SOME FACT ABOUT 123 agreement.
Indo-US Nuclear Deal Seventeen myths about the Indian

nuclear deal:

An analysis of nuclear cooperation with India.

In 1974, when India conducted its first nuclear weapon test, no country was more surprised than the United States. The only nuclear explosive material

India had on hand was plutonium, and the plutonium had been made in a

Canadian-supplied reactor that India was running with sensitive “heavy water”

imported from the United States. India had promised explicitly to restrict both

the reactor and the heavy water to peaceful use. It was obvious; however, that

India was running a secret bomb program under the guise of peaceful energy

cooperation.

The United States reacted by passing the Nuclear Nonproliferation Act of

1978. It prohibited the sale of American reactors, or reactor fuel, or heavy

water, or similar items to countries like India that rejected the Nuclear

Nonproliferation Treaty and refused to put all of their nuclear material under

international inspection. The law embodied a policy of providing the strongest

possible support to the treaty.

President George W. Bush has now asked Congress to reverse this policy, so

that nuclear trade with India can recommence. If Congress agrees, it will have

to change the law in order to exempt India from the criteria laid down in the

1978 act. The president will also have to persuade the Nuclear Suppliers

Group, a consortium of countries that have banded together to restrict nuclear

exports, to make an exception for India because India does not meet the

Group’s export criteria either.

The president has taken this action after making a deal with India in July

2005. Under the deal, the United States would effectively endorse India’s

nuclear weapon effort in exchange for benefits that have proved rather

difficult to define. When the deal is examined, it is hard to see a real prize for

the United States. Yet, the supporters of the deal have repeatedly put forth

claims that greatly exaggerate the supposed benefits. The claims have been

repeated so often as to take on the aura of myths. Virtually absent, however,

has been any discussion of the attendant risks of reopening this trade. This

report tries to give a more balanced view. For each of the administration’s

claims, Congress is told the risks. The objective is to enable Congress to see

more clearly what is at stake.

Myth #1: The deal will bring India into the “nonproliferation

mainstream” and help stop the spread of nuclear weapons.

Fact:

The deal leaves India far outside the international effort to combat nuclear

arms proliferation. India continues to oppose the Nuclear Non-Proliferation

Treaty (NPT) and has pointedly refused to sign it. It has just as pointedly

refused to limit its production of nuclear weapons, or to obligate itself not to

test such weapons. It has also refused to stop making fissile material for such

weapons. Nor has India joined Europe and the United States in condemning

Iran’s enrichment of uranium. The deal does not change India’s negative

stance on any of these questions; instead, it legitimizes it.

Myth #2: India’s agreement to allow 14 of its 22 power reactors

to be inspected is a “gain for nonproliferation.”

Fact:

Inspecting these reactors will not limit India’s nuclear weapon production in

any way. The other eight reactors, which will be barred from inspection, will

make more plutonium for weapons than India will ever need. Thus, the offer

to inspect the fourteen is merely symbolic. Among the eight reactors off limits

to inspectors will be India’s fast breeder reactors, which will generate

plutonium particularly suited to bomb-making. In addition, the inspections

themselves will waste resources. The International Atomic Energy Agency has

a limited number of inspectors and is already having trouble meeting its

responsibilities. To send inspectors to India on a fool’s errand will mean that

they won’t be going to places like Iran, where something may really be amiss.

Unless the Agency’s budget is increased to meet the new burden in India, the

inspections there will produce a net loss for the world’s non-proliferation

effort.

Myth #3: India has made other new commitments that will

help stop proliferation.

Fact:

India made only one new promise under the deal, which is to adhere to the

International Atomic Energy Agency’s Additional Protocol. The protocol

allows for more extensive inspections, but is irrelevant to India because the

purpose is to unmask hidden nuclear weapon activities. India, however, has a

known nuclear weapon program, so there is nothing to unmask. India’s other

promises were either already required or reflected existing Indian policy.

India’s promise to improve its export control laws was already required by UN

Security Council Resolution 1540; India’s promise to “work toward” a cut off of

fissile material production for weapons was made long before the deal; India’s

decision to voluntarily refrain from testing also preceded the agreement; so

did India’s decision not to export enrichment or reprocessing technology.

Myth #4: Nuclear cooperation will make India a reliable U.S.

ally.

Fact:

India’s sovereign interests are likely to conflict with those of the United States.

India, for example, cooperates militarily with Iran and has been training Iran’s

navy. India is dependent on Iranian oil, and is discussing a natural gas

pipeline from Iran. Although India grudgingly voted for U.N. efforts to

restrain Iran’s nuclear program, Indian politicians have been careful to

emphasize that India’s friendship with Iran will continue. It is unrealistic to

expect that India, the creator of the Non-Aligned Movement, will ever do

America’s bidding internationally.

Myth #5: The deal will build up India as a bulwark against

China.

Fact:

The notion that India might assist the United States diplomatically or

militarily in some future conflict with China is unrealistic. This

“counterweight” theory reminds one of the argument made by the first Bush

administration in the 1980’s, when it contended that the United States should

export sensitive dual-use equipment to Saddam Hussein in order to build up

Iraq as a counterweight to Iran. U.S. pilots were later killed in Iraq trying to

bomb things that U.S. companies had provided. History shows that such

predictions can be dangerously wrong. India shares a border with China, is

keen to have good relations with China, and does have good relations with

China. The two countries have just signed a new memorandum of

understanding on military cooperation. India will not sour such relations

simply from a vague desire to please the United States.

Myth #6: India’s strategic position entitles it to unique

treatment.

Fact:

Of the three countries that have refused to sign the NPT – India, Israel and

Pakistan – India is the least important strategically to the United States.

Pakistan is essential to ongoing U.S. military and political efforts in

Afghanistan and to the U.S. campaign against Al Qaeda. Pakistan is also a

leading power in the Muslim world, a world with which the United States

needs better relations. Israel has always been a close U.S. ally, and is located in

a region of critical importance to U.S. foreign policy interests. In any

competition for strategic favor from the United States, India finishes a distant

third.

Myth #7: It is possible to loosen export controls for India

without doing the same for Iran and other countries pursuing

the bomb.

Fact:

Weakening export controls for India will automatically weaken them for Iran,

Pakistan, and even terrorist groups who might want to buy the means to make

mass destruction weapons. Export controls today depend on groups of

supplier countries that have agreed among themselves not to export

dangerous technologies. The principle is mutual restraint. If, however, the

United States drops export controls to help its friend India, Russia will drop

controls to help its friend Iran, and China will drop controls to help its friend

Pakistan. That is the way international controls work. India, like Iran, has

decided to develop nuclear weapons under the guise of peaceful nuclear

cooperation. From this standpoint, the two countries are indistinguishable. It

will be impossible to convince Russia to refrain from supplying Iran, or China

from supplying Pakistan, with the same technologies that the United States

wants to sell India. U.S. legitimization of India’s nuclear weapon program will

also make it harder to convince Russia and China to brand Iran as an outlaw in

the U.N. Security Council.

