale. The experts have opined, the
global experts on nuclear weapons have opined that the status of Iran with regard to
uranium enrichment is at such a low level that Iran will take several decades to reach
that stage. Iran has voluntarily accepted additional safeguards. Go anywhere, speak to
anyone and inquire anything you like[mks36].

Iran also agreed and said: “You can see anything you like; visit any place in any
location; you can do whatever you like to do but we have a right to pursue our
independent nuclear programme for peaceful purposes.” That is the situation. It is a re-
doing of the Iraq scene. The same thing is happening. It is said that Iran is an axis of
evil. This is there in the State of the Union Address of the American President. The
regime changed long back.

What do the pre-emptive interventions mean? I have nuclear power. I threaten
you. I will not allow anyone else to have it. As a country, India was suffering from
nuclear apartheid policy for 30 years from 1974. I am not using the word ‘betrayal.’
Iran has always stood by India on the issue of terrorism, on the issue of Islamic country
doing some thing else, on the issue of Kashmir, extending a helping hand in the
Iranian gas pipeline, and almost on every issue. Even in respect of meeting the Taliban
menace, India was having an access to West Asia because of Iran. I am not using the
word ‘betrayal.” What has Iran done against you? Please tell me about that. Has Iran

done anything? But what has the US done? It used Iraq against Iran.

Speaking about terrorism, I would submit that it is the super terrorist who
created Osama Bin Laden, who encouraged the Shah of Iran to have the nuclear
weapons, to start the nuclear programme. When democracy started gaining ground, the
Shah was patronised and tried to be helped by America. It is destabilisation. We have
to see the context of the American game plan. It is not only about sanctions for decades
against Iraq. More than one lakh Iraqis were already killed. It was said that Iraq was
having Weapons of Mass Destruction. They sent the inspector. They suddenly stopped
it. There is no inspection. Dr. Hans Blix, the most reputed inspector, said that the US
has a game plan. They are not interested in any inspection; they are not interested in
finding out the truth. Ultimately, what happened? It was found out that Iraq had no



Weapons of Mass Destruction but the country was destroyed, looted and democracy is

gone for ever.
14.53 hrs. (Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan in the Chair)

Mr. Saddam is in jail. It is doing so not only in the case of Iraq but it is doing
the same thing in Iran, Venezuela. For decades, sanctions against Cuba are continuing.
Many Latin American countries are suffering. It is said: “You visit America. You are
my friend and I am with you.” It is not any discovery. The theme 1s: “Be with us or
against us.” There is the State of the Union Address saying “Be with us or against us.
India, be with us. Or, we shall consider you are against us. We will not allow you to
pursue your independent, sovereign nuclear research programme.” The same thing is

happening in the case of Iran.

So, with a heavy heart and full of anguish, I would say that in the last 56 years,
many things happened to India. There were many ups and downs. But, never before,
has any Government surrendered in such a manner and succumbed to the threat. Has it
ever happened before?

The US Ambassador Mr. David Mulford was saying: “Vote in favour of
America, along with America against Iran. Otherwise, our US Congressmen will kill
your Indo-US Defence Treaty.” Is he not sermonising how the Left Parties should
behave? Is he not writing a letter to the Chief Minister of West Bengal, going beyond
his diplomatic jurisdiction? He is threatening. Is the threat coming only from Mr.

6‘[1’1

David Mulford? Please refer to the speech of Ms. Condolezza Rice on 26™ January.

If you go back, several Congressmen, several important individuals belonging to
the American Establishment are threatening. Have we come out with any public
statement by the Prime Minister or by anyone in the Government? If this is not
pressure what is it? We are not convinced about it. It is unacceptable. The Left has
been consistently trying to convince and caution the Government. You are committed
in the CMP for an independent foreign policy. Do not go. You are already getting
isolated. Look at what is demonstrated in elections. The Congress is losing ground. It
1s getting isolated. It is forgetting its own legacy. I am not using any hard word but as
if they are ridiculing their own past by trying to redefine nonalignment. What does
they say? One new nuclear weapon State in our neighbourhood is not in national



interest. Is Israel not there? Have you spoken a word about Israel which is always
threatening, threatening daily, and which has a plan to attack Iran with US? No. Iran
1s to be targetted. We remember here they say that the world has changed. No, it is
they who have changed. In this very House, when the Iraq resolution came — India has
a track record — let us not use the word ‘condemnation’. ‘Frer @< # 9o ofe a2

gD A T GG WH Tl TA.SLY. detl O iR FHiI 7 WY fR@man| 99 HE 7 't a1, we do
not agree with the position taken by the NDA Government. Now, what has happened?

You have changed. You are succumbing to ‘with us or against us’.

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO (KALAHANDI): Can I just... (Interruptions)

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : No, I am not yielding... (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN : He is not yielding.
... (Interruptions)

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : I am not yielding.... (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: This will not go on record. Nothing will be recorded.
(Interruptions) ™ ...

MR. CHAIRMAN: If he agrees, I have no objection otherwise I would not allow.
... (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: It will be in the air. Nothing will go on record. You shall

continue.
(Interruptions)™ ...

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : Sir, still I am not using any hard word. The Congress Party
has a glorious legacy of anti-imperialism. It is India which is not only a founder
member of NAM, it has always championed the cause of NAM. But what happened
on the sidelines of this February debate, February resolution? It was Malaysia.
Malaysia had to Chair the NAM meeting. Sir, amongst 16 members, three were
against it and five abstained. Had the UPA Government taken the initiative — everyone



was waiting — the story would have been different. But India has forgotten its
leadership role in NAM. That is the tragedy. That is the thing. But still I am not using

any hard word because they may salvage the situation. We believe in their sincerity. It

happened in the past also. We believe that when another occasion will come on 6th of

March, they will rectify the situation. It is

* Not Recorded.

because if they do not rectify the situation, what will happen? What is the post-
September and post-February situation? Iran has voluntarily accepted the additional
protocol. Go anywhere, see anything, speak to anyone but we have a right to pursue
our nuclear programme for peaceful means. You know that it is such a small measure.
The centrifuges are so small that nuclear weapon State level cannot be achieved by it.
We know that. They are very conscious about their obligations, so they had accepted

voluntarily additional protocol but they were conscious about their sovereign
rights[a37].

15.00 hrs.

All the acquisitions were made prior to 2003 and more than 15 countries have

violated it in various ways. In 2003, what was the position of Indo-Iran relationship?

On 26 January, 2003, India had invited the President of Iran as the Chief Guest of our
Republic Day. What was the agreement signed? There was a civil airlines agreement?
Pakistan got panicky that Iran may allow India to go forward in such a manner that it
will not be helpful for Pakistan. You know all these things, but what happened? You
have been consistently taking a position that the solution will have to be found on the
basis of consensus. Yes, the IAEA framework 1s on the basis of consensus and 1t will
be done within that framework only. But how will it be referred to the UN Security
Council now? Now, they have decided to withdraw from the additional protocol and
said that they would remove inspections and shall continue to pursue their peaceful
nuclear programme.



Sir, on this, there is a relationship to the Indo-US defence deal made on the 18th

July, 2005 and it 1s not in India’s national interest. If I say that it is in national interest
to kill somebody, will it be right? If the Government does something wrong in the
name of national interest, the people of this country will not accept it. Even the
supporters of this Government are not accepting it, even the partners of this
Government are not accepting it, leave alone the people of India. You are already
getting isolated from the people of this country. The people are proud of their anti-
imperialistic heritage and legacy, the heritage and legacy of the Non-Aligned
Movement and if you pursue this wrong path, if you show your back to them, I caution
you that the people will also turn back from you. I caution you again that Iran has not
done anything wrong till today. I am not holding any brief for Iran. But as you know,
inside Iran, the moderate people are raising their voice of democracy against the
fundamentalism. After hearing the American President’s State of the Union speech,
even the moderates were infuriated. That is their game plan. There i1s a game plan of
regime change. Ms. Condolezza Rice has taken a huge fund, for the regime change, to
be used in Iran. They plan pre-emptive intervention. What does it mean? What have
they done in Iraq? In the face of such a situation where a helpless country facing the
blackmail of the imperialist power militarily threatening along with Israel, we have left
the country which never left us. Is it a change of course?

Sir, when the Prime Minister speaks about change within the Congress Party, I
do not believe that he is speaking with introspection. Why is there this sudden change,

sudden turn-around? It is unacceptable to us. I think this Government will revise its

position and on the 6" of March, more pressure should be mounted. The American
President 1s coming here. So many stories are going on. We have listened to the speech
of the American President which he delivered at the Asia Society. It is containing
certain dangerous things. We do not know what will happen. But he has his eyes on the
huge Indian market of upper middle class. He says that Indians will be looking forward
to the US for refrigerators and washing machines. The American President is speaking
about Indians who are dominating the IT field in his own country[k38].

We [r39]have our 35,000 boys and girls doing excellent jobs in international
bodies and we are looking forward to America for washing machines. What idea has
the American President about India? But still what can be done? He has his own

VIEWS.



The New York Times has stated that India has acted in such a manner under US
pressure. It is not the Lefts’ mouthpiece nor any other progressive Left newspaper, but
it is the New York Times which has stated this. The advice of the Left has been
ignored, the views of the partners of the Government have been ignored and the
Government has decided itself to go it alone under pressure. This will be disastrous for
this country because there is no proof that Iran has done anything wrong. If any
suspicion was there with regard to the pre-2003, Iran clearly offered itself to examine,
to visit, to inspect, to speak and to go to any location and stated, ‘if you want additional

safeguards, we are agreeable to the additional protocol’.

The hon. Defence Minister said, ‘we have not signed NPT and we consider it to
be a flaw, we consider it to be discriminatory’. Yes, but within the NPT, Americans
game 1s to divide between the NPT countries also. That 1s the Americans plan to
perpetuate the additional protocol. If you look into the whole scheme of things,
sanctions continuing, the regime changed, fund is being taken, Israel is being prepared
for a military attack and ultimately where voting has never taken place, voting has
taken place in TAEA.

gth

There has been a change in India’s stand along with that of US after 18™ of July.

We should speak about 18th of July Indo-US Defence deal when the situation comes,
when the occasion comes. But India has committed a grave mistake. It is unacceptable
to us. It 1s in violation of the commitment made by the Congress and the UPA through
the NCMP to the nation. This is the plan of America and we are just being a party to it
and knowingly or unknowingly we are being put into a trap.

I am not quoting the eminent physicists, but after almost three years of go
anywhere, see anything, interview anyone, inspections, etc. the IAEA inspectors have
not found any indication that Iran had or ever had a nuclear weapons programme. That
is the view. Iran is committed to non-proliferation. Iran is pursuing its peaceful
nuclear programme. America does not like it. America wants to redominate West
Asia. They have a plan similar to the plan they had in Iraq and now, we, in India, are
being a party to this game plan. It will be disastrous for a country which is known for



its non-aligned role, for its role as independent and anti-imperialist throughout its
history.

Sir, I am concluding and adding two-three things to it. The Government is taking
a position that P-5 countries have taken such a position, what can we do. Is it
independence? China, Russia and other P-5 countries are in the Security Council. Will
they support India to be a member of the Security Council? What is the US position?
Even after the Indian Prime Minister had gone there and pleaded for it, they refused it

bluntly. They were considering Japan and not India[r40].

Those who are in the Security Council can take a particular stand. Some NAM
countries may take a particular stand. But we have a leading role and we have an
independent position. Instead of trying to redefine nonalignment, you are over-
emphasizing things like changes that have taken place or might have taken place.
Rather this Government should have introspection. I am not using any hard word.
‘Introspection’ is never a hard word. If you do introspection, it will be good for them,
it will be good for the country, and it will be good for the UPA Government. They
should not forget that on the basis of the Common Minimum Programme only, this
Government came to power. If they consistently ignore the correct and rational views
of the Left Parties, then they will have to face the consequences. This 1s a sensitive
issue. | am just cautioning them once more. This Government will get one more
chance. Let the Government take a corrective measure. There is time even now to
retract the position. Please do not succumb to the US pressure. Be independent in the
true sense of the term so that the people of India can know that this Government has
demarcated itself from the NDA Government, and do not speak in the tune of the RSS:

“We do not want any new nuclear power in our western neighbourhood.”

The RSS has said: “We do not want any Islamic nuclear power anymore.” Please
do not speak in their voice. You differentiate from them. Otherwise, your fate will be
similar to theirs. They had been into the dustbin. Please do not pursue their path,
demarcate yourself, emphasize your independence and just revise and review your role

on the 6! of March when you get another chance.



