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SPECIAL REPORT:
INTERNATIONAL REACTION
TO US.-INDIA NUCLEAR DEAL
- SOME STRONG SUPPORT,
MUCH CAUTION, A FEW
SURPRISES

On March 2, 2006, President George W. Bush
and Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh
announced an historic agreement on civilian nuclear
trade. The agreement, the centerpiece of the Bush
Administration’s effort to expand and deepen ties
with India, would end a nearly 30-year embargo
on U.S. civilian nuclear cooperation with that
country. In return, India, which is not a party to the
nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), and which
announced its possession of nuclear weapons
following a series of nuclear tests in 1998, agreed
to implement a number of measures supportive
of international efforts to curb the proliferation of
nuclear arms. Among other measures, India agreed
to separate its civilian and military nuclear facilities
and to place the former under the inspection system
of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).
Importantly, the United States sees the agreement
as a means for adding India to the list of states
actively opposing the spread of nuclear weapons to
additional countries.

In 1992, the 45-member Nuclear Suppliers
Group (NSG) adopted a ban on all nuclear trade
wvisg rssdrt kjd Hmch™+ sg”s Tqd mns cdsmdc "r
Nuclear Weapon States under the NPT and that
have not placed all of their nuclear facilities under
IAEA inspection. Thus, as a member of the group,
if it wishes to open civil nuclear trade with India,
the United States must obtain the support of the
Group’s members to exempt India from the 1992
embargo rule. Historically the NSG has operated
by consensus. Thus, in principle, any member of
the group could block the new U.S. proposal. Critics
of the U.S.-India agreement argue that softening
the NSG guidelines for India will weaken the
international regime aimed at curbing the spread
of nuclear arms and that these negative impacts
ntsvdifg sgd admdssr egnl sgd mnmognkiedq ™ shnm
commitments India has accepted as part of the deal.
Proponents of the deal, however, point out that India
is now committed to a number of nonproliferation

obligations to which it was not previously bound,
including its agreement to place the majority of
its nuclear power facilities under IAEA inspection.
Moreover, as the IAEA considered the important
question of whether to refer Iran to the UN Security
Council because of its past violations of IAEA
inspection rules, India, which in the past would
have remained on the sidelines, supported taking
strong measures against Tehran, demonstrating its
new activism on nonproliferation matters.

Given the implications of the U.S.-India
agreement for the international nonproliferation
regime, for international security more broadly,
and for state relations with Washington, the U.S.
hmhst ~stud ogdrdmsr B mx rsTsdr wisg " chesbtis
dilemma, in particular those that are NSG members,
ng g ud nsgdgvird ok™xdc rifmisb™ms gnkdr fm
building and reinforcing the nonproliferation regime.
While circumstances differ, most nations in these
categories have important competing interests to
weigh as they decide whether to endorse or oppose
the opening of civil nuclear trade with India. For this
reason, many states have refrained from adopting
~ 500 onrfsinm nmsgd B ~ssdgt “ksgntfg sgd Bdch™ hm
many nations has been more outspoken.

Qtrrh™+ TJ+ Eq mbd D Nesbh™k @oognu™k “mc
Bn 1 Bdgbh™k imsdgdrsr

A liberalization of NSG rules for New Delhi
would permit all major nuclear supplier countries,
in particular suppliers of uranium and/or of nuclear
power reactors, to trade with India, which is planning
a major expansion of its nuclear power industry.
Canada, France, Russia, and the United Kingdom,
D "k MRF BdNRadgr D Bffgs gnod eng rifmisb™ms
nuclear sales to India, giving them an economic
incentive to support a liberalization of nuclear
trading rules with New Delhi. (India has agreed that
all imported facilities would be placed on the list of
IAEA-inspected facilities.) France, Russia, and the
UK in fact have also been strongly supportive of the
U.S.-India agreement.

Russia

Russia’'s ambassador to
India, Vyacheslav Trubnikov,
openly welcomed the
agreement, saying that Russia
had long supported the removal of limits on civil
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nuclear cooperation with New Delhi and had also
supported the separation of the defense and civilian
components of the Indian nuclear program to make
cooperation easier. He expressed the hope that
the U.S.-Indian agreement would help achieve
progress in this area and eventually help to increase
the sale of Russian reactors and fuel to India. [1]
Russia is currently constructing two nuclear power
plants in that country and has sought additional
sales, only to be stymied by the NSG embargo.
Indeed, anticipating that the change in U.S. policy
towards India will lead to a repeal of the NSG rule
against nuclear trade with New Delhi, Russia has
offered to provide fuel for India’s Tarapur reactors,
even before the NSG acts to alter its rules — and
before the U.S. Congress amends U.S. law to
allow U.S. nuclear sales to India. An expert at
the Security and Disarmament Department of the
Russian Foreign Ministry, A. Shishlin, highlighted
Russia’s readiness to expand nuclear trade with
India, declaring that Russia was prepared to study
U.S.-proposed amendments to the NSG guidelines
and looked toward early progress in the relevant
negotiations. [2]