Myth #8: U.S. nuclear exports will not help India make bombs.

Fact:

Such exports will help India make bombs. India now needs more uranium

than it can produce. This means that India must choose between using its own

uranium to make nuclear power or nuclear weapons. Allowing India to fuel its

power reactors with imported uranium will free India’s domestic production

for reactors that make bombs, thus increasing India’s nuclear arsenal. In

addition, without being able to inspect all of India’s reactors, it will be

impossible to tell whether a U.S. export supposedly intended for peaceful

purposes has been diverted to bomb making. Nuclear exports are inherently

capable of military as well as civilian applications.

Myth #9: Peaceful space cooperation will not help India’s

nuclear missile program.

Fact:

The administration’s plan to help India develop its space launch capability will

at the same time help it build long-range strategic missiles. In fact, this is

already happening. As part of the Strategic Partnership umbrella announced

with India, the U.S. Commerce Department has already removed export

restrictions on three subsidiaries of the Indian Space Research Organization,

which are all active in Indian missile development. India, indeed, is the first

country to develop a long-range nuclear missile from a civilian space launch

program.

Myth #10: India has an exemplary nonproliferation record and

is a reliable trading partner.

Fact:

India has a long record of developing both nuclear weapons and ballistic

missiles under the guise of peaceful nuclear and space cooperation. India

tested its first nuclear weapon in 1974 by diverting plutonium made with

nuclear imports from the United States and Canada that were supplied for

peaceful purposes. In the 1980’s, India had a deliberate policy of defeating

international controls by smuggling heavy water from the USSR, China and

Norway, which allowed India to use its reactors to make plutonium for bombs.

In a similar fashion, India built its largest nuclear-capable missile, the Agni, by

importing from NASA the design of an American space launcher, again for

ostensibly peaceful purposes. Even today, Indian missile and nuclear sites

continue to import sensitive American equipment in violation of U.S. law.

Myth #11: India needs more nuclear power to assure its energy

future.

Fact:

Nuclear power has been virtually insignificant in India’s energy mix in the

past, and will be no more important in the future. India has been generating

electricity with nuclear reactors for more than 40 years. Yet, reactors supply

only 2% to 3% of its electricity today. India has not built more reactors because

they have not turned out to be as safe, or as clean, or – most important – as

economical as originally thought. Even if India were to achieve a 50% increase

in nuclear power generation (which is unlikely) such a step would only

increase India’s overall electricity output by one percent at most, and would

only increase India’s overall energy output by a fraction of one percent. That is

not a significant increase in the energy available to India and would not

decrease India’s demand for oil and gas.

Myth #12: The deal will result in more U.S. reactor sales.

Fact:

It is unlikely that the United States will receive reactor orders from India.

India is building a string of domestic reactors that are cheaper to construct

than American imports would be, and there are easier places to buy imported

reactors. Russia already has a foothold in India’s reactor market, and will

charge less money and attach fewer conditions than will U.S. sellers. France

and Canada will also enter the competition. The chance that the United States

will defeat these competitors is slim. The precedent is the U.S. experience with

China in the 1980’s. At the time when U.S. nuclear cooperation with China was

being debated, American vendors were citing the large number of reactors that

China would probably buy from the United States. After the deal was signed,

China bought exactly no American reactors. Instead, the U.S. agreement

increased the competition and drove down the price for the Chinese buyers.

That was good for China, but did nothing for the United States. The same is

likely to happen with India.

Myth #13: The deal is needed to build better relations with

India.

Fact:

There are better ways to improve relations with India than engaging in nuclear

trade. The United States can help India generate electricity without expanding

India’s wasteful and inefficient nuclear infrastructure, which also makes

bombs. Supporting India’s reactors only reinforces the perceived prestige of

nuclear technology for developing countries, a notion that the United States is

trying to discourage. The United States can also support India’s space effort

without boosting India’s missile work. The United States could offer to launch

Indian satellites and to share satellite observation data with India analysts.

The reality is that trade, military cooperation, scientific exchange and political

consultation can all grow vigorously without a nuclear deal.

Myth #14: The deal is not primarily about making money; it is

about creating a new U.S. strategic relationship in south Asia.

Fact:

The deal is primarily about making money. The main effect of the deal will be

to pardon India – to remove it as a violator of international norms. After such

a change in status, there will be no impediment to U.S. arms sales. This is

where the real money is, not in nuclear reactors. U.S. exporters have

mentioned selling as much as $1.4 billion worth of Boeing airliners, hundreds

of F-16 or F/A-18 fighter jets, as well as maritime surveillance planes,

advanced radar, helicopters, missile defense and other equipment. The

Russian press has even complained that the nuclear deal is a ploy to squeeze

Russia out of the Indian arms market.

Myth #15: The deal is consistent with U.S. efforts to fight

terrorism.

Fact:

The deal undermines America’s ability to fight terrorism. By favoring India

over Pakistan, the deal undercuts the Pakistani government’s position at

home. At best, the deal is a blow to General Musharraf’s prestige, and at worst

a public humiliation. Without the aid of General Musharraf, the United States

will have a much harder time accomplishing its goals in Afghanistan and

succeeding in its efforts to defeat al Qaeda. There is no benefit to U.S. security

coming from India under the deal that will offset these disadvantages.

Myth #16: This is a “good deal for the United States.”

Fact:

India has received a giant benefit – the American seal of approval for India’s

nuclear weapon program – in exchange for virtually nothing. There is not a

single “trophy” in the deal – nothing the United States can credibly hang on

the wall as an achievement. The deal does not improve India’s proliferation

status, or limit its bomb-making potential, or make it a reliable ally, or make

it a regional counterweight, or guarantee a reactor sale. For the United

States there are mainly costs and few or no advantages.

Myth #17: Congress needs to act now so that the deal can move

forward.

Fact: Congress need take no action until a formal agreement for nuclear

cooperation has been negotiated with India, and until the International

Atomic Energy Agency has agreed with India upon suitable inspection

arrangements, and until the Nuclear Suppliers Group – the consortium of

countries that supply nuclear technology – has decided whether to change its

rules to accommodate the deal. The best, and in fact the only, way for

Congress to learn the details of what India will actually do, or promise to do,

under the deal is to wait until all these steps are taken. Once an agreement is

made and presented for consideration, Congress can add any conditions that

seem warranted. Congress has never approved an agreement for cooperation

without seeing the actual agreement. There is no reason to start now.
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Response to CPI(M) Objections

#1: The CPI(M) was concerned that the deal required India to pursue a

foreign policy congruent to that of the US; and to secure India’s full and

active participation in US efforts to sanction and contain Iran.