$f Aew Rig (aRan) : 9wl 78qy, vea # U@ gwrae a1 § Fife omus Yo 39 989
e o &1 AidT fQAT| 89 AT S & Aeg W STRRIGd URATY] Yoikil § HIRA = Sl $HeH 9grl &
ag far Sas 8, fba WRd @ fedl & Pl 8, URA B ARG & AJPpel & 3R 7T
G & & o Pd ©, 39 W 99l R | ol

HEled, g3 JHA & Y Hel s I8l ¢ b g d3 Sff 4 1 g far 3R
IDHT IS T HA St A oy R gfe @Y, I9 dF1 @1 G iR ugd & qre, g3 G AR g8
3R 39 91 @1 gfe gz fob R wra &1 wnfa gfaan # [efRuer sr<ras & Sarr & &9 4 o,
ST fdeq & qE & 99§ U YEs IAERy AR B D (oY HALR AT, AT 98 Wd: YhaRopl [

guiagel R 7

Hed, J& HAl S 7 U 91d SR del [ 8% 10-15 a1 & 1§ g @1 gRRRIfEi
geardt € o 9 oRfRRfal & R ar Tef_ie HifT ok aard fager Afy & off oRad= amar
gl el @ fagw fifd ok efrueg Aifd &1 oo g Iy foa § ww ok aRfRufol & sgaw
IFDH! AT H AT IGA@ Bl FHAT &, oAb IqDb Sl gHAEl YA AR g 8, I aRaca
Uch HHSIR < & BHual Bl

A2Iey, IR <9 &) fAew-f, AR IS Sr=aic &) I oY 3R 899 UR™ I & I8
wWeR e 2 & g & aprsae & f[avg SufHdwEr & fIeg diedd & foag ek
gfRverT & R Syel @ g wkd PR waerefier )edMEE[rpm41] |

gafew g & R et off <o & dipaifae dut 89 (8, 799 o < # e |
qIER SR, I9 ATBdi D =Tl B 7 dhad fead wHe fopar, afer eRrmdt v o arm
U A S < & ufa, S Furefia drdditye afdaat off, 3@l 899 Aeg B AfhT 19T Irmard
B W@ B R DI gy AT § o9 i N 3 T D TGS A AW, U Bl WHR T FaAAfd
Y BT G B BIRN BT @I HAT Off 3R qer=H= S 4 3799 daded W BEl § B g N B
Reere dre gaferg <1 w1 wiifes &n g & wafgafa a9 ared €1 g § watgafa e 9
TEdl Rl Wt e W 9w & HiaR watgafa 99T R W SReR @ s giard e 21 STe




fRIdaR 78 ¥ dic &1 BT U3 ST, 89K <9 & UUHAT Sl 89 Q¥ & 918} ¥ 4R Ag IAd!
et foram oty or| S= &g Rar f d v & Raams 3mReT & g6 # die <91 8l S99 Udh
AT ardraRor g1 foh geras= sMReT & IR W P b W & AR T8 AMhY I=A JuRe
& 43h goAThx 37qT S oy foram o, S|eh1 rgHiad HRml HRd ot faqw Aifa & gfier 3
T Ul AWR I, 914 gA1 S HizHed # W AR & far | gurEA 7 @e 59 <w @
UREE ¥ g8 §X 90 37U AU U v of foran ok 918 S AiEHed B Iu-Afd T ST
THAT ATl SUD d1g, S S9D 3T HiFHSd o™ arel el 8, SHG! fAvasy § o @ Bl
DN TE DI T8, S IR W AT DA dTel AN U, ITh R A, IR A JoATH GH3 a1
|

U S H Ugl T BIAT W@ §, SU &H We ol O & 1998 H SId qaiitel Sft @bl
AR A, R g9 S #§ 98 ofer W ura o7 3R B9 WAR & SR At AN w
BRITER R Pl AINIGd GaTd a1 afll S Ga1d & AN 99 bR 1 A fqueft g &1 & 78],
@ G9e o fagara A foran| gsi 989 g3 3R g9 Baen AR o & A.ANE. R 39 WHR B
EWIER el Bl dIeY| AT 37U Had © [ 89 AT H fdbal 7 8 oY, Ay 87 X4 &
Raets die < fQar| S@ awg ft 29 g o erddl o8 T, AfdT 8RR o} fawia off ofk &
frofa feen 5 &1 MO | R T 9, Rifer 98 "R R § ik REsfmed g
TETITaYYl ¥, ST BH 3N W Bl el BN AR g evaeR T A, S o g b
e gRig # WRd &1 Ao arefl We 9Rd &1 Farl gt dAfed 59 WRaR 7w fhan, g9 |9l
S & 16 S R & SR SMHHUN FaTl, ATSTUAT Sff bl WBHR ofl, T IH AR & e ATAad
g Rt € fps = R I B R Ao & Rraw ver 9, we &1 favarw # form ik wa @
fagard # o1 P 91C P W A1 IMRBI BT IMHHUT AT, 59 ed o STD! A=< Bl AT Bl
ST IR et o) W faare gom, o ¥ SR wer M ok &= # sraras & g, '
IADB! JMTATAT DIl T < H TH VAT IHT AT, 9d IGIER Ol D) IRBR AT, ST Uh HHAGR
WROR & HE Adhd ol 99 TR & YD 39 did GH & R 99 UIel @ dgd i I @ 9|
IH GHY D D HUR JMRDI A ATHAU fhAT] HRd H ddd w1 B oY 96 g 9 o
| I WHR 7 FAFART 9978 3R 9RA 7 U TR ¥ Fal [ I8 39 iR Rt & fra &1
AHAT &, SFRH J&H [T DI WRA fhdl 4 S R T8 WRA B golroid a8l < 3R 7Sl
& G IRA 39 Had & IWR WSl W&l b I8 B Bl a1d 2 fb 31d 39 IR S &1 JHell
3, YH ¥ BH W@ B 8, fhaNl oouiroma a1 € fF ga9 A <o & maeeE ST 18 ST
Bl IFRGT & A1 FHSIAT FD §9 UG ¥ (Y, 39 ¥ed H T4l gs, WRd & YgWHAL 1, I
WRd @ AU & Ui Sarace €, geid! I8 dhed gy I a7 @ § b 59 < # @ gan, fean
s9H1 faRy fhar, I8 Agufd 991 & Ui S STardqg 99 2 21 [142]




TN 3B oo B g1 el 8 bl gl e | R urdt 7 SHb hen BT queH
fhar R fdlt 7 =7 fopan - ga! Saracd! a1 Ueufa go & ufd & Aol 7l I8 91 26 S
P HE TG, OIG BH AU < HT TUGH fGaH 7T B I B UH WIOHM S B B AT I B
QAMHAA DI, MU ATHT TR GST HIA Bl DI B & &1 26 SN DI 8H A 0SBl NS
1 TR Y, @ TR W Sr@ Ioigd Sfaw W AABrS A wEl fF o arel BRad wEe A A
fEg™ 9 & Rae® dlc &) < a1 Y91 A1 Sigwn & figeam @t id e © ok S9a 919
WRA & YEEAT SR AR cufd & dra AHeiidr g3 8, S WHSiidl Bl Y- B H gH ATl
2rft| S 39 9o @ d1g URd 7 SN B fdvg dle fhar 1 ag wraen de1 g9 wivifde © b
fegear &1 fager Aifar &1 derer fogwm T8 afed sidT o) W@ 81 39 Wag B [ HA B
foT7 YRd WRDR 7 o Tl [harl g 98d & @< 914 2l

B9 el died & b O ST § WRd U HAGIR WIS o, 59 SHM § WRd &1 60
WA SaTal Il a1 & A9 IEdl fl, IF SWE A FE B AUl s sfegd dHre AIRR T W
e} BT ASITHROT B (ol o 3R S9d (R # 3AZa, Wiv, facd &1 I il 7 g w= mhHu
X AT I S H 39 3MMHHA b RIATH U ISl 37T 3R I8 3MATel UfSd WIdre} ol 48
H | Wl B g @ R R DT BIs SRR TE g1, fh I & I WSS TR SRR
B3N 3R BRI DI W1 H IS P S 7 ST BIhx TLTHAT & 3Mmard i oR foraml g9 fajg ¢
1G9 @1 goie I 9T DI Ul A1 aivd gl ISt I/ M H WA &1 IMETST o+l dol 2l
off fp RPN G AT T G, I < B Sl AT Bl o 3R S & Sdrd § bR & o7
gael ST B | b 3rs aRfRAfT &1 87 AR warHEAl 7 e § adde fadn iR geed H
wEl 6 39 78N §U "G H S URAIG AT, IWHT 7 B ©d, A9 dfed G T-HEa @ B
TefRue <o 3R fawfia <l &1 W wwele ora gonl dfd sieier = wHee @x fea, gafog
fegear Wl ST qHAT HY, $HA el d1d $9 ¥ & oy 81 81 Fdhd! 8l Ugdl 5w
oty orar o iR Ted qeET o 3R sfididr, ' iR e WRa @ Aeg a3, @ gRRRAf
YT dGcT & B, il Ugel Bl @ AR RgEM I¥d! #eg H Wl Bl ol 399 oax gRfRRUf
TEl 8 Ahdll Bl

ST @ B < B YR&T DI AUHl A=Y Bl § IR Wik B Hl 81l 1970-71 H O«
RA & AR o TG DI 3MTSIE BRI Dl B fhdl, Iq HT HRT & FUR JFAD] b Fiald
¢ 7 SO M | S srger 9+ foran, oI WRa & feear agt w@rifae ot gfvar 5 &w
Fed I & FEiexy 81 @1fdy SR & 39 &1 3 afass sRRIRN &I aRveg T 4 e
HRAT AMBY, oifbT i 1971 & 918 ARG <1 9T Gefl Fo=msil & ax § T RR | |l g9
AR GIRERVT § UEl WA 99 1 werr [Barl g 7 Fer & 9Ra smuifde wrieH =l <@l
g 3R TwETY] 99 @ i aR v g1 99 W il 3w e 7w R e Sur it Rt &




forg, ot fRwreid & fofg & U=ATY] 99 &1 TRET AT UST| S= URATY] 99 ST qie foha
3R gfrm @1 I dew fear 6 &0 ooy 99 W | Wed €, o &9 99 safog 98 a1 ) €
%WWWWWW@@Q%MI[&]

1908 ¥ g IR o 75 od NS W gweR & & U 29R FW e9/d g
oI | STd 94 9N Hidl 9 I8 qHe fordn 6 3T &l Heg 9, dI9 @l #ag | ulfhed H W
379 g9 99 @1 2R 81 TS, A1 fegear A st <@ 7 orv] a9 g1 forl gwfo fagwaE @
e @Y 5 R & W S¥ B o g g B g1 S @1 W U YRETHS
ot € ofR 39 9RM H © [P 99D T A WH H AHR FRIBI DI U HoYdell IRDR 43 Ty
... (@EgH) PR gd gfar § @' 3@ 2 f5 & odade & fIvg  des IR ofs @ §, & fau
q AHaE & [90g 999 g PR L ©, <fhd § He1 aredl § [ I ddhdg & [aog oif a2
q g ¢, 98 g4 R & fI%g g B ST qA gar H SEieT &1 el Wl @ foan, s
ToId Ul HHET o1 @81 8 [ a8 snddde & favg 781, dfcd swa™ & [A%g org=il S oy fhu
gU Bl U0 A e &1 Fafd @ w@rwifde 8 ofR St iUl e faard I v | 7 o
W0 H IRA D1 1971 H Al SAMAY H $B FeId WIRA ARBR DI o1 arsdl gl.. . (a€H)

#]T Gea RN 6 feged™ A1 /811 arell IRy URATY] Foll Goidl H 1 & &b H
dre g

NI, ARG Al IR TAUE AR SIS Bl el BT Iqel & [y WRA DI B
& ARY 3R TE T AT AR % o gfrar gqa 1E, Wit S @ N YRTHS B
qeal Y, QY grerd W R Qi | g W) gwder W By § 9 e gRan @ gfe @ it @
AR Tt # Y R q 9gaa ar|

e, If R & T 3] 99 7, IS SORISA @ U S70] 9 B, UIfhRa @ U 77
9 2 3R U g & oIy S99 S¥@! dAN &R WM 8, Al 3 B 39 AN H R DI AdRITH
& I =AU 3R AT oI fhdl W wfeky ol SHH JaRgD g1 & FS¢ 9 1 bl TR <1
ey fh SHST 3T+t ST 3Murfde IR 8, SUH WRA W Aee TR & A&l Bl

Trer, ¥ B RIAT® AdQ B B 916, faNicld IRgER § V¥l Way Bue ol b S
SEH D HUR JAFADBT 7 IMHAVT fHAT, A & FOR H 98 B qTell € - ST Dls @ gl @l




fopdt ft 9 ¥ 9yRa 7 & fRaTl R B wear Aifev B fhsl R § e & aRE ¥
® IR NPT 14 IR IMHAV fha1 A 39 aR fEgeae @M T8 937 afch 399 & A1 wel
BT I8 JTIATET R BT 3 Bl SFdl, S BT G¥hR Bl o7 d1ey ]|

S UBS 31T WA X @1 &, il g dIF X @ 8, SH FarqAfd a9 b forg @ik
S DI S GRITHE dIN 7, JHI06 IR 8, S99 301 dREM Wiod & fog 9Ra &1 I8
UECl I B H oIl =Y SR BIR BT =AMLY giar & 1 R A afhy 3 9 g
B NfIAT DI FRIBT B FAR W T8 U dfcs Wad &1 A Sl 3XF bl WAUAT 8, ST
fegea ot Aeg |

6l gl & I # (U I GATG DRl g AR Ul g-iare &l gl

i A NG ATeq (SFRYR) : GHUTT ALy, AT T8l S99 & e W Sl 94l 81 &1 8, 59 g4
H B dN8 B WX el W 2l S9dT dRUT I8 Wi & P 7 daat 3 gl dfed ged gall @ ft
quard ¥ foran S =@nfEyl saw Ayl ARG fa W oSl F@l B W@ &, 39 W WNIR Wk
FH T TE @ B, Fifh ARA-IF BT Ay Afedl AT &, UHH Sl F 3RT AR & IR |