Commentary in the Russian media has focused
on three somewhat contradictory points. First,
analysts complain that the Bush Administration
r bgisbdc mnmognkedq~shhm sn- = rsq sdfib “kh mbd
with India against China, a development that
strengthens the United States globally and is not to
Russia’sadvantage.[3] Second,and more positively,
a number of commentators have stressed that the
agreement will open doors for large-scale nuclear
cooperation between Russia and India, once the
NSG guidelines are relaxed. India is expected to
bnmbktcd rifmhsb ~ms mdv bnmsg™bsr eng eqdrg mtbkd ™ q
fuel and, importantly, for new nuclear power stations
to be constructed by Russian companies — the
only foreign organizations currently building such
facilities in India. [4] In addition, at least one of these
observers has expressed concern that Russian
suppliers will have to face tough competition from
American companies, diminishing the prospects for
rifmisb™ms dbnmn Bhb £ hmr+ “r sgd Tmisdc Rs™sdr
seeks to monopolize the Indian market. [5]

The United Kingdom

The United Kingdom is S Z
a country of unquestionable 7_/1 K

commitment to strong

nonproliferation measures. A staunch ally of the
United States in opposing the perceived WMD
threat from Iraq during Operation Iraqi Freedom
and, more recently, in pressuring Iran to constrain
its nuclear activities, the UK has expressed strong
support for the U.S.-India agreement and stated
its intention to work with the United States and the
NSG to allow civil nuclear trade with New Delhi.
According to a government press release, Prime
Minister Blair responded to the deal by stating,
o adiidud sg~s sgd cdk b°m B~ jd ~ rifmish™ms
contribution to energy security, development,
economic and environmental objectives for Indiaand
the international community, as well as represent a
net gain for the non-proliferation regime.” [6]

British media commentary on the deal appears
to be more multifaceted. One columnist captured
the complexity of the situation. Calling the deal
outrageous, he declared that, “It blows a hole in
the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, just as the
world is trying to deter Iran from its nuclear aims.”
[7] However, the author then goes on to argue that,
“The deal answers one of the biggest problems
of the NPT: what should be done about countries
that already have the bomb, but [like India] have
never signed the treaty?” Suggesting that India’s
importance will have to be addressed in some
v xt sgd “tsgng “rrdegsr sgs sgd cd Tk hedmshsdr
the possible incentives for countries “prepared to
engage with the West.”

France

Khjd Qtrri™+ sgd nesbh™k
French reaction to the U.S.-
India agreement on nuclear
cooperation has not only been
receptive, but France has also used the proposed
changes in the rules governing nuclear transfers
to India as an opportunity to conclude its own
~gq”mFd B dmsr visg Hmeh™ tm sgd mtbkd ™ q sdkc- Hm k™ sd
February 2006, just prior to President Bush’s visit
to South Asia, French President Jacques Chirac
met with Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh
to conclude a number of far-reaching agreements,
including one for the provision of nuclear reactors
and fuel to India. Echoing sentiments similar
to those expressed by President Bush during
the initial announcement of the U.S.-India deal
on July 18, 2005, President Chirac stated that,
“India’s access to civilian-nuclear technology... is

Issue 4

APR 2006

PILOT
PRODUCT




| htS Issues and Viewpoints in the International Media

indeed necessary in order to drive and fuel India’s
economic development.” [8] [9] The details of
the French-India nuclear agreement, which were
deferred until the nuclear facility separation plan
v r sm”kydc adsvddm sgd Tmisdc Rs™sdr ~mc Hmch™+
if determined, have not been disclosed. (France
is not known to have expressed concern that one
facility on the Indian military list, the Fast Breeder
Test Reactor, is built with technology provided by
France in the early 1970s.)

While the U.S.-India deal has received a
positive response from the French government,
commentary in the French press has been critical of
the nonproliferation implications of the agreement.
One editorial in the March 4, 2006, issue of
Le Monde argued that the discrepancy in the U.S.
approaches to India and Iran opens the United
States to charges of applying “dual standards.” [10]
The paper went on to assert that this difference
“highlights a belief long held by some U.S.
strategists: the danger of nuclear weapons is
not technological, but political; it depends on the
nature of the regimes that possess them.” Another
columnist writing in Libération on March 23,
2006, criticized the deal from a slightly different
perspective, arguing that the agreement may result
in the increased proliferation of nuclear weapons,
because “...the fact remains that the U.S. initiative
— which presupposes India’s long-term political
stability and the settlement of the still explosive
issue of Kashmir — could spark a military nuclear
race, particularly in Asia.” [11] The author noted,
for example, that Pakistan “will inevitably” seek a
similar agreement from China to the one India has
signed with the United States.