There is no reference to any aspect of foreign policy in the 123

agreement. The 123 agreement does not mention Iran at all. This

“objection” or “concern” is the result of viewing everything through

“imperialist” glasses and being completely misguided as a result.

#2: The deal would not allow full cooperation on civilian nuclear

technology, denying India a complete fuel cycle. India will continue to

face an embargo on importing equipment and components related to

enrichment, reprocessing and heavy water production, even when such

activities are under International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

inspections and for peaceful purposes. Article 5(2) in the 123 agreement

makes this very clear.

Article 5(2) of the 123 agreement states (in full):

“Sensitive nuclear technology, heavy water production technology,

sensitive nuclear facilities, heavy water production facilities and major

critical components of such facilities may be transferred under this

Agreement pursuant to an Amendment to this agreement. Transfers of

dual-use items that could be used in enrichment, reprocessing or heavywater

production facilities will be subject to the Parties’ respective

applicable laws, regulations, and license policies.”

Where is the embargo? Has the writer of the article actually read the 123

agreement? Instead of applauding the terrific job done by India’s

negotiating team (which the whole world is surprised about), our critics

are twisting interpretations to suit their pathetic objectives!

#3: Steps to be taken by India would be conditional upon and contingent on

action taken by the US. It is clear from the 123 agreement itself that all

restrictions are not being lifted. Embargoes are still in place, and the

US President is still required to annually certify to the Congress that

India is in “full compliance” with the congressionally imposed nonproliferation

conditions.

There is no “embargo” in the 123 agreement. How can a requirement

between the US President and the US Congress be a part of an

international deal between US and India?! The 123 agreement is

between the US and India. It does not, and cannot, contain any clauses

regarding what the US President needs to do for the US Congress. The

123 agreement has no such requirements. It is the Hyde Act that has

reporting requirements for the US President, not certification

requirements.

#4: The US will not take the necessary steps to change its laws or align the

NSG rules to fulfil the terms of the India-US nuclear deal. The 123

agreement does not change the requirement of the Hyde Act that the

NSG exemption for India be “made by consensus” and be consistent

with the rules being framed by the US. The legislation requires the

administration to ensure that the NSG exemption for India is no less

stringent than the US exemption.

The US cannot and is not willing to take the necessary steps to change

the rules of the 45-member NSG. Why should it? It is up to India to

diplomatically deal with each NSG member, many of whom are already

willing to make all the exceptions in India’s favor (except China)!

Observe the repeated references to the Hyde Act and attempts to blur

the distinction between the Hyde Act (an internal US legislation) and the

123 agreement (a bilateral agreement).

Further, clause 5.6(a) of the 123 states: “As part of its implementation of

the July 18, 2005, Joint Statement the United States is committed to

seeking agreement from the US Congress to amend its domestic laws

and to work with friends and allies to adjust the practices of the Nuclear

Suppliers Group to create the necessary conditions for India to obtain

full access to the international fuel market, including reliable,

uninterrupted and continual access to fuel supplies from firms in several

nations”. To further guard against any disruption of fuel supplies, the

United States is prepared to take additional steps. Read about them in

clause 5.6 (b).

What more can you ask for?

#5: The additional protocol referred to in the original agreement would be

intrusive and not India-specific…One prerequisite to bring the deal into

force is that India and the IAEA should have “concluded all legal steps

required prior to signature” to enforce inspections “in perpetuity”. A

second prerequisite mentioned in the 123 agreement is for India to

make “substantial progress” on concluding an additional protocol with

the IAEA.

Article 5.6 (c) states (in full):

“In light of the above understandings with the United States, an India specific

safeguards agreement will be negotiated between Indian and the

IAEA providing for safeguards to guard against withdrawal of

safeguarded nuclear material from civilian use at any time as well as

providing for corrective measures that India may take to ensure

uninterrupted operation of its civilian nuclear reactors in the event of

disruption of foreign nuclear supplies. Taking this into account, India

will place its civilian nuclear facilities under India-specific safeguards in

perpetuity and negotiate an appropriate safeguards agreement to this

end with the IAEA.”

Article 10.2 states (in full):

“Taking into account Article 5.6 of this Agreement, India agrees that

nuclear material and equipment transferred to India by the United

States of America pursuant to this Agreement and any nuclear material

used in or produced through the use of nuclear material, non-nuclear

material, equipments or components so transferred shall be subject to

safeguards in perpetuity in accordance with the India-specific

Safeguards agreement between India and the IAEA and an additional

protocol, when in force”.

First, the term “India-specific” is recurring in the agreement because

India has not signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. No such

exceptions have been made to any nation in the history of mankind.

Second, to expect the United States, which has a binding legal agreement

with the IAEA, to make exceptions to India, that would make its legal

agreements with the IAEA illegal, is foolish.

Third, Concluding all legal steps required prior to signature is obviously

required. What is the specific problem with that?

Fourth, as you can observe, the “inspections in perpetuity” that are

referred, are only in the context of the India-specific Safeguards

Agreement with the IAEA, which has not been negotiated or signed

yet. This only goes to show that we have a long way to go before we

enjoy the benefits of this deal. But to castigate this signed agreement on

the basis of an as-yet-unsigned agreement, shows that the critics of this

deal do not share the long term objectives, but only choose to criticize

whatever we have achieved so far.

#6: India is placing its facilities in perpetuity while the US President can

prevent the transfer to India of equipment, materials or technology

from other participating governments in the NSG, or from any other

source.

India is only placing its civilian facilities under safeguards in the 123

agreement. The US President can (and should have the right to) prevent

transfer of equipment, materials, or technology. When this 123

agreement wasn’t in place, we’re still living in exactly this kind of

isolation.

#7: India’s fissile material stockpile will be restricted.

Talks only about the Hyde Act. India has never negotiated and has not

been part of the deliberations behind the Hyde Act.

#8: The deal includes physical verification and suitable access to be

provided by India to US inspectors, and not just IAEA safeguards. US

end-use monitoring is reflected in the 123 agreement’s Article 12 (3).

Also, the provision for US fallback safeguards in Article 10 (4) states,

“If the IAEA decides that the application of IAEA safeguards is no

longer possible, the supplier and recipient should consult and agree on

appropriate verification measures.”