R 3R R B AR AR BT 3MeH-ye d=a [E4[R45]|

HEER 9= 541 Sff 7 9¥eq § fF T e gdae § WiieR fhar ® 6 wRa S &
de AT, TRafRe qen fEamel @1 81 IRa XM @ wng A &1 Saeld JHIT S SR
YRA & e gRTiad I UIsY offg" gRATSHT 8, T W) Weald §l # sufey wer @redr g b
S BHART SXH B AR gaq (el & Ga9 g, Ol a1 g9 Me-avg 399 Werg U oY I o7 fasfid
A B D! A AT JMARBT S qad W E S WA AN O dey g, o1 Rear €, sAH afe dE
Ut oRfRAfa et &1 el &, @Is ued fred @ 81 @1 §, @ 98 dddbreiy uRkfRufedl # w9k gl
saH IR, w9 ok Nl aeem & o @@ 3T o @ €, 9 w491 1 agd 78l ©| fUsen
S SETET JET &, RBT BT S ¥ @ B, 98 WA IR ARG T8l ol 9 7 We fHar o fF
a8 WRATY AfdR FH /g a1 AT B, 98 URATY] §H el G el SR 7 B IS el Bal
f &9 TRATY] 99 TR AT # e B BT B B | A B GRATY AT BT Abwg Aifaqor
AT & fog 2 O, Fol IO &), onfal 3@ fofy ff Qw1 wifa wEeE & foru gReng
A HRIHH A, IA ¥ Bl Hifeldh MMABR 2, Afb u=mm] Hrfepdl H1 Iged o s
H1al a1 wifaqel Iewg & fay & 89 < @t IR § Seorae dar o=A1, Iud Raars e R
H GIATERYT A BT B SFIRGT 7 a1 21 # o arsal § 6 sfRer & d& W AT RS B




SOl OR 3117 DY WRAT R 2 © 7§ 3AfelY 9 91 DI Dol arsdl § (b g & ddt g
T W 9Rd W IS M8 [ Y I F/M AR W A WA fHAT gorm o, § wEsr g &
SO I RN g8 2| WRA WRAR A 39 " A S Swrifed wifert s 8, S
g & 39 o1 9gd RN g8 21§ 39 91d Bl A% R <1 dredl g [ W faed o faend, @
ISP SR T8Iy Vg & Ufed STare’ ol g% & 99 A 9Rd $I e FRug Hifd &) g1 9Rd &1
DHRAT MY H 9l IIforRil SISl BT Yeb IEU o1 aredl & | 9 98y Ufed Siare ord
8% 1 T hEl T 7 IMU Al IR IRRIMT & AR TSl 961 @ © offhd  S9H el A

B W@ T ? S| Pl A fh —

“Referring to free India's role in the world, in his broadcast to the nation as
Vice-President of the Interim Government, on September 7, 1946, Shri
Jawaharlal Nehru had declared :

We propose, as far as possible, to keep away from the power politics of groups, aligned
against each another, which had led in the past to world wars and which may again lead
to disasters on an even vaster scale. We believe that peace and freedom are indivisible
and the denial of freedom anywhere must endanger freedom elsewhere and lead to
conflict and war. We are particularly interest in the emancipation of colonial and
dependent countries and peoples, and in the recognition in theory and practice of equal
opportunities for all races[reporter46|.

This by no means meant a neutral or negative approach to international affairs. India
chose to adopt a policy of non-involvement in military or political groupings or blocs,
and of involvement, as far as her circumstances permitted, in world affairs in the
furtherance of world peace and freedom of colonial territories.”

SAH T 3R B3N, I Al Uiferll 9ef g 8, oifch JUdg Y & <19 H 3TehR WK
9 Sl A 8, 39 Wl W H eafdRia W W 3R gl B RE A W EHd el g1 IRATY] A
W WHE & [Jog 9 I 9 dic Sy, [ehRusgar @ S gard R Aifd g, #9 ondl e
for & fp o7 dufed Jarex orad 8w Sft @ 9AT ¥ gAN A @) §, SWdl dfdal o &I ddd
far w21 # 7E @8 <@ g 5 @ aRe ¥ srafaw wR e g dfed srafaar @1 daa s
B & o R i ST @ e orue ores Redl #§ wer Uar @il 81 98 3 SN g%l W9 o
T I IFRIBT 1 Ofd BRI IR AT (AT o 3R SUD 91§ SXIh H ifdd IRAT Bl
JEHT IR eHell fhar o, ofdhd sFriat &1 frem 9ifde o 78 & afes da &1 o &




A H IhT T 2AT| FHAT SN Sifdeh | Bl d&8MT I1ehx fhdT o7 offdhd 3rder e da
D1 AT & AT| ST IRABTT Q¥ BIAT 8, I M gl WR Heall B Bl U YR, T Heds
3HRIDT S AU & IR A wHerl g b SqH 98 Whel BT o1 J@1 8| I8 A WAfde 3 b1 <l
& TAT I ITRIY oFTTaT &l SUT a¥g W dg 1Y SXH I B § ol 21 33 IR 3MHAT I U8
Seq T dRg &1 981 a9 21, IT O%8 89 Wag © b SINTHI 3/ 9 &l Hl BRA &1 T
fohar T R8T 2| X9 ) XY el BHAT Bl a1d 7 8l, g9y drgd g off ik vuge et off o
Sib &l Bel b SATST  8H SHDI WA § W &, Dol s W g4l ® dad |l 8H A1M 7 &1 TS|

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member, please conclude your speech.

3t IA TG ATGd : O S UR Bl DI drdra]ul g+, ifh fUsel S 3gd @l 8, IdD
e W 3FdT fATad @ dgd 81 &1 SERIDT Bl ol W fAgard oA B Bls okd 8l 8 &
FIfh g W O T8 A 3PN 7 el 51, §9 998 # 89 Ml 7 URTd ol A7 3R &Hal
o1 f6 F@ A A WRIY| Ig HeH ST B ISMT &, H FHSAI g b 39 Hed W WHR I 3R
JAR B DI SR & Hi(h FAADBT b JNMHI Bl BT TEEFT 1 H, HRd I [ 4 TRe 4
Feurll T8l 9991 @12y, I8 3 I 2| I HRA DI {0+ [efRug i W) S99 B a1y
IR SUW WRA DI 9A R e AMeV| &4 Bl Wt <91 &1 fUwery] a1 &1 oexd =&l &l

# A deT AT Fredr § b U] iR SR Wi & Udh SR & WU W SR
IfIBR B T FHE T3 Tl AT T FA SN T S gadd Am 8, SHH qg A8 onl # gfiferg
FHel gredl g 6 &9 wifigel s A o 99 & R 8 WA S U SRIGH dell @l
g, I8 IRIDT DI WHr R 98 © 2 ... (FAYE) | JEed, I 6 a9 & 8, # Ud-al
e @ 3ot 9 FHE PR W g IRG Bl W IPR W AW HF Iw B ' A @Sl Bl

afeu[R47] |

BRI S & WY A F T @ gl 9o w4 S 7 G Fel © fF iRy we)
Fel GOkl A $M & WAV HIIFHAdl F I~ Db U1 BT Sl Said A AN o1, ITH A
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MR. CHAIRMAN : Please conclude, your time is over. I have already called the name
of the next hon. Member.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: You must cooperate.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: If you were here, you would realise the difficulty. Please conclude

now. If you were here, You would have realised the position.
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SHRI SURESH PRABHAKAR PRABHU (RAJAPUR): Sir, our foreign policy has
never been as controversial as it i1s now because in the past we really used to discuss
our foreign policy on non-partisan lines. We always believed that foreign policy is that
of a nation and that of a country. Therefore, each one of us, who are the constituents of
the nation, will subscribe to that policy because that is in the best interests of the
nation. Unfortunately, we have seen lately that we are debating it on partisan lines,
creating a sectarian atmosphere as a result of which, it is not serving the nation as it
should be. Therefore, I think, it is the best interests of the country that our foreign
policy should be discussed, debated with all most all the constituents of the country,
representing all the political parties. Then only, we should arrive at a consensus, which
should be reflected in the positions that we take in the international arena to avoid a
division, that appears to have taken place within the country. Therefore, my request is
that the Government, in future, must take all political parties, all shades of opinion into
confidence before shaping up the policy and taking a decision and position in the

international arena.

Now a days, we are knowing about the foreign policy through newspapers - not
only the Opposition members but also our Leader of the Opposition. When I was
listening to the intervention of the Leader of the House, Shri Pranab Mukherjee, he also
seems to be knowing about what is happening in the international arena through
newspapers. He said that there has been a deal, which is likely to take place between
Russia and Iran, and he said that he was saying this on the basis of newspaper reports.
Our Defence Minister of India, a Member of the Cabinet Committee on Security, a
very senior politician and a Leader of the House knows about what is happening in the
international area only through the newspaper. So, it seems that our media has better
access to what 1s happening world wide than our Leader of the House, which present a
really sorry state of affairs. Therefore, it is not the Opposition, who has the prerogative
of only knowing from the media but also seems to be the Leader of the House.
Therefore, I think, now we should know about the foreign policy, not through the
media, but what we discuss, debate between the different political groups, should be
reported in the media. Therefore, I would like to make the first request that let the
Government take everybody into confidence.

I was listening very carefully and therefore, I decided to speak to the
intervention of the Defence Minister, who spoke very eloquently on various aspects. |



genuinely believe that the friends of a country can keep changing. It is a dynamic
world. India is now one of the fastest growing economies of the world. We are a
billion plus people. Therefore, I do not think anybody can cow us down. Therefore, I
genuinely believe that we should take our decisions on foreign policy in the national
interests.

In any case, the foreign policy is only a manifestation of our domestic policy. It
is only an extension of what we are trying to do in our country. Therefore what is
happening in the sphere of foreign policy should be a reflection of that. Therefore, 1
believe in what Chanakya said way back, who 1s one of the founders of the foreign
policy of the world, and the principles of the foreign policy of the world. He said that
the interests are permanent. Therefore, if our interests are permanent, we keep
changing. We can always take positions. It has to be in the national interest,
undoubtedly. But my request to Shri Pranab Mukherjee, the hon. Leader of the House, I
am sorry, Sir, would have been to spell out what was that national interests which
really forced us to take a decision in the IAEA meeting, referring Iran case to the
United Nations Security Council. It is not just saying camouflaging. Our decision in
the garb of saying that it was in the national interest is really imperative for us to

know as to what was the specific national interest which compelled the Government to
take that decision[R49].

If we know about it, I am sure, all of us will support it. Therefore, what is that

national interest needs to be spelt out very clearly?

The second question that comes to my mind is this. When the Iran issue was
referred from IAEA to the United Nations Security Council, what was the threshold
that Iran had reached which compelled it to be referred to the United Nations Security
Council? The threshold is not properly explained at the time of intervention. Therefore,
I would request and I am sure that this debate which is going to continue for some
time, will be replied to by the hon. Prime Minister who is holding the foreign portfolio
with him realising the importance of it. I am sure, he will be able to respond to it.



When he responds to it, [ would really like to know what was that threshold which was
reached. Now that it is referred to the United Nations Security Council, what are the
options that are there with us? In any case, India has been trying to be a permanent
Member of the United Nations Security Council. It is not a member of that. What role
can we play now after it is referred to the United Nations Security Council? Are we
still feeling that there is room for diplomacy, and if so, on what lines is it progressing?
That is something which, I am sure, we will be knowing from the hon. Prime Minister
when he replies and also about what is the action that is going to be taking place.

Hon. Leader of the House mentioned about one more point. He said that the
Minister of State for External Affairs, Shri E. Ahamed called on His Excellency, the
President of Iran. He said, based on what transpired between them, Iran seems to be
quite well disposed towards India even after this vote. I was very glad to know that.
But this is our version. I would like to know whether the Iranian Government have
issued any official statement confirming that Iran also believes in continuing the
relations with India. I would like to know what is the status now of our on-going
negotiations with Iran on various oil related issues, whether it is the pipeline or
whether it 1s the supply of natural gas? What is the relationship that is going to take

place now? I would really like to know about it.

Thirdly, the hon. Leader of the House mentioned about a very important point
that India 1s a very responsible country and we always have taken that position. During
the time when Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee was the Prime Minister of India in 1998, we
took a decision, a considered decision to go nuclear for the simple reason because that
was in the best interest of India. We realised to have a credible difference which is
really going to help India because in the backyard and even in the front-yard, we have
got countries who could be posing threat to India by using nuclear weapons. So,
nuclear deterrence was considered to be the problem of India’s national interest.
Therefore, we did it. Therefore, he mentioned very correctly that this is the India’s
stated position subscribed now more or less by all the parties in the country. In that
case, 1f Iran tomorrow decides to take a similar position and say that it would like to be
weaponised for the simple reason because that is in the best interest of Iran, what
would be the Indian Government’s stand? I would really like to know about it from the
Government.



One more point is this. North Korea is likely to be also one of the cases similar
to Iran because North Korea profess that they also have similar position. There 1s a
dialogue going on. Suppose, a similar situation develops which compels the
Government of India to vote against it in the IAEA meeting. What will be India’s stand
in relation to North Korea? I would like to know about it.

There are two issues and I will end. We have been for a long period of time,
saying that we want a peaceful world, we want a world which is a nuclear free world.
We believe that nuclear weapons should not destroy the humanity as 1s seen in front of
the world. In this clear scenario, I would like to know whether the Government of India
is thinking of pursuing this bigger picture, the laudable objective of making sure that
the world becomes a real nuclear free world, if so, whether that agenda is spelt out. We
have correctly taken a position that we are opposed to NPT because it is totally biased,
it is totally blurred. Therefore, we oppose it. At the same time, in the absence of that,
are we pursuing the same agenda? I would like to know about that. The Prime Minister
has been saying and I agree that India does not want any more nuclear State in its
backyard. In that position, what does it really mean? Where does that backyard extend
to? How far we would like to go? What type of territories does it like to cover? I would
like to know from the Government about this[p50].