B m c” D Chesbtks Bgnhbdr @gd~c

While Canada has not
given the U.S-India deal the
clear endorsement that the
agreement has received from
Russia, the UK, and France, it
has agreed to resume civilian nuclear cooperation
with India for “dual-use” nuclear goods, in spite of
some concerns. (Such sales are permitted by the
NSG nuclear export guidelines, which explicitly
ban only sales of items especially designed and
prepared for civilian or military nuclear uses.)
Canada’s nuclear cooperation history with India

gives it a particular stake in the outcome of the
agreement and the approval of changes to the
NSG rules. In 1956, Canada provided India with
a reactor (known as the CIRUS reactor) which
is widely believed to have been used to produce
the plutonium used in India’s 1974 nuclear test.
Canada asserts that such use of its reactor was
in violation of a pledge made by India to use the
unit only for peaceful purposes. India claims that
it did not violate this pledge, because the 1974
detonation was a “peaceful nuclear explosion”
of the kind that the United States and the Soviet
Union were exploring at the time. Because of the
episode, Canada ended all nuclear commerce with
India in 1976.

Demonstrating Canada’s continued concern
regarding the role of the CIRUS unit in India’s
mtbkd~q “hstuisidr+ T B m ch™m nesbhk reffdrsdc
during a December 19, 2005, forum on CIRUS
in Washington, DC, that the U.S.-India initiative
provided “an excellent opportunity” to address
the role of the Canadian-supplied reactor. [12]
Expressing Canada’s position on the matter, the
nesbi~k rs~sdc sg st shuvd g ud dmbntq fdc imech™
and the U.S. to place the CIRUS under IAEA
safeguards. This would respect the peaceful
uses assurance of our original agreement.” In
spite of this stance, however, Canada indicated
in late January 2006 that, even if CIRUS were not
placed on India’s list of civilian, IAEA-inspected
facilities, Canada would still be prepared to support
changing the NSG rules to allow nuclear trade with
India, if it determined the U.S.-India agreement
to be a “net gain” for the nonproliferation regime.
According to India’s separation plan, announced
March 7, 2006, CIRUS will not be placed under
IAEA safeguards but will be shut down in 2010.
Canada has yet to make any public declarations
as to its net assessment of the agreement in light
of the separation plan, which also states that six
reactors based on the design of the Canadian-
supplied Rajasthan nuclear power plants are to be
placed on India’s military list. (See article on India’s
breeder program in this issue of WMD Insights.)

Canada’s change in position to allow nuclear
cooperation with India in dual-use goods has
received mixed reviews from former senior
members of Canada’s Foreign Ministry. Reid
Morden, a former Deputy Minister of Foreign
Affairs, noted that previous attempts had been
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made to reestablish nuclear relations between
B m™c™ “mc Hmch™+ rsTsmF sgTst o sghmj sgdx sm”kkx
cdbhicdc sg~s eng fnnc “mc rtesbidms rdie,msdgdrs
we should do this.” [13] Former Canadian Foreign
Minister Lloyd Axworthy, one of the individuals
credited with Canada’s strong stand against nuclear
cooperation with India, harshly criticized Canada’s
decision, arguing that, “Here you have a country
like Canada, which for decades was really a strong
voice for restraining proliferation and, in fact, trying
to improve it, basically giving up.” [14]

On balance, response to the deal in the
Canadian media tended to echo the sentiment of
Mr. Axworthy. An editorial in the March 7, 2006,
issue of The Toronto Star derided the deal as
undermining nuclear arms control and posing a
threat to global security. The paper argued that,
instead of such bilateral deals, the nuclear powers,
including advanced nuclear-capable states such
as Canada, “should sell nuclear technology only to
nations agreeing not to develop nuclear weapons,”
positing that such policies have “served as a brake
on the spread of nuclear weaponry.” [15] Haroon
Siddiqui, editor emeritus of The Toronto Star, took
a similar position, arguing that the deal will hinder
U.S. efforts to engage Iran and stating that Iran’s
cheating “has been miniscule compared to Israel’s,
India’s and Pakistan’s,” all of which developed
nuclear weapons outside the NPT. [16]