Article 12 (3) states (in full): “When execution of an agreement or

contract pursuant to this Agreement between Indian and United States

organizations requires exchanges of experts, the Parties shall facilitate

entry of the experts to their territories and their stay therein consistent

with national laws, regulations, and practices. When other cooperation

pursuant to this Agreement requires visits of experts, the Parties shall

facilitate entry of the experts to their territory and their stay therein

consistent with national laws, regulations, and practices.”

So much for US end-use monitoring. The agreement doesn’t state any

criteria for deciding when expert inspections would be ‘required’. Article

10 (4) states (in full): “If the IAEA decides that the application of IAEA

safeguards is no longer possible, the supplier and recipient should

consult and agree on appropriate verification measures.”

Observe that the article is not about US, but about IAEA. However, our

critic chooses to term it as “the provision for US fallback safeguards”.

Now, what is wrong with this clause in the 123 Agreement? Here, an

ostracized country that has refused to sign the terms of joining the IAEA

(the NPT), is agreeing that if, under some circumstances, the IAEA

doesn’t approve of its safeguards, then it will consult and agree (in other

words negotiate) on appropriate verification measures.

#9: The military program will also be subject to monitoring by the IAEA

and the US. The 123 agreement does not change that requirement in the

Hyde Act.

This is complete misrepresentation, exaggeration, and disinformation.

The 123 agreement does not refer to monitoring of military facilities by

the IAEA at all.
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The highlights of the nuclear deal

1. The agreement not to hinder or interfere with India's nuclear programme

for military purposes.

2. US will help India negotiate with the IAEA for an India-specific fuel supply

agreement.

3. Washington will support New Delhi develop strategic reserves of nuclear

fuel to guard against future disruption of supply.

4. In case of disruption, US and India will jointly convene a group of friendly

supplier countries to include nations like Russia, France and the UK to

pursue such measures to restore fuel supply.

5. India and the US agree to transfer nuclear material, non-nuclear material,

equipment and components.

6. India can develop strategic reserve of nuclear fuel to guard against any

disruption of supply over the lifetime of its reactors.

7. Provision for one-year notice period before termination of the agreement.

8. The US to engage Nuclear Suppliers Group to help India obtain full access

to the international fuel market, including reliable, uninterrupted and

continual access to fuel supplies from firms in several nations.

9. Both the countries to set up a Joint Committee for implementation of the

civil nuclear agreement and development of further cooperation in this field.

“India has been considered exceptional in the civilian nuclear energy

sector. No other country has a similar agreement with the US. There

were two considerations in the nuclear agreement between China and

U.S.One, China was a signatory to the nuclear Non-Proliferation

Treaty and it was a Nuclear weapon state. When it singed a similar

treaty with Japan, it treated it as a NPT signatory country. But in this

case, India is treated as a country with advanced nuclear technology

and, we are not signatories, to the NPT. We are special and

exceptional.”
For INDIA ……
 
THE ONLY SOLUTION FOR SUSTAINED GROWTH IS NUCLEAR ENERGY
 

U.S.A. , with a population of 304 Million only has a share of 26.65% of the Operational Nuclear Energy Capacity of the world.

France , with a population of 64 Million only has a share of 17.09% of the Operational Nuclear Energy Capacity of the world.

Japan , with a population of 128 Million only has a share of 12.81% of the Operational Nuclear Energy Capacity of the world.

Russia , with a population of 82 Million only has a share of 5.84% of the Operational Nuclear Energy Capacity of the world.

  Germany , with a population of 142 Million only has a share of 5.46% of the Operational Nuclear Energy Capacity of the world.

Korea , with a population of 48 Million only has a share of 4.71% of the Operational Nuclear Energy Capacity of the world. 

This is why they are rich…….
  China, World's most populous nation (with a population of 1 Billion 325 Million) has a share of 2.31% of the current Operational Nuclear Energy Capacity of the whole world.  They are already constructing Nuclear plants to increase the capacity by another 77% and are planning to increase the capacity further by a giant 1034% in the near future.
We will see phenomenal future growth in Chinese economy…
INDIA, Worlds second most populous nation (with 1 Billion 135 Million People amounting to 17% of the population of the whole world) has only a share of 1.02% of the Operational Nuclear Energy capacity of the whole World!  We are currently constructing plants to increase the capacity by another 79%.  Even though, we are facing the threat of zero growth.  
Our pro-China politicians are pulling the nation back so hard so that we don't surpass China .
 
Let us not fall into this trap…
  

GO FOR THE NUCLEAR DEAL….

LEFT OR RIGHT-NUCLEAR DEAL IS A MUST

The media is agog with various viewpoints on the the Indo-US nuclear deal

which is the hotly discussed topic today. The plethora of facts and figures being dished out

with respect to the interpretation of Hyde Act and the production cost of nuclear power has

not only helped confuse the minds of the public but also brought forth a lot of

misinformation in the bargain. However, it is possible to get the requisite answers for the

numerous questions on the deal from the world-renowned Indian nuclear scientist, the late

Dr Homi Bhaba, known as the father of Indian Nuclear Science, who had said "No power is

costlier than no power" He was a man of great vision and had therefore made these

observations with much farsightedness. At a time when lndia is enduring powercuts even

for 20 hours in some areas of the country, we should ponder for a moment over the

prophetic words of Homi Bhaba regarding the inevitability of nuclear power for the nation's

development and existence.

The left parties, particularly the communist parties, had at all times sabotaged the

country's smooth progress on issues of public interest under the deceptive cover of

upholding principles in politics. They are stuck with the same archaic style of functioning

which unfortunately has long term destructive consequences for the nation. The

Communists had taken retrograde stands during the Quit India Movement of the

independence movement as well as during the 1962 Indo-China war. We need to examine

whether there is a hidden agenda behind the left's stubbornness on the nuclear deal

discussions though they swear by national interest on the issue.

At the national level, the BJP and left parties are equally opposing the agreement.

Massive protests have come up in the United States against the agreement saying that it is

against that country's interests. On the other hand, President Musharraf who strongly

opposes the deal has initiated moves to strike a similar deal with China.

People's Daily, the newspaper which propagates the policies of the Chinese

government the world over, had said thus in an editorial dated November 4, 2005: “the

Indo-US agreement is a strong setback for the global nuclear non-proliferation treaty. This

would have negative consequences the world over. The US which has been resisting all

nuclear-related exchanges between other countries had itself given an exception to India
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through the deal. The US which had also stalled the transfer of various nuclear technologies

to India for 30 years has itself changed its stand…”

Chinese foreign affairs spokesman Quin Gang had on March 6, 2006 demanded that,

“India should give up nuclear arms and strengthen nuclear security. India should sign the

nuclear non-proliferation treaty. India should destroy all nuclear arms in its arsenal. As a

country which has signed the NPT, China hopes that nations which have not signed the

treaty would join its efforts to strengthen the global nuclear disarmament initiatives---”

Pakistan which had expressed concern over the Indo-US deal has now entered into

discussions with China.