16.00 hrs.

Mr. Rupchand Pal started his speech with a very interesting point that a
salesman or a management student is told: “If you cannot sell, confuse.” I am sure, he
says that he 1s really confused. Now, I would like to know from him whether he would

like to buy the product or he would like to reject the product.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Now, Mr. Mahtab. You have got five minutes to speak.

Before Mr. Mahtab starts his speech, [ would request that whenever an hon.
Member is addressing the Chair, please avoid frequent floor crossings.



SHRI B. MAHTAB (CUTTACK): Mr. Chairman, Sir, I stand here to discuss the
Statement by the hon. Prime Minister regarding India’s vote in the International
Atomic Energy Agency on the issue of Iran Nuclear Programme. Here, in the suo

motu Statement on Iran by the Prime Minister on 17th February, two things have been

very notable.

The first thing is that Prime Minister has categorically stated: “As a signatory to
the NPT, Iran has the legal right to develop peaceful uses of nuclear energy.” The
second thing is that “since 2003, when IAEA began seeking answers to a number of
questions arising from Iran’s nuclear activities, some of which were undeclared to the
IAEA, in previous years.” Subsequently in November, 2004, Iran agreed with the EU-
3 -- France, Germany and the United Kingdom, to voluntarily suspend all
enrichments and reprocessing activities until questions relating to its past nuclear
activities were clarified. Since August last year, Iran has renewed production of
uranium hexa fluoride and thereafter, has resumed uranium enrichment.”

These are the four dates on which the Prime Minister has based the argument
upon. I would like to dwell on these four points. The basic question which is being
raised inside the House and outside the House is that if we can live with China and
Pakistan, what 1s wrong with Iran going nuclear? If India is not a signatory to the NPT
unlike China, why 1s India bothered about NPT violations? As India needs nuclear
energy to produce electricity, so also Iran. Mere dependence on fossil fuel 1s giving rise

to green house gases. These are the international 1ssues.

What 1s that Resolution and how the Member-countries in IAEA have

behaved? The first Resolution was on 24 September, 2005. Out of 35 countries in
that Governing Board, 23 countries voted in favour, and India was also part of it; 11
countries abstained; and Venezuela was the only country, which voted against the

Resolution. On 4th F ebruary, the vote was taken. In that vote, 27 countries voted in
favour; three voted against, and five abstained. Among those who voted in favour, two
were the Muslim countries, namely, Egypt and Yemen. Indonesia, Libya and Algeria
abstained. Only Syria supported and voted in favour of Iran. Notable converts were
Russia and China.



Sir, what 1s that Resolution which was adopted on 4th February?[KD51]

What are its implications? The Director-General of the TAEA, Nobel Prize
Winner, Dr. D.L. Baradei has made it clear that the Agency’s report on the Iranian
compliance or otherwise has been under investigation since 2002 and it should be
ready only next month, that i1s, March. Therefore, this Resolution is meant only to be a

report to the Security Council and not a statutory referral. Russia and China which

abstained last time on 24™" September, have now joined hands with the West, that is,
USA plus the three countries of the EU, to exert pressure on Iran to comply with the
IAEA safeguards.

[ would just mention here that in 1998, India unilaterally declared a moratorium
on nuclear explosion during the NDA regime when Shri Vajpayee was heading the
Government as the Prime Minister. This prepared a ground for agreement which was
signed by the US President and Indian Prime Minister recently. Shri Vajpayee had
offered military bases — this is no news and it is open to everyone — to the US when Mr.

George W. Bush took military action in Afghanistan against Al Qaeda.

Iran, in 1965 and during the Bangladesh War, supported Pakistan. The Shah of
Iran blamed India instead of Yahya Khan and Bhutto and called us aggressor. In the
Organisation of Muslim Nations, Iran backed Pakistan in its claim over Kashmir. In
1965, during Johnson’s regime, the Johnson’s Administration had asked Pakistan to
take tanks and arms from Iran, supplied by US, via West Germany and other European

countries.

During the last 50 years, Non-alignment has undergone various changes. India
has bitter memories both during the Chinese aggression and during Bangladesh war.
Most of them did nothing in favour of India. Even Sukarno sided with Pakistan, who
was supported to power by Jawaharlal Nehru. Nehru had never encouraged NAM to be

a third force or a forum to mount a campaign against USA or the West.

I would ask a very simple question here. Recently, the CPI(M) Politburo has
passed a Resolution. In that Resolution, the Government was condemned for casting its



vote in the IJAEA Board of Governors’ Meeting. It has condemned US; it has also
condemned the other three European Union countries. But there 1s no mention about

Russia; there 1s no mention about China. Why?

What is Iran’s history and what is its present policy? Iran has signed a Non-
Proliferation Treaty in 1968. IAEA has asked Iran to come clean. Iran permitted the
UN inspectors to go through its nuclear programme. They have reported that Iran was
seriously pursuing a plan to build a nuclear plant to make a bomb. Iran’s Nuclear
Research Programme began in 1967. US supplied nuclear research reactor to Iran. It
signed the NPT in 1968 and ratified it in 1970; and it planned to construct up to 23
nuclear power stations by 2000 with the help of US and other countries|[R52].

IAEA inspected most facilities regularly but in November 2005, reported that
Iran has not been transparent. The problem lies that Iran today wants to be compared
in its treatment as a signatory to the NPT with three nations that have not signed the
Treaty; Israel, India and Pakistan, all nuclear weapon States. Can we accept Iran with
the plants to enrich Uranium and re-process Plutonium which will put them just a
screwdriver turn away? It is unfortunate that the Prime Minister had to be defensive on
an issue of national importance. What is vitiating the atmosphere today 1s the attempt
by some to present the vote as some kind of an affront to a specific community. This
seems an insult not only to the secular character of this country but also to the common
sense and patriotism of the minority community. What India has done is more of
national interest. Yes, it coincides with the US viewpoint. Do not project this as some

kind of a surrender ... (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN : You may highlight only important points. Please do not go into
details because time is very short.

SHRI B. MAHTAB : Sir, I would just like to mention that the foreign policy is not a
holy cow. Political Parties have every right to differ with the Government. There is no
rational section in India today which wants Iran, which has been quite irresponsible in
its international dealings, to go nuclear. [ have also mentioned that our domestic
lobbyists for Iran are activated by two considerations; one stream driven by blind anti-
Americanism and the second stream has other parochial considerations. [ would say
that India's decision is based on genuine national interest. Those who say that the
Indian policy on Iran is not independent should explain whether Russia and China do



not have independent policies. How supporting Iran and opposing 26 other nations
would serve India's national interest, especially shielding the 16 years of clandestine
proliferation. Is it not interesting to note that those who fervently support Iran are also
opposed to India having nuclear arsenal? It is difficult to understand the rationale.
With these words I say that the manner in which the Government has voted in favour
that 1t should be decided in the Security Council, I think no wrong has been done.
Thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Gurudas Dasgupta. I may tell you that Shri Chandrappan has
already taken more than half an hour. You will get only five minutes. Please
cooperate.

. faom R "eemn (Sféor fieel) : Aumia wEigy, R Ol @ W% W IR A 9ed
o™ arel 8 AR T db TP & HE-1T TS dill 8, d1h! HHY Dl ha dioi™ bl F9d Fermn?

MR. CHAIRMAN: After him your Party Member will get a chance to speak.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA (PANSKURA): I am sorry, Sir, [ must say that [ am
extremely sad. We are saddened, we are sorry because it seems our traditional historic
and the policy which was a gift of Nehru is now sought to be forgotten. Undoubtedly,
gradually India is distancing itself from Non-Alignment. India and the present
Government led by Congress is also distancing from the economic policy that was
pursued earlier[R53].

Mr. Pranab Mukherjee was saying that there has been a change in the world. 1
accept there has been a change but what is that change? The change is that the world
has become uni-polar. Secondly, America -- particularly Mr. Bush — considers itself to
be the guardian of international politics. There i1s a change, of course, because the
strong Non-Aligned Movement that we had and of which we are proud of is fast
disappearing. Thirdly, India which was the leader of the Non-Aligned Movement for
the reasons known to it is gradually diluting its policy. That is the change, Mr. Pranab

Mukherjee was talking about.

My simple question to the whole nation is that what was the need for India to

vote for the resolution. We could have remained neutral. The argument that is being



given is that Russia and China voted for it. Therefore, India should vote for it. 1 do not
buy that argument. No country is a model to us. We are our own conscience keepers.
Therefore to lean upon the argument that Russia and China have voted for it therefore

there was no reason why we should not vote for it, I do not buy this argument.

Then, voting for the resolution without being neutral means what. It means this
will be referred to the Security Council where India has no role to play. Therefore,
why do you want the matter to be referred to the Security Council? The matter could
have been discussed in the Atomic Energy Commission itself. In the Atomic Energy
Commission, there are enough provisions by which the violations of the Agreement
can be taken care of. The whole method that America is taking today is to take the
controversy to the Security Council and have a stamp on its decision and being
strengthened by the so called decision of the Security Council to intensify their
aggressive attack. That is what we are afraid of. Our feeling is whether we did it
intentionally or without intention. We are abetting the policy of the American
imperialism. That is the question I am putting to. Let us remember for once at least
that it is not a question whether Iran stands betrayed. There may be a linguistic
difference but the fact remains, we did not stand by Iran in the crucial hour of their
own peril. We did not stand with them. What was the need for that? There was a need
because we have our own economic interest with Iran. That economic interest we do
not have with Pakistan but with Iran we do have.

More importantly, the Government of India is trying to influence even our
economic policy. The hon. Minister has corrected his position and I thank him because
the truth has come out. What is the truth? The Government of India’s own public
sector ONGC and China wanted to have a joint venture in Syria. Now this gentleman
working in the American Embassy comes and advises not to go to Syria. Mr. Mulford
advises India on economic policy. Mr. Mulford writes a letter to the Chief Minister of
West Bengal and the Embassy of the same country advises India not to invest jointly

even with China with whom you seem to have developed some intimacy for the time
being[rs4].

The Government is very intimate with them now. Even they are opposing a
joint investment in Syria. Therefore, taking all these factors together, the American

imperialism, the Bush Administration would like very much to influence the economic



policies of India. At the same time, they would also seek to dictate or try to influence,
if the Congress party i1s little allergic to the use of the word “dictate’ then I can replace
it with “influence’ and if they are angry with the use of the word “surrender’ then I can
substitute that word with "tilt’, and this tilt is taking place in the background of their
overall supervision of Indian politics. America i1s, in fact, supervising India. It reminds
me of a book, titled "American shadow lengthening over Indian sub-continent’. That

was by Shri Natarajan many

years ago. Today it seems that it 1s applicable. Therefore, we are alarmed; therefore,
there is an element of suspicion; therefore, there 1s an element of distrust and therefore,

there is an element of anger.

Why did the Government vote? Why did the Government not remain neutral?
What would have been the difference? The hon. Prime Minister has opted not to reply
to the debate today. I take exception to this. The hon. Prime Minister had the time to
make a statement on the Atomic policy, but he does not have the time to reply to the
debate because he feels that after only Mr. Bush has left India that he can speak out
freely. I am sorry that I have to ask this question. After all, it is great India that he
represents. Is it that Dr. Manmohan Singh, the hon. Prime Minister of the country
believes that the reply should be given after Mr. Bush has left India? What could have

been the reasons for that?

Sir, | have a definite feeling that India 1s deviating from the policy of non-
alignment. The meeting that took place on the sidelines of the Energy Commission,
that meeting was presided over by Malaysia and not India. We are losing our position.
We are losing our position amongst many non-aligned nations. We are losing our
position with regard to America. Why did India vote and not remain neutral? India had
to vote for it because we have accepted America virtually as the undeclared gurdian of
Indian politics. Mr. Mulford is here to speak on regional trade, another gentleman is
here to ask India not to make investment in Syria and America is there to speak on the
politics of the Left. This was not the environment during the time of the late Indira
Gandhi or during the time of the late Jawaharlal Nehru. Maybe, this is the change that

Shri Pranab Mukherjee was referring to.

Sir, living in a uni-polar world, India must stand on its own foot firmly to speak
firmly and take a stand saying that thus far and no further. Let us not speak of world



changes, but let us say that we have our own courage to face even the strongest
military power of world. By doing so India can re-emerge as the leader of the non-

alignment movement. Perhaps, now we are losing much and gaining

nothing. Maybe, the Government is gaining the friendship of Mr. Bush but we are
losing the goodwill of the non-aligned nations and definitely they are losing the
goodwill of the Left, at least on the issue of foreign policy[snb55]. This is not [bruS6]a
warning. This a sad expression of the unfortunate development that is overtaking the

country.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Shri Sachin Pilot may speak now.

PROF. VIJAY KUMAR MALHOTRA : Sir, what about the proportional time to be

given to different parties?
MR. CHAIRMAN: You will be called later. The second round has not begun.

PROF. VIJAY KUMAR MALHOTRA : Second round means our turn will come after
43 Members..

MR. CHAIRMAN: You would not lose a minute. You will get the time allotted to you
without losing a minute. All your party Members will be called. I assure you on that
point. Nobody will lose even a minute. From Shri Sachin Pilot, we will be taking the
second round. With Shri Sachin Pilot, the second round is starting.