President Musharaf had visited China in February 2006 while Chinese President Hu

Chinato had visited Pakistan on November 23. Based on these visits, China agreed to

present two power stations of 300 MW capacity to Pakistan and the Chinese President had

signed an agreement for full nuclear cooperation. In fact China's main grievance and

concern are based on the fear that India would emerge as a strong nuclear nation in Asia.

China wants to remain as the sole nuclear nation in Asia. Unfortunately, the reaction of our

left parties echoes China's concerns.

The communist parties have been virtually reiterating the position taken by China

and Pakistan on the Indo-US nuclear agreement. Of course, this is not to justify the colonial

dreams of American imperialism, its policies aimed at international policing and the human

rights violations after the WTC bombings. American colonialism should be opposed. It is a

fact that ever since the collapse of the Soviet Union, there has been no alternative voice to

the US-led powers. However, considering the international situation if a nuclear agreement

with the US would pave the way for a giant leap for the country without sacrificing its

sovereignty then shouldn't we be welcoming it? After being isolated from the international

nuclear power community, a situation has evolved which is conducive for national progress.

Several questions emerge while analyzing different aspects of the 123 agreement.

Is the deal inevitable for the country's growth and progress? Does it undermine

India's sovereignty and freedom of opinion on international issues? Why should we become

stronger? Can't we be like this? If we face these questions keeping in view the national

interest then the answers can be found. This article is an effort in that direction. We can

move forward only by keeping in mind the challenges before India and its future. India's

neighbors have always tried to weaken the country. In 60 years, India had to overcome four

big wars. The 1962 India-China war, the 1965 India - Pak war, the 1971 Bangladesh war
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and the 1998 Kargil war. India's population has grown from 35 crore to 110 crore. By 2020,

the population would touch 150 crores. The pertinent question that we would be called upon

to answer and accordingly judged by history is whether India should be pushed forward to a

bleak future bereft of the barest minimum of infra structure.

Growth in nuclear energy scene

When Eisenhower was the US President, a conference of nuclear science powers

was held at Geneva in 1955. India's much respected scientist, Dr Homi Bhabha, was the

president of the conference. In 1956, India announced itself as a nuclear nation when our

scientists successfully designed' Apsara', a 1 MW nuclear power reactor. Over 50 years

have passed. India has attained the maximum growth without external help. When the antinuclear

movement began in 1970 with the Nuclear non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), four

countries -- the US, USSR, France and Britain -- gained special status as nuclear nations.

Later, China also received that status. Protesting against this apartheid policy, India had not

signed the NPT. Overcoming strong pressure from the US and Russia, India held its head

high by not signing the NPT and went ahead with its independent nuclear development

programme. Today, India's nuclear power stations are spread over 17 centres in various

parts of the country. They include Tarapur (Maharashtra), Rawat Butta (Rajasthan),

Kalpakkam, Kudankulam (Tamil Nadu) Narora (UP), Kakhrapar (Gujarat), Kaiga

(Karnataka). Earlier, the cost of setting up a reactor was Rs 8,000 crore. However, India

could bring down this cost to Rs 6,500 crore in the case of TAPS 3 and 4 at Tarapur.

Consequently, it was possible to reduce the cost of power given to the States from Rs 4.30

per unit to Rs 2.60. In 1974 when Mrs Indira Gandhi was the Prime Minister, India

conducted a nuclear test at Pokhran in Rajasthan. Needless to say that this was a severe

setback and warning for China. Subsequent events proved that post Pokhran India

commanded greater respect in the world polity. In fact, the test was inevitable for the

country's existence. The test invited certain consequences also when all countries which had

nuclear capacity imposed restrictions on India. The 45-member nuclear suppliers group

(NSG) stopped all nuclear-related cooperation and trade with India. The restrictions and

non-cooperation continue even now.

Energy position

India produces 1, 30,000 MW of power today. Of these, 55 per cent comes from

coal, 26 per cent from water, 3 per cent each from wind and atomic energy and the rest from

other sources. India's annual per capita energy consumption is 600 KW. Compared to this,
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the international average per capita energy consumption is 2500 KW while that of China is

1500 MW. Considering the current economic growth, India would need 2, 50,000 MW of

power by 2015. The demand keeps going up every year. There are limitations in producing

coal energy since the coal found in India has a higher content of ash in it. Besides, coal

consumption leads to an estimated 80 million tones of destructive radioactive emissions.

India produces 32135 MW of hydroelectric power. But hydel projects are met with

environmental problems and tough resistance from local people. Even in China where more

coal is available than here, the emphasis is on harnessing nuclear power. India accounts for

hardly one per cent of the total world repository of uranium deposits. India has between

50,000 and 70,000 tones of uranium reserves which can produce 10,000 MW of power for

only 40 years. Hence production of nuclear energy is essential not only for India's growth

but its very existence. By 2050, India's population is expected to touch 150 crores. By then,

wewould need 7, 50,000 MWof energy.

India has barely 1 per cent of the world’s uranium needed for nuclear tests though it

has as much as 24 % of thorium deposits. The nuclear technology development that India

has in mind envisages a first stage production with pressurized heavy water reactors, second

stage using plutonium and the third stage using thorium. Says Anil Kakodkar, chairman of

Atomic Energy Commission, "The civilian nuclear cooperation laid out in the deal is apart

from the existing production capacity. In fact, this is a bonus. It is not going to affect our

research and development in any manner. On the other hand, if we manage to set up new

nuclear stations with foreign aid, we will be able to reprocess and recycle the spent fuel that

we get from them. That way, we will be getting 50 to 60 times more energy by using

plutonium... ." The benefits of producing energy using thorium in India which has 24 % of

the world deposits is yet to be assessed properly. Scientists assess that thorium can produce

energy up to 600 fold more. That's what prompted the Prime Minister to declare that"

India's future lies in producing energy from thorium." If India can develop energy

production using freely available thorium then we can rise as an economic power capable of

challenging the United States.

India which has 16 per cent of the world's population has only 6 per cent of the

world's coal deposits and less than I % of oil and gas deposits. But at the same time, we

have 24 to 32 % of thorium deposits. We don't have the required quantum of coal, oil, or

gas, hence we have no other go other than nuclear energy. We also don't have the required

quantity of uranium which is essential for producing nuclear energy. Hydroelectric power
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has its limitations. Hence we have to utilize the big opportunity handed out by the 123

agreement. That is the duty of the national leaders. The Indo-US deal should be assessed in

this context.

Towards Self-sufficiency in Nuclear Energy

CPM leaders have been making merry by reeling out different statistics every other

day. They say the agreement would facilitate the production of only 7 per cent of the total

power India requires by 2020. The Prime Minister had told the Parliament that by 2020 we

can produce 40,000 MW of power. That would make up 16 per cent of the total demand.

For the communists 16 per cent may be a small number when compared with certain Latin

American nations which have communist regime and which have barely the size of two or

three districts of Kerala. However, 16 per cent of a big country like India makes 18 crore

people. In fact, the hopes of Shri. Anil Kakodkar Chairman of the Atomic Energy

Commission are even higher than that promised by the Prime Minister. "The fuel that

remains after the required consumption at our nuclear stations can be reprocessed and

recycled to yield 50 to 60 times more energy. This would not be a problem considering the

domestic reprocessing and recycling policy prevailing in the country today. What we have

achieved through this agreement is the realization of our demands... "

The main feature of this agreement is that it would not affect the ongoing nuclear

programme and tests. We can also continue the nuclear cooperation and trade with the US

and other 45 members of the NSG. India need not sign the NPT. India need not submit its

nuclear installations to American inspection. India would get uninterrupted fuel. That way

India would be able to reprocess and recycle spent fuel. A significant achievement of this

deal is that India would be able to acquire the most modern nuclear technology. America

would not venture to sign a similar agreement with Pakistan and America will not interface

with our military nuclear programmes.

The Chinese connection

In 1984 Ronald Reagan visited China and initiated moves for a US-China treaty

which was signed the next year and later on implemented by Bill Clinton in 1998. No

communist party had then criticized or opposed this treaty signed between China and US.

The agreement signed by China with America is weaker when compared to the Indo-US

deal on several important counts. The US-China agreement does not completely address

China's interests on reprocessing, fuel distribution and mutual security. Perhaps it is the

absence of such weaknesses in the Indo-US 123 agreement which worries China.
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China's attitude towards India has always been one of blind opposition and treachery. China

has always tried to arm and strengthen Pakistan as a counter to India. China was the

complete source of power behind Pakistan's nuclear tests. Recently, China had claimed that

Arunachal Pradesh was its territory. The communist parties never uttered a word against it.

While the Indian comrades who swear by national interest criticized the global nuclear

proliferation, they conveniently overlooked the declaration of the launching of 3 new

nuclear reactors by China on August 18, 2007. China has set a target of 40,000 MW of

nuclear energy by 2020 from its present capacity of 8500 MW which is more than double

that of India's. As declared by Prime Minister, India would be able to produce 40,000 MW

with international cooperation. In fact, India can produce several folds more with the help of

its thorium reserves. That's the reason for China's concerns and vindictive attitude. India's

Communist parties have been vying to pledge their loyalty towards China by dancing to its

tune. China is also very happy with the opposition shown by our communist parties. In fact

what hits headlines in Chinese newspapers these days are the statements of Indian

communist leaders.

The onus of leading India lies today with Dr Manmohan Singh and Sonia Gandhi.

The nuclear agreement was drafted after repeated discussions and keeping the country's best

interests in mind. All political parties had received the opportunity to rule the country. It

need not be said that in the prevailing circumstances, a government need not seek the

Parliament's nod to enter into an international agreement. This is because a government

which has a majority represents not just its opinion but that of the entire country. Prime

Minister Manmohan Singh has made statements in the Parliament several times on the

details of the agreement. In 1971, when Ms Indira Gandhi signed the Indo-Russian

friendship treaty with Russia, it was not discussed in parliament. Several agreements have

been signed by governments which ruled independent India. These were not tabled in the

Parliament, rather they were not required to.

Prakash Karat says the agreement does not have the sanction of the majority of

Parliament. This deal is being opposed equally by the BJP and left parties. Karat's statement

smacks of a conspiracy to build a relation or friendship with the Sangh Parivar or BJP and

repeat 1977 and 1989 under some pretext. All the noise being made by the Communist

parties are in the name of just 62 seats they have out of the 541 seats in Parliament.

The CPM leaders have been making all kinds of statements without reading the

agreement even once. The leaders even claimed that the agreement had a provision banning
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nuclear tests. It was when all these allegations were blunted and reality dawned on them that

an American official called Sean Macormark stated that the deal would be scrapped if India

conducted nuclear tests. Leaders from Karat to Bardhan came out against the statement

which was also picked up by the BJP. However, even as the remarks gave fresh energy to

the BJP and CPM, the official denied his controversial remark and clarified that nuclear

tests would not affect the 123 deal.

Hyde Act

With no sensible argument available to put forward to oppose the deal, the left is now making a hue and cry over the provisions in the Henry Hyde Act passed by the US Congress. According to the Atomic Energy Act passed in 1954, America cannot have any cooperation with any country that makes nuclear weapons and which has not signed the NPT. The Hyde Act was passed to overcome this hurdle and it is a waiver Act which enables US to strike under deal with India. The act okayed by US Congress on December 18, 2006 is a legislation made by the US for that country. Hence it is their internal affair. India has no legal right to question the act which has no relevance outside that country and India is not at all bound by any provisions of that Act. However, taking even the Americans

by surprise, the communists are trying to sabotage the deal by projecting the Hyde Act as a master document, one as important as the Communist Manifesto. Actually it is the headache

of the Americans to decide how far they should accept the dictates of the Hyde Act…Only those laws envisaged in the Constitution or passed by Parliament are applicable to Indian citizens. The Indian Penal Code or Criminal Procedure Code do not have a bearing on anyone outside India. Similarly, the laws passed by the US Congress and the American Constitution are applicable only to America. Several provisions of the Hyde Act are not acceptable to India. The observations made on nuclear tests as well as Iran could at the best be categorized as the hopes and aspirations of the US Congress which is not binding on India. While they have the right to dream and hope on their policies, India also has a right to reject it and adopt its own.. That is why there is not even a word of mention

about the Hyde Act or its provisions in the 123 agreement even though the agreement was finalized 8 months after the former was passed. Besides, President George Bush himself has said that the Act had only an advisory role. It is senseless to vouch for an Act which the US President himself has said need not be followed by the American administrators. According to article 6 (2) of the US Constitution, an international treaty is similar to a law. In fact, it is

the supreme law. The US President has the powers to supersede the conditions imposed by that country's laws. The 123 deal needs to be ratified ultimately by the US Congress. If it gets passed in the US Congress; and according to Article 6(2) the deal will become a law that surpasses all existing American laws. That is why Article 6(2) of the US constitution is called the “Supremacy Clause” of their constitution. Nations which attended the Vienna convention on international agreements drafted a common law in 1986. This law has been accepted by all countries as a document governing international agreements. Articles 24, 26, 27 and 28 of the law unambiguously state that even if an agreement between two countries contradicts the domestic laws of one of them, it would still be valid. In fact, article 27 clearly states that countries cannot project their laws governing international treaties as an excuse to abstain from an agreement. Article 28 says that neither the law which existed before the signing of the agreement nor any other aspect would affect it. According to this, the Hyde Act is irrelevant to the Indo-US agreement. Moreover, in Article 16(4) of the 123 agreement emphatically states “This agreement shall be implemented in good faith and in accordance with the principles of international law….” What more to our comrades want?