SHRI SACHIN PILOT (DAUSA):Sir, we are debating, in this august House, a very
important topic and, I think before I proceed, it is important to place on record a few
facts.

A lot has been said earlier about the relationship between India and Iran. The
previous speaker was talking about how the Indian people and the Indian Government

have let down or betrayed the people of Iran. Let me reassure you Sir, and through



you to this august House, that when it comes down to supporting the Iranians in their
crisis and in their natural calamities, the Indian people and the Indian Government have
stood by the Iranians and will continue to do so in future. Many centuries before even
Christopher Columbus discovered United States of America a few hundred years ago,
the Indian people and the Iranians were trading, having links, were travelling and doing
commerce. It is in the late 1960s that Iran chose to sign the Non-proliferation Treaty.

Trade between India and Iran is approximately around 5.5 to 6 million dollars. The
relationship between the two countries will continue to be strong. But, as on today,
India has certain needs. India has to import 75 per cent of its energy requirements
from overseas and its percentage is bound to grow by 90 per cent by 2015. We have
energy independence, and energy security is of crucial importance. That is why, the
Prime Minister has stated that the proposed pipeline i1s under consideration. Experts

are evaluating it and we are committed to the pipeline.

A question was raised about what was the need and what was the national
security concern in which Government of India took the stand that we took at the
IAEA Board. The Middle East has 35 lakh Indian nationals working there. It is stated
that the Government policy is that we do not want to have another nuclear power in our

extended neighbourhood.

16.29 hrs. (Shri Devendra Prasad Yadav in the Chair)

Keeping in mind all the decisions that are taken at the IAEA, we find that there
are only two occasions when vote was required to be cast. In the past, India has
favoured diplomatic efforts and it has favoured dialogues to resolve long pending
issues. And 2003 was the time when certain events came to light and certain
clandestine nuclear activities were directly linked to the now famous A.Q. Khan of
Pakistan. It was not in our national interest to allow any country in our extended
neighbourhood to possess such a nuclear capability.



Iran is a very important country for India. It has 900 trillion cubic feet of natural
gas which 1s second only after Russia. We look forward to having energy cooperation
with Iran. It is important also to understand the circumstances which arose when the
Indian Government took the stand that it took[bruS7].

There was a talk about why we did not abstain from voting.

Sir, I would like to point out that it was because of the efforts of the Indian
Government that many times this decision was deferred and voting was not required.
When it came down to the vote, of the 35 members of the Governing Body of the
IAEA, only three countries, namely, Syria, Cuba and Venezuela voted against it.
Indonesia, Algeria and South Africa were among the five countries who abstained.
More importantly, now I felt, and the Government also feels, that there is a growing
world opinion and India has long stated that we stand for complete disarmament. But
India is a country that has not signed on the NPT. Therefore, it is wrong to equate any
other country with India. We are not a signatory to the NPT. We stand by ‘No-first-

?

use’. We stand by peace. In our thousands of years’ history, there has not been a
single instance of external aggression. The only time we have had armed conflict is to
protect our own territory. We stand as a peaceful country. I think, it 1s important for us

to export that ideology around the world.

The hon. Prime Minister also made a suo motu statement in Parliament about
our position on Iran. Sir, it 1s very clear that the Government’s policy is to extend all
support for any country which engages in producing energy through nuclear means.
France, for example, produces 85 per cent of its energy through nuclear means. India
1s also reaching out to do the same and follow in generating electricity through nuclear
power. It is a legitimate right of every country, including Iran, to engage in generating
electricity through nuclear technology. India has been a supportive of that. But if a
certain country is not living up to its obligations to its people and to the world
community, it is also important for us to realize that India i1s now being looked upon a
global power. We have to discharge our responsibility according to our position, our

geopolitical position, not only in South Asia but on a multilateral platform, on world



platform. That is why, the Government took a decision to understand and to realize the
changed global realities. It is wrong to say that we are choosing between US and Iran.

India 1s not a small country where we have to make a decision under pressure.

I would like to remind you that during our late Prime Minister, Shrimati Indira
Gandhi, when we were engaged in liberating the then East Pakistan in 1971, the
Americans threatened to send the seventh fleet to the Bay of Bengal. We did not deter.
In a large country of a billion people we are much stronger than we think we are. It is
all that confidence which gives us the courage to take a decision on world platform, on
global platforms, which only follows these strategic national interests of our country.
That is the only objective of the Indian Government. The foreign policy is not a case of
ownership of this Government or that Government. It is a continuous policy. This
Government has nothing but strengthened our national interest not only in the
neighbourhood but around the world.

Sir, I am hopeful that not only this august House, the political parties they
represent here but the people in the country will realize that while moving forward into
the future, the kind of responsibility that is being pushed, ushered upon the shoulders
of the Indian Government, we are in a position of strength to discharge them. As far as
the nuclear issue is concerned, if it is for peaceful purpose which India is always
professing. Iran is more than welcome to do that. But if the obligations are not met, if
responsibilities are not discharged, then, 1 think, the world looks upon India to play a
crucial and important role which is what the Indian Government has done. I hope, this
august House and the people outside will continue to support the Indian Government
and its policies to make a point and to prove that we are here for nuclear energy that is
processed on peaceful means. But any activity that is undertaken, which does not serve

our national interest, we will stand up and we will make sure that we are heard.



SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN (BALASORE): Sir, I endorse the foreign policy stand
taken by the Government with regard to Iran, though I do not appreciate the way it was

done[mks38].

It 1s not in India’s interest to see that Iran acquired nuclear weapons. India can
clearly neither ignore nor minimise the strategic implications and the adverse

consequences of Iran acquiring nuclear weapons.

With regard to that, when we discuss about the IAEA Board Meeting and the
Resolution of 5™ February, 2006, we have to compare it with the Resolution that was

taken up on 24th September, 2005. When we compare the two, we can clearly see that
there 1s a climb down by the Western countries led by the United States of America.
The new Resolution does not find that Iran’s action constitutes any non-compliance in
view of the article XI (LC) of the IAEA Charter. It simply requires the Director
General of the IAEA to report, not to refer as mentioned by Shri Pal, to the Security
Council that certain steps are required to be taken by Iran. This Resolution will not
trigger any punitive action by the Security Council on Iran. The report is intended to
keep diplomatic efforts on track; to enable the Director General of the IAEA to pursue
his line of investigation including interviewing the relevant scientists to get to the
bottom of Iran’s nuclear activities. The new Resolution is also not a value judgement
on Iran’s action. It is only expected Iran needs to satisfy the international community
that its nuclear programme is exclusively for peaceful purposes. Being a signatory to
the NTP, should Iran not discharge its obligations and its commitments? India has no
quarrels with the list of Confidence Building Measures which are considered necessary
such as suspension of enrichment of uranium; ratification of the additional protocol,
implementation of the transparent measures. By bringing the Confidence Building
Measures to the Security Council, the Board has established new parameters for the
responsible behaviour by Iran.



I will make another point. Is it not true that the new Resolution takes note of a
document in Iran’s possession which deals with production of uranium metal
hemisphere which is related to fabrication of nuclear weapon components? What does
it mean? It means that Iran has left all options open in its pursuit to nuclear technology.
That is why, it 1s potently in India’s interest to have been in the forefront of the vast
majority of the international community questioning the many clandestine devices
through which nuclear technology, nuclear materials have been transferred to Iran from
Pakistan. My point is here. Why did the UPA Government, the Prime Minister or the
External Affairs Minister, not do so? Please contrast the behaviour, the attitude of the
Government of India with the assertiveness of Egypt in the IAEA vote. What is it that
the Egypt did? Egypt did get a reluctant United States of America to accept an
amendment to the Resolution implicitly critical of Israel’s nuclear monopoly of the
Middle-East. But it 1s very much surprising that while making a statement in this
august House, the Prime Minister did not even mention the name of Pakistan. What
did he say? He rather said that Iran’s use of centrifuges were imported from third
countries. I repeat the words “third countries|[R59].”

Which are the countries from where this was imported? It was only from
Pakistan. Everybody knows that the father of the nuclear bomb in Pakistan, Dr. A.Q.
Khan opened a super market, a black market of this nuclear technology in the world.
He supplied this nuclear technology clandestinely not only to Iran, he supplied it to
North Korea, to Libya and everywhere. But we kept mum. Why did the Government
of India not insist that this resolution should be passed only after it is ascertained that
from which country it has been imported by Iran? So, that is a failure. Sir, the
impression that this UPA Government has given, it might have done certain things, but
the impression that it has given is that it has functioned under pressure. It has
functioned just like a rubber stamp. It has functioned under pressure from some other
country, whereas India should have taken the lead. If India wants to become a
superpower, 1s it the behaviour of this country to simply follow the dictates of another
country? This is the impression that has gone to the people. This is the impression that
has gone to the entire world. So, that is where my objection lies that this Government
has failed there.

Secondly, the hon. Members from the Left are specifically talking about the
Non Aligned Movement. India was a leading member of this Non Aligned



Movement. So, that is why Iran was with us. So, it is our responsibility to be with Iran
for all time to come. Sir, what sort of Non Aligned movement we were in? I will just
give you one example. Forcing this country to pass a resolution against the United
States of America for attacking Iraq and keeping mum while USSR was attacking and
was entering Afghanistan, occupying Poland, occupying Czechoslovakia, was it the
responsibility of a nonaligned country like India? India was never a nonaligned
country. During the time of the cold war, India was with USSR. That was the main
reason for which we lost 50 years in quarreling with the biggest democracy of the
world which is the United States of America. That was the main reason for which the
United States of America was against us. Now, the entire world saw that. Anybody
who was born before 1917 saw during his lifetime the evolution of an ideology and the
fall and collapse of the same 1deology also, which was so fragile. That is what I meant
to say. The UPA Government should not listen to what the Left says. They should
only go by the national interest. They should only go by, as has already been
mentioned, by the enlightened self-interest of this country. To me and to BJP what is
the meaning of this enlightened self-interest, the Non Aligned Movement? The Non
Aligned Movement for India means being able to take its own decision independently.
I fear that probably we have not been able to do it. India was able to take...

(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN : Please conclude.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : [ will just complete, Sir. India was only able to take
this independent decision during the time of the NDA Government led by Mr. Atal
Bihari Vajpayee and which this UPA Government has failed miserably. That is what

my charge is.

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : My name has been taken, Sir. I am just reading a part of
the 4t F ebruary report.
“Request the DG to report on the implementation of this and previous

resolution to the next regular session of the board for its consideration and
immediately thereafter to convey together with any resolution from the



March board that report to the Security Council, convey to the Security
Council for the benefit.[a60]”

SHRI ASADUDDIN OWAISI (HYDERABAD): Mr. Chairman, Sir, India’s vote in
favour of the Resolution at the IAEA was not simply a foreign policy issue, but a
question related to the direction the country was taking while entering a new world
order. At the same time, our foreign policy was compromised. We departed from the
age-old tradition of Non-Alignment Movement, which, I still feel that in the present
international scenario, there is more need for the Non-Alignment Movement than it
was before. To stop the hegemony of US, I think the nation should rise once again to
revive the Non-Alignment Movement.

Sir, the whole controversy started on the 9™ of February, 2003 when then
Iranian President Mohammad Khatami had gone on record and stated and showed
Iran’s programme and efforts for building sophisticated facilities at Nathes Nuclear
Reactor. One of the IAEA Safeguards Agreement says that a country has to declare the
starting of construction or they have to stipulate within 180 days before introducing
any nuclear facility. Iran did not violate any of the agreements of the IAEA by showing
the facility at Nathes.

Secondly, what would be the stand of US if tomorrow Iran says that the IAEA
Charter gives it the right to go out of the IAEA because it is in their country’s superior
interest?

Thirdly, Iran’s nuclear programme started in 1960s under the auspices of the
US. They had a bilateral agreement. The United States of America had encouraged
Shah of Iran to go for it. In fact, Stanford Research Institute had done a survey in 1973
stating that by 1990 Iran would require 20,000 megawatt of electrical power supply.
Then, in 1975, Massachusetts Institute of Technology signed a contract with the
Atomic Energy Department of Iran to train Iranian nuclear engineers. So, this
programme was started by the US. After the Islamic Revolution of 1979, America

developed cold feet. Iran was not interested in its nuclear programme. After the



bombing of Israel on the Iraqi nuclear reactor, Iranians had said that they have to go in

for a nuclear programme and that too for civilian purposes.

Sir, as of now, Iran’s oil production is 70 per cent compared to pre-
revolutionary level. Does Iran not have a right to go for civilian nuclear energy
programme when it is a member of NPT? This is a blatant example of American
imperialism. America is using IAEA to settle its scores with Iran. It has clearly stated
that in the axis of evil North Korea is there, Iran is there and Syria 1s there. They have
destroyed Afghanistan, they have destroyed Iraq and now they want to go and destroy
Iran under the guise of IAEA Resolution.

My next point 1s, Iran had always stated that any Western country is welcome to
come and complete the Busher II Civilian Nuclear Reactor. It was agreeing to any
Western country could come and do that. But Americans had always stopped the
Czechoslovakians and the West Germans from going and completing that nuclear
reactor. Here I want to give one example. The nuclear plant in the Czech Republic
which was started by the then Soviet Union was halted in 1992. In 1994, a guarantee of
$317 was given by the US Export Import Bank and an American electrical company
participated and completed this nuclear reactor.