One who sleeps can be awakened; but one who pretends to sleep can’t be.

A deal which does not undermine India's sovereignty

It has been stated at the beginning of the deal that" the main aim of the agreement is

to respect the sovereignty of both nations, not to interfere in the internal affairs of either

country, to preserve equality, mutual benefits, mutual compromise and mutual respect for

the nuclear programmes of both countries." Nowhere has it been said that India should not

conduct nuclear tests. As per article 14, India and the US can withdraw from the deal after

giving a year's notice. There is no basis for the campaign that the deal would be binding on

India forever. Yet Prakash Karat and Sitaram Yechury say that the deal would tie down

India forever. The agreement would be valid for only 40 years. Another strange argument is

that the treaty involves military co-operation. There is no such clause or was a mention in

the agreement. Art 2(4) says "both sides have stated that the aim of this agreement should

be co-operation to foster peace. It would not affect the ‘unsafe-guarded’ activities of both

countries... the agreement should be implemented without affecting any nuclear or nonnuclear

instruments and military or nuclear-related functions which were not developed or

evolved under its jurisdiction. All nuclear processes, military growth and development in

the past 50 years are also out of the purview of the agreement or any other inspection. For

the first time ever in the history, India’s nuclear military capability is acknowledged.
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There are several other hurdles to be cleared for operationalising the 123 agreement.

There is not even a sentence in the 25-page agreement that compromises the country's

sovereignty or independence. Issues concerning India's sovereignty have been totally

safeguarded in the deal which has been signed between two countries with equal

importance. The left which has been critical of the agreement has not been able to point out

anything which is harmful to India. It should be remembered that this is why China and

Pakistan have been opposing the deal. Thus, the double standards of the left parties become

crystal clear.

Energy achievements

Today, India produces 4000 MW of power from its 17 reactors. India will have the

great opportunity to upgrade this to 40,000 MW or even produce lakhs of megawatts

through reprocessing, recycling and by using thorium. There would be big achievements in

the energy sector once India is freed of international isolation with the signing of the

agreement. Apart from advancement in the nuclearfield, India would be able to meet global

production standards in several areas like medicine, space technology and sports goods once

we get the benefits of dual use technology from other countries.

In fact, the growth would not just be in the energy sector but in various other sectors

as well. The peculiarity of pressurized heavy water reactors (PHWRS) developed by India is

that they are small and commercially of high grade. It has been a commercial success. Once

the doors are open for international civilian nuclear cooperation, India would be able to

export them to the international market. As per the latest statistics, India's nuclear reactors

have been facing fuel shortage. If this phenomenon continues for one or two years, several

reactors would have to be closed down. Even today, power production in some of these

plants have come down by as much as 30 %. Work on the new reactors is being completed

at a fast pace. The Prime Minster had pointed out in his speech made in Parliament on 13.

08. 2007 that “Though India aims at producing 20000 MW of nuclear power by 2020, this

would become 40000 MW with international cooperation.” India's nuclear production has

been designed in three phases. As said earlier, the spent fuel received from phase I of

pressurized heavy water reactors can be used along with thorium in fast breed reactors to

reach the second phase of nuclear production. The" second phase fast breed reactors hold

the key to India's energy independence." If India manages to develop thorium reactors in the

third phase, it would present immense growth prospects in the energy sector. Eminent

scientist and the scientific advisor to the Government of India Shri. R Chidambaram had
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revealed thus: " It will be possible to produce 50 times more energy by reprocessing with

the help of uranium fast breeder reactors of equal measure. Using thorium in this fuel cycle

would yield 600 times more energy..."

It is this immense growth potential that China views with concern and the left

opposes. Even before the deal got operationalised, indications of change have been visible

in the international nuclear trade sector. Australia which has 40 % of the world's uranium

reserves revoked its 30-year-old embargo on India and signed an agreement on August 15 to

supply uranium. For the last 30 years, Australia has not supplied uranium to any country

which has not signed the Nuclear non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). India has not signed NPT

till today. Even before the implementation of the Indo-US agreement closed doors are being

opened.

Indo-US joint naval exercise

Wasting no opportunity to oppose, the left has also been opposing the joint Indo-US

naval exercise. The left MPs took a detour of the country in air-conditioned luxury buses to

protest against the exercise. Their hollow claim is that the exercise was a result of the Indo-

US agreement. India has been conducting military training with US forces since 1992. In

fact, India used to conduct exercises with several countries including Russia, China,

Indonesia, France, Malaysia and Japan. India and Russia are slated to hold a joint exercise

in September and India and China will have a similar exercise in November. If our naval

forces have to safeguard our maritime boundaries through which 2, 60,000 ships sail and 2,

74, 000, 00 (two crore seventy four) barrels of oil are being ferried every year, it needs

training. This has been going on periodically. India has entered into national security cooperation

agreement with 12 countries including America, Russia, Australia and China.

This training programme is intended to improve the efficiency of our armed forces. The left'

acrobatics' played out for the sake of the 62 seats they possess, will only serve to demoralize

the armed forces. Some people beyond the boundary may even be enjoying the show.

Left double standards

The Congress, under shoes leadership the imperialistic forces were defeated to

achieve India's independence also led the country in overcoming the consequences of three

wars in ten years. The same Congress will also be able to make the country's future secure

without bringing any harm to India's honour and reputation before the international

community. People have the wisdom to recognize the suspicious stands taken by the BJP,

the left and other parties and the strong posture of the Congress on the nuclear deal. The
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Congress gives importance to national interest and the future of the coming generations.

However, we cannot forget the stand taken by the left parties during the Quit India

Movement, freedom struggle and India - China war.

India's left, particularly communist parties need to answer one question. The left

parties have been suddenly going hammer and tongs at the UP A Government in the last one

month. Where were they in the last two years? The first moves for the Indo-US agreement

began when the Prime Minister and US President made a joint statement on July 18, 2005.