Sir, I would now bring out the political fall-out of this decision of our country.
First of all, it gives a bad taste in the mouth, especially for my party to stand in the
same league wherein the BJP is supporting the Government. The formation of this
UPA Government was for upholding certain principles and I believe and my party
believes that we cannot stand with any decision wherein the BJP is supporting this
Government. ... (Interruptions[k61])

When [r62]America asked them to walk, they crawled. We do not want this
Government to do that. 1 do not want to argue. Let me complete please...
(Interruptions) They did crawl. We know what happened with all other things. I do
not want to mention them over here... (/nterruptions) I know it is in the national

interest. I am laying my view point in the national interest.



Sir, what are the apprehensions of Iran? The apprehensions of Iran are that US
will attack it, Israel will attack it, in its neighbourhood there are 150,000 US troops in
Iraq and also already President Bush has signed, in January 2003, a plan called
CONPLAN 1822, wherein President Bush has clearly stated that this plan envisages a

deployment of mini-nukes to target underground sites in Iran.

What will be the fall-out of this Iran issue? India imports 90 million tonnes of
crude oil. If there is a slight increase of one dollar, there is an additional burden on the
Exchequer of 650 million dollars. I would request the Government that on March the
6" when the issue comes up, we have to change our stand. You must also look into
this that after Iran there are more than two crores Shia Muslims living in our country.
There 1s going to be a huge political fall-out. They can get their own information on
what is happening in Kerala, what is happening in West Bengal, what is going to

happen in Tamil Nadu. We are here so that the secular forces get strengthened.

Sir, I would like to bring one last point to the notice of this House and then end
my speech that this decision has not gone down well with the secular minded people,
especially the Muslim minority.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN (BALASORE): Now, this Government has come to this
phase... (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN : Nothing will go on record. Shri Swain, please take your seat.

(Interruptions)™ ...



* Not Recorded.

SHRI SUBRATA BOSE (BARASAT): Mr. Chairman Sir, I thank you for giving me
this opportunity to participate in the discussion under Rule 193 initiated by hon.
Member Shri C.K. Chandrappan.

When we recall the Government of India’s action in the last meeting in
February of the Atomic Energy Agency and also think about the next meeting of the

same authority on the 6" of March, we cannot but recall the happenings in Iraq before
the American onslaught on the country took place. There also, more or less, a similar
situation took place. You see, accusation and allegations were made against Iraq,
which were ultimately found to be wrong or not based on facts. But we saw the
onslaught of America on Iraq.

Since, for the last so many months, after the Iraq assault, America has been
threatening Iran and Syria. We can foresee what the Americans’ intentions are vis-a-vis
Iran in the near future. In this matter, I think, India’s decision at the last meeting of

referring Iran’s matter of the nuclear energy to the Security Council, which is again

going to come up on the 6™ March, has certainly not being well received in the
country.

I have been listening with great attention to the intervention made by the hon.
Minister of Defence, where he spoke at length, I felt that his intervention did not really
explain India’s change in stand between the period pre-September and post-
September[163].

What necessitated India to vote in favour of the Resolution which wanted or
desired that this matter should be referred to the Security Council, I think, has not yet
been very clearly explained to the people of India.

Sir, we have been talking about independent foreign policy of India, which
India has been pursuing and which we want India to pursue. The foreign policy of a
country is always guided by the fact that whether an issue is in its national interest or it
1s not in its national interest. If we always remember that what will be in the interest of
our country, then we can be sure also that an independent foreign policy will emerge on



all issues facing the countries of the world. I think, in this matter India has to consider

oth March, we should reverse the stand that

very deeply whether, in the meeting on the
we have taken last February. [ think, the time is still there for us to make our position
change and clearly tell the world that we follow an independent policy and we are not

guided and not pressured by any country however powerful that country may be.

I, therefore, appeal to the Government and also to the hon. Prime Minister who
holds today the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to consider deeply what the country feels
about it, what should be in the interest of India, and then only take steps or take a stand

on the 6" March, which stand should satisfy the people of India that the Government
has taken the stand in the national interest and we are following an independent foreign

policy. ... (Interruptions)
MR. CHAIRMAN : Please conclude now.

SHRI SUBRATA BOSE : Sir, I have done.

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO (KALAHANDI): Mr. Chairman, Sir, this discussion
has been initiated by Shri C.K. Chandrappan. When I heard him speaking, there was a
lot of China-centric views which he projected here. China has abstained from voting in
the IAEA meeting, and so also he suggested that India should have abstained from
voting. But, Sir, in today’s world, the biggest threat facing us 1s fundamental terrorism.

... (Interruptions)
SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : Religious fundamentalists like RSS ... (Interruptions)

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : Not RSS but like fidayeen, jehad which have
disturbed the entire world and has disturbed the equation. ... (Interruptions)

S IATGEA A : WEE BT S B A FAT a1 & 2. ()

[UAfA AEIGd @ Plg NG aTd URAfST # &1 9gaft|  Please take your seat.



SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : Sir, it was only after 9/11 the Americans realized
the threat of terrorism but India had been fighting terrorism since 1947[1h64].

17.00 hrs.

We have been fighting terrorism since 1947. So, when the question of voting
against Iran’s nuclear facilities came in the IAEA, I think it was right on the part of the
Government which has taken this step. But at the same time, there has been a
diplomatic flaw. There has been a flaw by the MEA of the ruling Government because
previously it had been seen that whenever a foreign policy decision is taken—foreign
policy 1s a non-partisan issue—all the Parties get united, then a foreign policy
framework is initiated and it i1s moved. This was done by the last NDA Government.
So, this flaw should not be repeated in future. When a foreign policy statement or a
resolution of a reference 1s made, the view of the Opposition, the view of the House
and the view of the people should have been taken whereas this UPA Government
unilaterally took action. This is completely wrong as per India’s diplomatic statesmen.

Here I would not like to repeat the voting pattern because everybody has said
about the same thing. It is because we have got a research paper from the same place.
Here, I would like to refer to the speech of the hon. Leader of the House, hon. Pranab
Mukherjee. He was mentioning about the old theory of balance of powers, which is not
relevant today. What is relevant today? Terrorism is relevant today. We have to fight it.
We have to fight terrorism and to do that, action should be taken against all the
terrorists, fundamental countries and theocratic States which are uniting against
democracies to disturb democracies. They have initiated a lot of action.

For example, today the President of Iran goes on record. He has said Israel
should be wiped out from the map of the world. He has gone on record. A homeland
was created for the Israeli people. They suffered during the Second World War in the
gas chambers and in the prison camps of the fascist regime. A homeland was created

for them. Do you want to wipe out that country? It cannot be done.



SHRI ASADUDDIN OWAISI : From whom? From whose land, Israel was created? It

1s from the Palestinian land.
SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : It is their own land. It was their land before.

Therefore, now the connection between Iran and Pakistan comes to fore. When
the hon. Prime Minister made his statement, he never mentioned about Pakistan. He
never mentioned about the A.Q. Khan connections. A.Q. Khan was the profounder of
the Islamic bomb. I am not saying this from my own brain. I am reading this from the
newspapers. From magazines and from articles, we come to know that the profounder
of the Islamic bomb was Mr. A.Q. Khan who supplied P2 centrifuges to Iran. This was

known through his Malaysian connections.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Please conclude.

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : Therefore, I would like to say here that the move,
which the UPA Government made unilaterally, should not have been done. Otherwise,
we support it because the same terrorism could have been imported to our country in
future. We have already faced it in Parliament. The terrorist attack, the fidayeen attack
had taken place here in Parliament. It had taken place in Ayodhya. It had taken place in

various parts of the country. Recently, our scientist was killed in Bangalore.
... (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Nothing will go on record.
(Interruptions)™ ...

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please take your seat. Now, Prof. M. Ramadass.
... (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Nothing will go on record except the speech of Prof. M. Ramadass.



(Interruptions)™ ...

MR. CHAIRMAN : Nothing will go on record except the speech of Prof. M.

Ramadass.

(Interruptions)™ ...

* Not Recorded.

PROF. M. RAMADASS (PONDICHERRY): Sir, I rise to support the suo moto
statement made by the Hon. Prime Minister on Iran issue. In fact, I appreciate and
applaud his transparent approach of providing the factual position leading to India’s
vote in International Atomic Energy Agency on 5.2.2006. When large amount of
concerns were expressed and apprehensions were mounting high in the country, the
hon. Prime Minister came to the House of the People of India and he was willing to
give the factual position about the Iran issue in the House of the People. Therefore, we
should all appreciate whole-heartedly his bold approach of coming on his own and

presenting the case.



Sir, I perused every word of the statement of the hon. Prime Minister which
gives the whole background to the issue, affirms our long-term ties and friendship with
Iran and also promises that India will continue to maintain this friendship with Iran
without any jeopardy. It also gives a commitment that before the UN Security Council
initiates its action, it will pursue all the diplomatic efforts to resolve this issue in an

amicable way.

Sir, [ am unable to agree with many of the views expressed by our friends on
the other side who said that India, by voting on Iran issue, has bartered its interests,
that it has betrayed Iran, that it has surrendered its independent policy to USA and it is
trying to dance to the tunes of somebody. I totally disagree with all these allegations
because they have not been borne out of substantial facts.

[ listened with rapt attention to what Shri C. K. Chandrappan spoke. He spoke
for 30 minutes. Only at the last one minute, he said that India should have abstained
from voting. No other argument is given as to how the interests of India would suffer
on account of voting against Iran on 5.2.2006. They have not also substantiated as to
how our independent policy has been sacrificed. In fact, if you look into the
background in which the Iran issue has come up, we have nothing to fear that Iran has
been building up arms. But there are a number of suspicions on the Iran’s capability of
using nuclear power both for civilian purpose as well as for the nuclear weapons. Iran

is suspected to be enriching uranium in order to produce nuclear weapons.

A.Q. Khan of Pakistan named Iran as one of the countries, others being Libya
and North Korea, which was involved in clandestine nuclear proliferation by his
network.  The threat of a nuclear-weapons State in the neighbourhood would be
detrimental to India’s interests. This concern is exacerbated by the local politics of the
region which has seen a number of conflicts like Iran-Iraq war and two Gulf Wars as
well as there 1s a regime change in Iran in 1979. The possibility of an unstable political
control in a nuclear-weapons armed-State could have grave consequences for India.
For example, the statement by Iran’s current leadership to wipe out Israel off the map

indicates its willingness to tread dangerous ground.

Now, our stand in IAEA may help us to know the intention of nuclear
programme of Iran. We have not done anything against Iran in this regard. We want
only an intentional suspicion about Iran to be cleared. We have not voted for a war on



Iran nor for military occupation by the US and, therefore, we should not say that our

interest 1s jeopardised or the interest of Iran 1s at stake by our vote.

We have been trying to find out an acceptable solution to Iran issue through
various compromises. In fact, we are caught in a dilemma and had to strike a balance.
On the one hand, we had to uphold Iran’s rights under the NPT and at the same time
look at the concern of the international community. From 2004 India has been playing
a leading role in arriving at a consensus on Iran issue. We have tried to mobilise the
world opinion in favour of Iran and we should remember that we are only one among
the 35 countries and we alone cannot do anything in the Board of [AEA except going
along with the bigger powers. India being one of the major parties of the world had to

vote for the Resolution of 5™ February.

What is the nature of this Resolution? This Resolution says that the Director
General of IAEA will inform the U.N. Security Council about the negotiations that are
going on and secondly before March there will be a Board meeting where the final
decision will be taken. Even if a final decision is taken, it is not going to a war against
Iran or against anybody; but it i1s only to ask Iran to show whether they have weapons
or not. Therefore, the Government has not done anything against betraying the interest
of Iran in this case. It also says that the U.N. Security Council should not precipitate
any action before March. So, only if all these negotiations fail, then the U.N. Security
Council will enter into the scene.

The argument that India has been subjected to pressure by U.S. 1s also not
correct. We have not succumbed to any pressure. Our hon. Prime Minister would be the
last person to yield to any pressure of the U.S. The Hon. Prime Minister is first and
foremost a patriot, a nationalist and then only an economist and Prime Minister.
Therefore, nobody need to have any doubt about his integrity. By voting against Iran,
the Government has not sacrificed any of the public interest of India. Therefore, I fully
support the statement of the Government. I would only wish to say that when our
interest coincides with the interest of the international community we should not say
that we are aligning with the U.S. We have never danced to the tunes of America
whenever they wanted. For instance, when America wanted India to send its troops to

Iraq, when Iraq was in hostility with the U.S., we did not send our troops. At that time



NDA was in power. The whole Government, including the Congress Party, pledged not
to send the weapons or the Army to Iraq and we defied the whip of USA.

Therefore, when something is not in consonance with the public interest or national interest,
we have not sided with anybody. But whenever the interests are coinciding, we are supporting and

they are supporting us.

Today we must understand that India is a global power. India is emerging as one
of the major powers and we cannot isolate ourselves for various reasons. Therefore, |
would only request the people not to emotionalize this issue but think calmly with a
restraint and understand the issues and lead the people of this country to greater

achievements. Let us not blame each other by giving rhetoric statements.

SHRI DUSHYANT SINGH (JHALAWAR): Sir, I rise to speak on a very important
debate. I would like to endorse the view of the UPA Government, but not in the way as
they have carried it out on the Iran vote. The way they carried it on with the Iran vote I
do not endorse that. I would begin by saying that India and Iran have traditional tries
and we had friendly relationships with Iran during the ancient times. India has always
worked on wide range of issues with Iran. Especially in recent times we are working on
the issue of Iran-Pakistan-India pipeline. I must bring to your notice that Iran is a major
oil and gas centre. We need gas to be used for the aam aadmi. So, we need to work and
cooperate within the region also.

At this stage, | must also mention that Iran signed the NPT and it should
conform to the NPT. The Iran issue could be seen since 2003 and it is mentioned in the
Prime Minister’s statement in the first page[krr65].

It says that these rights and obligations must also be seen in the context of the
development since 2003 when IAEA began seeking answers for a number of questions
arising from Iran's nuclear activities. I must say at this stage that the UPA Government
has grossly mismanaged India's vote in the IAEA regarding Iran issue and it did not
take into consideration the entire Parliament, all the political parties. When the
Government was led by our former Prime Minister, Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee,

everyone was consulted. Under his leadership, he took into consideration all the



political parties. He brought everyone together and considerations of all political

parties were taken into account.

The Prime Minister's statement goes on to state that our neighbour has always
assisted Iran. I would like to ask the UPA Government who is this neighbour. In the
statement, he has mentioned at page 2 that such clandestine proliferation of sensitive
technologies lies in our neighbourhood. Who is that neighbour which has been

providing assistance to Iran? Let the Government state who that neighbour is.

Sir, I must also say that India is a sovereign country. We must think for our
nation as a whole, cutting across party lines and no one should be directing us in any
manner, in any of the things. We feel that it has been the West. The western powers
have always looked at us as an emerging market-country. Right now, we are becoming
a global super-power. We have our own foreign policy and no one should be telling us
what to do. I must say that we have been pressurised and hassled by the West and the
US with regard to this vote, but we must consider our national issues ourselves and we
must have broad consultations to bring the state of our national issues together.

17.18 hrs. (Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair)

At this stage, I must say that we are proud of our former Prime Minister, Shri
Atal Bihari Vajpayee for making India a nuclear power State and creating new avenues
and vistas for our country. He has created a step on which we have taken the country

forward.

I must end by saying that we must bring all of us together, and proper
consultations should have taken place prior to the Iran vote. I wish, this would happen

in future.



SHRI KINJARAPU YERRANNAIDU (SRIKAKULAM): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I
rise to speak on this very important matter. This is the testing time for India and India
1s at the crossroads whether to follow the path of Non-Aligned Movement and
independent policy that we have been pursuing since our Independence or to succumb
to the pressure of a few developed countries.

We are not opposed to the US as such; we are only opposing the policies being
adopted by the US administration under the leadership of Mr. Bush. You know and all
the Members are also aware of the stand the US had taken during our 1971 conflict
with Pakistan. The US had moved its fleet to wage a war against us during 1971 War.
Hon. Prime Minister has said in his statement that it is a matter of concern for us that
there 1s tension in this region where our vital political, economic and security interests
are involved, which affect us. Do we sincerely feel that Iran is the only potent threat to
India? Does this region not have any threat from the other Middle East countries? We
are also surrounded by three nuclear powers. Let us build national consensus on this
issue. What happened during the NDA regime? We had to send our troops to Iraq, but
the Government of India, at that time, had debated that issue on the floor of the House.
We had a national consensus on the issue of our foreign policy[reporter66].

Why are we unnecessarily deviating from our norms, and our independent

foreign policy? This is my question.

I earnestly urge our hon. Prime Minister that we have had to vote twice, and we
voted against Iran in the IAEA. It would be better if we abstain from voting the third
time. A lot of countries are abstaining from voting including the NAM, and developing
countries also. This time also we have to vote on the Iran’s proposal with Russia.
Therefore, we have to come out with a proposal. If there is a proposal and it is settled
peacefully, then there is no question of any conflict. Hence, we have to use our

diplomatic channels also.



Once a matter is reported to the United Nations Security Council, then it comes
under the purview of the United Nations Security Council. Therefore, all that happened
with Iraq will happen tomorrow with Iran also. If you go through the Telegraph
newspaper or other newspapers, then you will find that preparations are already going
on 1in this direction. Now, negotiations are going on, and America is preparing itself to
attack Iran. They are a signatory in the NPT, and there are some obligations and duties
also that they have to follow. Iran also have to follow certain obligations as they are
signatory in the NPT.

We are not a signatory in the NPT, but we are now going against Iran’s interest.
We have carried out the Pokhran test, and we have atomic power. They also have to
produce energy for civilian purpose for their own country. Therefore, they are going for
this. US is planning all these things because they want to wage a war against Iran.

I would humbly request the hon. Prime Minister, through you, that there should
be a national consensus on this issue. Many parties are supportive on this issue. On the
other hand, the Communist Party and certain other political parties are not supporting
it. It means that there is no unanimity on this issue. | feel that we have to unitedly fight
for our foreign policy on national issues. Therefore, my Party is against the
Government’s action for support in the IAEA against Iran.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Next speaker is Shri Vijayendra Pal Singh. You will be

allowed to speak only for two or three minutes.

SHRI VIJAYENDRA PAL SINGH (BHILWARA): Sir, I stand to debate on the
discussion under Rule 193 on the statement made by the hon. Prime Minister on 17-02-

2006 regarding vote in the IAEA on the issue of Iran’s nuclear policy.

Sir, a lot has been debated on this issue, and a lot of views have come forward.
One of the views that was expressed by my friends between was that : “We need to
have a consensus on the foreign policy.” I have always thought that we have always
had a consensus on the foreign policy. In an occasion like this it is not surprising that
the BJP is supporting this move. Now, you can take it that we are supporting the US



move, but it cannot be said like this. We must get together and support any move in the
foreign policy in the interest of the country. This is the view that we are projecting

here.

Sir, I am making the point that this support does not mean that, as such, we are
against the Iranians. We have had links with them both historically and otherwise, but
when it comes to the issue of national interest, then it becomes of prime importance.

Therefore, we support them.

I remember in the days of Pokhran-II atomic blast, most of the countries, which
were very very friendly with us like Japan, Australia, a lot of European countries, etc.
became our enemies at that time[ak67].

They thought that India has done something which is not in their interest and
they thought that they must not support India on this issue, but that does not mean that
they became enemies for ever. That 1s what I am saying here that we have had very
good relationship with Iran. There were times when they were against us also on the
issue of 1965 War and on other issues. But in this post-Cold War era, we have to
consider our national importance as the main theme.

Let me also talk about NAM, which my friends had referred to. NAM is not
today, what it was at one time. It has lost its relevance. I do not know what NAM
means today. In the post-Cold War, I feel that NAM has lost its importance and that is

not an issue today.

SHRI TATHAGATA SATPATHY (DHENKANAL): Sir, there 1s a saying in Oriya: “.%
T gl A8, 91 9fedr ¢ Srarg A The loose translation of that would be, “There

1s no ladder to Heaven, and you cannot retort to the biggies.”



Sir, many learned colleagues have already spoken extensively on this issue and
we see a common platform for both the biggies -- the Congress and the BJP. They join
hands where it suits them. It has to be taken into consideration that the enlightened
foreign policy of an illustrious ex-World Bank Economist must be very clearly
understood. Rome had enlightened Europe. We have to now consider which part of
Europe is enlightening the foreign policy of India. Is it the same enlightenment that
made this Government to take a head-count of all Muslim soldiers in the Indian Army?
It has to be given very serious thought.

We, members of the Biju Janata Dal, are all small fries, I mean, the small, little
parties in this august House. When the biggies join, like I said, obviously, we have no
role to play, whether it is my friend sitting at the back or people like us. ...

(Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: That interruption will not go on record. Only the speech of
Shri Tathagata Satpathy will go on record.

(Interruptions)™ ...

SHRI TATHAGATA SATPATHY : Article 6 of the NPT says that all five
acknowledged nuclear countries “have to make progressive efforts to reduce nuclear
weapons clearly with the ultimate aim of eliminating these weapons.” Ultimately or
unfortunately, the very five acknowledged nuclear countries are using their position
and ability today to increase their economic power. Today, nuclear power is taking
secondary position to economic power. We have to understand that.

* Not Recorded.

America invaded Iraq or Afghanistan or whichever other territories not with an
aim to diminish the threat from terrorism or the Muslim fundamentalists, but to grab



the oil, to grab the economic resources that are available in those countries. It is a pity
that we, as a country, have not been able to evolve a very clear, precise, independent
foreign policy. India may dream of a world where there is complete disarmament, but
Sir, it has to be taken into consideration as to whether it is possible in today’s
world[R68].

To be precise, there are 915 installations world-wide that are under the IAEA
scrutiny. Out of these 915 installations, only 11 installations are in the known nuclear-
power countries. The interesting fact is, when a country like India opts for scrutiny
under IAEA and certain reactors, certain installations come under their scrutiny, they
are there under their scrutiny forever. However, for those five countries, the
installations that are under scrutiny can change. Today it will be that installation and
tomorrow it will be another installation. There is a choice which they can play on, there
1s freedom.

Russia or China should never be our ideals. They are playing their own games.
In our economic policy whenever we talk about anything we always compare ourselves
with Russia or China. They might be biggies in their own right but India has its own
path, which it has followed from the days of Mahatma Gandhi. We have to adhere to
that policy. Unfortunately, the two biggies in this House have drifted away, miles away
from the ideals of Mahatma Gandhi.

[t 1s time that we also looked at our own convenience and our own needs. When
we talk about energy needs of India, we only talk about sporadic supply of energy to
the rural India, the true India where the agriculturists, where 85 per cent of our
population lives. Electricity is a commodity which they get for two-three hours in a
day. When we base our calculations, we base our calculations on that sporadic supply
of energy to rural India, which the user would be best able to speak on. When we vote
against Iran, we forget where our convenience lies. It is in the interest of India and we
all have to be very clear about it whether anybody admits and speaks or not. It is in the
interest of India to see that our energy demands of tomorrow are taken care of. Are we

doing that? No, we are not doing that because America does not want us to do that.

We can remove the Petroleum Minister in India at the behest of America. He is
not a colleague of mine; he does not belong to my party although it would have been
great if one of my party members would have been the Petroleum Minister. The



Petroleum Minister can be removed because he does not suit the desires of America.
Like the WMDs of Irag, which never ever surfaced even after Iraq has been under
occupation for a year, when they talk about the nuclear possibilities or nuclear
capabilities of Iran, they are possibilities or capabilities as thought of, or as dreamt of,
by the US. It is not the situation in reality.

If the US thinks that it now needs the oil of Iran, India will raise its hand and say,
“Yahoo! Let us do it.” If you have China which i1s an atomic power sitting next to you
with lots of bombs, if you have Pakistan sitting right next to you with more bombs,

what difference does it make if Iran also has bombs?

To sum up my speech I would say this much. You have today a unipolar world.
You have to consider what exactly you want. Total disarmament is India’s dream. Very
good! But is that possible? No. So, what is the alternative? Total armament. Let
everybody be armed. That is the best deterrent against any mischief monger.

We have to consider this and we have to take a view where the enlightened opinion of
an economist does not come into play in our foreign policy but the enlightened opinion
of the people of this country comes into play.

3t IMSTH 3edel (TeRYR) : IUeHE Haled, I8l Yo TR g W) ==l o <& B, .. (F@ur)
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SHRI SURAVARAM SUDHAKAR REDDY (NALGONDA): Mr. Deputy-Speaker,
Sir, we are discussing the hon. Prime Minister's statement on the Iran issue. We
believe that India's vote in the International Atomic Energy Agency Board of
Governors in favour of United States of America is a big mistake and it 1s against the
non-aligned policy and against the national consensus on the foreign policy. We heard
several discussions from this afternoon. Of course, there are differences of opinion as
to whether we are really non-alinged and as to what is non-alignment. Our learned
friend, Shri Swain's interpretation of non-alignment, I do not think, even the B.J.P. will
agree. The non-aligned policy of India has emerged as a consensus of all the political
parties in this country, through there were some slight differences. It is an anti-
imperialist policy and it is because of the anti-imperialist traditions of this country, this
policy has emerged. Now, on the question of Iran, several arguments have been



raised, and I am sure, I do not think that those who are arguing in favour of this vote
against Iran are really convinced of this[R70].

It is really not in the interest of the nation but it is in the interest of Uncle Sam. It
is a very clear thing. Unfortunately, in the last one and one and a half years, we believe
that the pressure on the Indian foreign policy and on the internal policy is on the
increase from the USA, from the WTO, from the World Bank and all these types of
organizations. It is getting reflected somewhere or other. It is not a surprise. Suddenly
this type of a vote is not a surprise. What shocked all of us 1s this. After the first debate
when there was a discussion on the Iran issue throughout the country, there was a
shocking statement or a comment by the US Ambassador in India Mr. Mulford in
which he openly threatened that if India votes against the wishes of the US, the nuclear
deal between India and US will be stopped and the Congress may reject it. It is an
uncalled for statement. We believe that the Ambassador of such a big country, openly
threatening and trying to force the Government of India to change its policy is totally
uncalled for. Almost all the political parties in this country have condemned it. The
explanation given is that his statement was quoted out of context. It is very much in the
context. The statement is in the context of the Iran vote in the International Atomic
Agency. The statement 1s very clear. We all thought that at least after this statement, if
there 1s some sort of indecisiveness in the Government of India whether to vote on this
side or that side, as a country of self-respect, India would vote against the US
pressures. But, unfortunately, instead of taking at least a neutral stand, India has
decided to vote along with United States of America. It is a very unfortunate thing that
even the Government of India did not feel it fit to demand that he should be called back

because of this type of blatant interference in the internal affairs of any country.