On February 7 that year, the Prime Minister made a statement in Parliament. On March 7

and August 17 the same year, the Prime Minister made a detailed statement in Parliament

and in between, officials of either sides held discussions also.

On December 8, 2006, the Hyde Act was passed. Manmohan Singh and Pranab

Mukherjee have said that they had apprised both the UPA allies and the left about the

discussions on the deal and its various aspects. Why didn't these people, who speak about

imperialism and American colonialism, withdraw support to the government on July 18,

2005? Several rounds of discussions were held between the two countries. No CPM leader

held even a news conference then. The communist parties shifted their stand only when the

final agreement came out and China became concerned. The left came out against the deal

only on August 7,2007. Other than offering some lame excuses, they are unable to say why

they kept mum for two years.

The CPM in India is blindly supporting the stand of the Chinese Communist Party

which opposes the Indo-US agreement. The CPM which is a constituent of the UPA that

supports the Government had a responsibility to discuss and settle their concerns with the

Prime Minister and others.

China's concerns about the agreement are understandable. It is expected that India

would capture the fourth place among Big league nations by 2020. The chances of India

becoming third after the US and China between 2020 and 2025 cannot be ruled out also.

China will have a concern that if India achieves the growth and development envisaged by

the nuclear agreement, India may even overtake China to capture the second place and India

will be the biggest challenger to the US Supremacy over the world. The left seems to be

sharing their concern. For the communists, what matters more than national interest is their

enslavement to a philosophy that has turned obsolete.

-- End of article ----
India’s Nuclear Energy

Programme &

The 123 Agreement with the

United States

_ The Indian National Congress – the party which was in the

vanguard of freedom struggle and has led the independent

India to unassailable position of a global power – welcomes in a

true spirit of democracy the debate on 123 Agreement with the

US.

_ India launched its nuclear energy programme under the

leadership of Jawaharlal Nehru and international cooperation

was an essential element of this programme, with India seeking

assistance from the United States, Canada, France, the then

U.S.S.R. etc.

_ Keeping in view India’s security interests and the need to retain

the nuclear option, India under Indira Gandhi’s leadership

refused to sign the NPT, describing it as a discriminatory treaty.

_ The Indian National Congress has throughout placed India’s

national interest above politics. It has protected the sovereignty

and integrity of India and defended its right of independent

decision-making while responding to international

developments. The Congress party has firmly been and remains

firmly committed to defend India’s freedom and supreme

national interest.

_ 1974 – Under Indira Gandhi’s bold leadership, India conducted

the first peaceful nuclear explosion. The world responded by

ending all nuclear cooperation with India. But India continued

to develop its nuclear programme by using indigenous

technology. Nuclear Suppliers’ Group (NSG) was created, led by

the US, mainly to deny India access to nuclear technology,

equipment and materials.

_ 1998 – India exercised its nuclear option in May 1998, made

possible because of the commitment of successive Congress

Governments to develop credible minimum nuclear deterrent to

safeguard its national security and retain strategic autonomy.

_ 2004 – Congress’s manifesto for 2004 Lok Sabha elections

reiterated its commitment to “maintaining a credible nuclear

weapons programme …….. It will take a leadership role in

promoting universal nuclear disarmament and working for a

nuclear weapons free world order.”

_ 2005 – Under July 2005 Joint Statement, India reciprocally

agreed to assume the same responsibilities and practices and

acquire the same benefits and advantages as other leading

countries with advanced nuclear technology such as the United

States.

_ The Agreement places India in a special category as a “State

possessing advanced nuclear technology”, like the US, with both

parties “having the same benefits and advantages”. This is a de

facto recognition of India as a nuclear power.

_ The objective of the 123 agreement with the United States is to

end India’s international isolation and enable its full

participation in international civil nuclear cooperation.

_ The 123 Agreement provides for full civil nuclear energy

cooperation. It contains a full reflection of the March, 2006

supply assurances, its linkage to safeguards in perpetuity and

the provision for corrective measures in case of disruption of

fuel supply. It provides for the development of a strategic

reserve of nuclear fuel to guard against any disruption of supply

over the lifetime of India’s reactors. The Agreement grants

India upfront the right to reprocess spent fuel.

_ The 123 Agreement is not at the cost of (i) the autonomy of our

strategic nuclear programme; (ii) our indigenous three stage

nuclear programme; (iii) our research and development

activities. Our government remains committed to all these.

_ The 123 Agreement does not in any way affect India’s right to

undertake future nuclear tests, if it is necessary in India’s

national interest. A decision to undertake a future nuclear test

would be our sovereign decision, one that rests solely with the

government of India.

_ The 123 Agreement entails no obligations for India to sign

CTBT/FMCT. We, however, remain committed to a voluntary,

unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing. We are also

committed to negotiate on FMCT in the Conference on

Disarmament.

_ India’s commitment is confined to the terms and provisions of

the 123 Agreement only. The Hyde Act is only an enabling

legislation to permit the US Administration to negotiate

bilateral nuclear cooperation agreement with India.

_ The Government has pursued the negotiations with the US on

the 123 Agreement with an unprecedented measure of

transparency, including three full debates in both houses of

Parliament. The Government has addressed all apprehensions

and concerns voiced by our partners and allies and scientists.

_ UPA Government and Congress Party are committed to

continue giving high priority to indigenous 3-stage nuclear

programme, allowing utilization of enormous thorium reserves.

_ It is critical that we maintain our current annual economic

growth rate of 8-10% if we are to achieve that goal of

eradicating poverty. Inadequacy of energy supply is one of the

primary constraints on accelerating India’s growth rate. Nuclear

energy is a logical choice in this context and can make a larger

contribution to our overall energy mix. At present, its share is

only about 3% (3700 MWe) while France produces 80% of

power from Nuclear Energy. We have an ambitious programme

to increase our nuclear energy generating capacity to 20,000

MWe by 2020 and double this by 2030.

_ In the future we hope to generate more power from various

renewable and non-renewable energy sources. It will enable

India to meet the twin challenges of energy security and

environmental sustainability.

_ India will enormously benefit from access to nuclear

technology, equipment and materials as it would enable India to

run its indigenous reactors at full capacity and set-up more

reactors at a faster pace, thereby producing more electricity

which would mean more power for farmers, villages and

industry.

_ The 123 Agreement is signed between two countries as equal

partners. This will pave the way for cooperation in civil nuclear

energy with other countries including France and Russia. The

Congress Party reaffirms its abiding commitment to nuclear

non-proliferation and total nuclear disarmament which is

universal and verifiable as was proposed by Rajiv Gandhi at the

Special UN Session on Disarmament in 1988.