Now, there are several arguments that have been raised that this voting is done
in the enlightened national interest. Is it against the national consensus of this country?
Has it not emerged after a long long years of debate in this country? Hon. Defence
Minister Shri Pranab Mukherjee has explained at length about this national interest. He
said that there was no betrayal towards Iran. He has said that Iran is a country which
stood with us several times when there was a need. A country in need is a friend
indeed. Unfortunately, we did not take into consideration even this aspect whether it is
a betrayal of Iran or not. But it is definitely a betrayal of the non-aligned movement; it



is a betrayal of the Nehruvian policy on foreign affairs. This should be taken into

consideration and this should be set right.

I think, in the last few years, never has this national consensus been so blatantly
rejected. This national consensus should be kept in mind. I suggest that, like in the
United States of America, this Parliament should have the right to ratify every foreign
policy and it should not be left only to bureaucrats or to the decision of the
Government. In the United States of America, every international agreement is to be
ratified by the Congress. Our Constitution should be amended so that these types of
mistakes are not repeated in future. I even say that it is not too late to set things right
and the national consensus should be taken into consideration[p71].

Independent Foreign Policy should be restored and India’s prestige should be
restored in the Non-Aligned Movement.

THE PRIME MINISTER (DR. MANMOHAN SINGH): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, |
rise to inform this august House of the status of discussions with the United States on
Civil Nuclear Energy Cooperation. Substantive aspects of this are reflected in the Joint
Statement of July 18, 2005 that President Bush and I agreed upon during my visit to
Washington DC last year. I would like to use this occasion to outline the context and
core elements of the Joint Statement, before detailing the status of the ongoing

negotiations.

Hon. Members are aware that our effort to reach an understanding with the

United States to enable Civil Nuclear Energy Cooperation was based on our need to



overcome the growing energy deficit that confronts us. As India strives to raise its
annual GDP growth rate from the present seven to eight per cent to over 10 per cent,
the energy deficit will only worsen. This may not only retard growth, it could also
impose an additional burden in terms of the increased cost of importing oil and natural
gas, in a scenario of sharply rising hydrocarbon prices. While we have substantial
reserves of coal, excessive dependence on coal-based energy has its own implications
for our environment. Nuclear technology provides a plentiful and non-polluting source
of power to meet our energy needs. However, to increase the share of nuclear power in
our energy mix, we need to break out of the confines imposed by inadequate reserves
of natural uranium, and by international embargos that have constrained our nuclear

programme for over three decades.

* (Placed in Library, See No. LT 3711/06)

Established through the vision of Pandit Jawarhal Nehru and sustained by the
commitment of scientists like Dr. Homi Bhabha, our nuclear programme is truly
unique. Its uniqueness lies in the breadth of its overarching vision of India mastering a
three-stage nuclear programme using our vast thorium resources, and mastering more
complex processes of the full nuclear fuel cycle. Consequently, our civilian and
strategic programmes are deeply intertwined across the expanse of the nuclear fuel
cycle. There are hardly any other countries in a similar situation. Over the years, the
maturation of our nuclear programme, including the development of world-class
thermal power reactors, has made it possible to contemplate some changes. These are
worth considering if benefits include gaining unhindered access to nuclear material,

equipment, technology and fuel from international sources.

However, international trade in nuclear material, equipment and technologies is
largely determined by the Nuclear Suppliers Group -- an informal group of 45
countries. Members include the United States, Russia, France and the United
Kingdom. India has been kept out of this informal arrangement and, therefore, denied
access to trade in nuclear materials, equipment and various kinds of technologies.



[t was with this perspective that we approached negotiations with the United
States on enabling full civilian nuclear energy cooperation with India. The essence of
what was agreed in Washington last July was a shared understanding of our growing
energy needs. In recognition of our improved ties, the United States committed itself
to a series of steps to enable bilateral and international cooperation in nuclear energy.
These include adjusting domestic policies, and working with allies to adjust relevant
international regimes. There was also a positive mention of possible fuel supply to the
first two nuclear power reactors at Tarapur. US support was also indicated for India’s
inclusion as a full partner in the International Thermonuclear Experimental Research
Project and the Generation IV International Forum[KD72].

But more importantly, in the Joint Statement, the United States implicitly
acknowledged the existence of our nuclear weapons programme. There was also public
recognition that as a responsible State with advanced nuclear technologies, India
should acquire the same benefits and advantages as other States which have advanced
nuclear technology, such as the United States. The Joint Statement offered the
possibility of decades-old restrictions being set aside to create space for India’s

emergence as a full member of a new nuclear world order.

On our part, as the hon. Members may recall from my suo motu statement on
July 29 last year, we committed ourselves to separating the civilian and strategic
programme. However, this was to be conditional upon and reciprocal to, the United
States fulfilling its side of the understanding. I had stressed that reciprocity was the key
and we expected that the steps to be taken by India would be conditional upon and
contingent on action taken by the United States. I had emphasised then — and I reiterate
today — that no part of this process would affect or compromise our strategic

programme.

I now come to the negotiations that have taken place in the past few months.
While these have been principally with the US, there have been discussions with other
countries like Russia, UK and France as well. At the political level, I have maintained
contact with President Chirac of France, President Putin of Russia, Prime Minister
Blair of the UK. I have also raised this subject with the Heads of State or Government
of Norway, Republic of Korea, Netherlands, Czech Republic and Ireland — all members



of the Nuclear Suppiler Group. I also met President Bush in New York last September
and discussed implementation of the July 18 statement. In the same period, several
American Congressional leaders and policy-makers have visited India in the past few
months, many of whom met me. We have amply clarified our objective in pursuing full
civil nuclear energy cooperation for our energy security and to reassure them of India’s

impeccable non-proliferation credentials.

At the official level, we have constituted two groups comprising key
functionaries concerned with strategic and nuclear matters. They included the
Department of Atomic Energy, the Ministry of External Affairs, the Armed Forces and
my Office. These two groups were respectively mandated to draw up an acceptable
separation plan, and to negotiate on this basis. The directive given to both groups was
to ensure that our strategic nuclear programme is not compromised in any way, while
striving to enlarge avenues for full civil nuclear energy cooperation with the
international community. The negotiations by our officials have been extensive and
prolonged. These have focussed on four critical elements: the broad contours of a
Separation Plan; the list of facilities being classified as civilian; ... (/nterruptions) the
nature of safeguards applied to facilities listed in the civilian domain;
(Interruptions) and the nature and scope of changes expected in US domestic laws and

NSG guidelines to enable full civilian nuclear energy cooperation with India[R73].

Hon. Members may be assured that in deciding the contours of a separation
plan, we have taken into account our current and future strategic needs and
programmes after careful deliberation of all relevant factors consistent with our
Nuclear doctrine. We are among very few countries to adhere to the doctrine of 'No
first Use'. Our doctrine envisions a credible minimum nuclear deterrent to inflict
unacceptable damage on an adversary indulging in a nuclear first strike. The facilities
for this, and the required level of comfort in terms of our strategic resilience have thus
been our criterion in drawing up a separation plan. Ours is a sacred trust to protect
succeeding generations from a nuclear threat and we shall uphold this trust. Hon.
Members may therefore be assured that in preparing a Separation Plan, there has been
no erosion of the integrity of our Nuclear Doctrine, either in terms of current or future

capabilities.



The Separation Plan that is being outlined is not only consistent with the
imperatives of national security, it also protects our vital research and development
interests.  We have ensured that our three-stage nuclear programme will not be
undermined or hindered by external interference. In fact, our three-stage nuclear
programme may continue to receive the full support of our Government, including
through the construction of new facilities. We will offer to place under safeguards only
those facilities that can be identified as civilian without damaging our deterrence
potential or restricting our R&D effort, or in any way compromising our autonomy of
developing our three stage nuclear programme. In this process, the Department of
Atomic Energy has been involved at every stage, and the separation plan has been

drawn up with their inputs.

Therefore our proposed Separation Plan entails identifying in phases, a number
of our thermal nuclear reactors as civilian facilities to be placed under the International
Atomic Energy Agency safeguards, amounting to roughly 65 per cent of the total
installed thermal nuclear power capacity by the end of the separation plan period. A
list of some other DAE facilities may be added to the list of facilities within the civilian
domain. The Separation Plan will create a clearly defined civilian domain where IAEA
safeguards apply. On our part, we are committed not to divert any nuclear material
intended for the civilian domain from designated civilian use or for export to third
countries without safeguards.

Mr. Deputy Speaker, Sir, negotiations are currently at a delicate stage. In our
dialogue with our interlocutors, we have judged every proposal made by the US side
on merits but we remain firm in that the decision of what facilities may be identified as

civilian will be made by India alone and not by anyone else.

At the same time, we are not underestimating the difficulties that exist in these
negotiations. There are complex issues involved. Several aspects of the nuclear
programme lend themselves in the public discussions to differing interpretations, such
as the Fast Breeder Programme or our fuel-cycle capabilities such as re-processing and

enrichment requirements. The nature and range of strategic facilities that we consider



necessarily outside safeguards constitute yet another example. We have however
conveyed to our interlocutors that while discussing the Separation Plan, there are
details of the nature and content of our strategic requirements that we cannot share.
We will not permit information of national security significance to be compromised in
the process of negotiation[R74].

18.00 hrs.

It 1s essential to recall that the July 18 Statement was not about our strategic
programme. It was intended to be the means to expand our civilian nuclear energy
capacities and thereby to help pave the way for faster economic progress. In seeking to
achieve this objective, we appreciate the need for patience to remove misperceptions
that abound. I reiterate that India has an exemplary record on non-proliferation and
this will continue to be so. All in all, one major achievement so far is that a change its
now discernible in the international system. We believe that when implemented, the
understandings reflected in the Joint Statement will give India its due place in the
global nuclear order. The existence of our strategic programme is being acknowledged
even while we are being invited to become a full partner in international civil nuclear
energy cooperation.

[ must emphasize that the nation is justly proud of the tremendous work of our
nuclear scientists and the Department of Atomic Energy in mastering all the key
aspects of the full nuclear fuel cycle, often under very difficult circumstances. The
tremendous achievements of our scientists in mastering the complete nuclear fuel cycle
— the product of their genius and perseverance — will not be frittered away. We will
ensure that no impediments are put in the way of our research and development
activities. We have made it clear that we cannot accept safeguards on our indigenous
Fast Breeder Programme. Our scientists are confident that this technology will mature
and that the programme will stabilize and become more robust through the creation of
additional capacity. This will create greater opportunities for international cooperation
in this area as well. An important reason why the US and other countries with
advanced nuclear technologies are now engaging with India as a valued partner is
precisely because of the high respect and admiration our scientists enjoy

internationally, and the range and quality of the sophisticated nuclear programme they



have managed to create under the most difficult odds. This gives us confidence to

engage in these negotiations as an equal partner.

As I said, many aspects of the proposed separation plan are currently under
negotiation. It is true that certain assurances in the July 18 Statement remain to be
fulfilled — the supply of imported fuel for Tarapur I and II, for one. Some elements,
such as US support for India’s participation in the ITER programme, have
materialised. The issue of the nature of safeguards to be applied to facilities designated
civilian also remains pending resolution. I seek the indulgence of this House not to
divulge every single detail of the negotiations at this time. However, this august House
can be assured that the limits are determined by our overarching commitment to
national security and the related issue of the autonomy of our nuclear programme. Our
Government will take no step that could circumscribe or cast a shadow over either.

[ am aware that concerns have been raised over information being shared with
outsiders, but not with our own citizens. Members may be assured that nothing that
could compromise our nuclear deterrent has been shared with anyone. On this aspect,
there 1s no reason for concern or doubt.

As 1 said at the outset, our approach is defined by the need to utilise the
window of opportunity before us, to find a solution to our energy deficit. We have also
been guided by the need to dismantle international restrictions, which, when achieve,
could unleash our scientific talent and increase commercial potential in the nuclear and

related sectors. The nation will be kept informed, through this august House.

IUTI HRISY : TR BSY & AT 9 dle a1 Aed &l 98y 931 f3ar |

O B HA qen g SR wwwur wAt (i B S arwEl) - Suene W@k, w@rd siR
TN AN f48eh 98d #8dqyl &, $AAIY Wad &1 WY 9@l foar Sy |.... (Faur)

SIS HEIGT : oD Bl



SHRI BASU DEB ACHARIA (BANKURA): Sir, when will the discussion on this take

place?... (Interruptions)

SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI : Sir, it was decided in the meeting of the leaders
in the morning that response to the Iran debate shall be made by the hon. Prime

Minister and that too before six o’clock... (Interruptions)

SHRI BASU DEB ACHARIA : When will the discussion on this statement take

place?... (Interruptions)

SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI: You may give proper notice under the rules for a
discussion on this. It is not my duty to decide about that... (Interruptions) First you

will have to give a notice for a discussion on this ... (Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA (PANSKURA): Sir, the hon. Prime Minister has
commented upon very important points. We would like to have the opportunity of

sharing our views with the hon. Prime Minister and the Government... (Interruptions)

SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI: Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, if they give any
notice for having a discussion on this, we have no hesitation for a discussion...

(Interruptions)
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SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Sir, but we wish that this discussion takes place as
early as possible and not be linked to the visit of any dignitary... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please give notice to the office of the hon. Speaker.

The discussion under rule 193 will continue and now the House will take up
Khadi and Village Industries Commission (Amendment) Bill. If the House agrees, we

may extend the time of the House by one hour.