O~ jhrs"m D FgnvhmF
Chrfqtmskd B dms

In the months following the
July 18, 2005, announcement
of the basic outline of the U.S.-
India agreement, Pakistan
reacted relatively calmly in its
nesbh ™k ognmntmbd B dmsr+ rdd Bimfx gdrifmdc sn sgd
fact that it was not going to receive comparable
treatment from Washington to that enjoyed by
imch™-  Vofkd ~ agde btggx ne qeIngr rtfFfdrsdct
erroneously, that Islamabad was going to sign a
major nuclear reactor purchase agreement with
China, in fact, Pakistan seemed to carry its burden
rather stoically, even through the March 4-5, 2006,
visit of President Bush to Islamabad only days
“esdg sgd T-R-,mch™ o~ bs v r sm”kydc- [17] Behind
the scenes, Pakistan had expressed the hope that
it will be able to graduate to the same status as India

over time, a theme the Musharraf government also
pursued during the Bush visit. [18] Nonetheless,
some Pakistani observers believed from the outset
that the U.S.-India agreement would cast a long
shadow and adversely affect a wide range of
O~ jhrs™mh tmsdgdrsr+ tmbkecimf bnmscdmbd,athcimf
talks with India over Kashmir. [19]

The Bush visit to the region appeared to intensify
distress over the new U.S.-India relationship. An
editorial, just prior to the visit, in the Urdu-language
Islamabad Khabrain, declared, for example, that it
was probable that anti-U.S. feelings would increase
if Pakistan were ignored. [20] Similarly, the day after
the March 2 agreement was announced, Mushahid
Hussain Syed, chairman for the Senate standing
committee on foreign affairs, called for giving
equal status to Pakistan and India with regard to
nuclear cooperation. [21] Seeking a balance to
the new U.S.-India entente, roughly a week after
President Bush visited Islamabad, Pakistani Prime
Minister Shaukat Aziz vowed to deepen bilateral
cooperation in all aspects with Beijing. [22] One
major daily complained that Pakistan must be
“bbngcdc sgd r~ Bd admdssr “r Hmch” e MRF qtkdr
are changed, and chastened the United States for
failing to recognize that the deal could disturb the
balance of power in the region. Indeed, it argued
that the United States was reverting to its old
approach of playing one power against the other
and destabilizing the region in the process. [23]
Pakistani media also noted that the failure to offer
Pakistan a deal similar to that offered to India was
likely to be seen as evidence of Washington’s bias
against Islamic states acquiring nuclear technology,
a step likely to increase divisions between the West
and Islamic countries. [24] An embittered editorial
in the nationalistic Nawa-I-Waqt called for an end to
Pakistan’s reliance on the United States, declaring,
9\Vd r~x sgd nmkx v~ x sn rsddg nts egn B sgd chesbtisx
faced by Pakistan is that it should say good-bye to
the so-called U.S. friendship and free itself from
U.S. slavery.” [25]

One particularly strident comment was offered
by Pakistani Foreign Minister Khurshid Kasuri in a
March 16, 2005, interview, where he asserted, “We
demand equality of treatment and we’ll continue to
pursue it.” He went on to say, that “once this [the
U.S.-India agreement] goes through, the NPT is
smirgdct “mc sg~s sgd O jirs™mh otakb rddr sgd
initiative as one more indication that the United
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States has not been “a constant friend the way
China has.” [26]

It will be important to see whether this sudden
bg mfd ne snmd v r “m hrnk”sdc tmbhcdms ng qdsdbsr
~ 17ing rghes im nesbh~k O~ Jhrs™mh ~sstistcdr sg s bntke
strain relations with the United States, at a time
when Washington is seeking Pakistani cooperation
in rolling up the A.Q. Khan nuclear smuggling
network and in avoiding confrontations with India.

The new assertiveness on the part of some
O~ jhrs™mh nesbh™kr B~x ad "m “ssdBos sn cdsdbs
the impression, implicit in many Pakistani press
accounts, that President Musharraf has been
ineffectual in pressing Pakistan’'s case with
Washington for the opening of civil nuclear
cooperation.

Qdfhnm~k Onwvdgr Rgnv B~ tshnm+ \/ghkd
Ldch™ Bohshptdr @fgdd B dms

Several important regional states that are NSG
members and that traditionally have been vocal on
strengthening international nonproliferation rules,
including The Republic of Korea (ROK), Brazil, and
South Africa, have shown caution in expressing any
nesbh™k gd~bsinm sn sgd ~fqdd Bdms- \Vghkd sgd Bdch™
commentary in these states is largely critical of the
cd ™k sgd nesbh™k ognmntmbd B dmsr g~ ud addm B ngd
ft gcdct tmentasdckx gdsdbsimf sgd mddc eng sgd
governments involved to weigh a range of interests,
including their relations with the United States
and India, as they assess the nonproliferation
implications of ending the NSG nuclear trade
embargo against New Delhi.

@,

The ROK  government *; ,3;
nesbh lkx g r mns qd bsdc sn
the proposed U.S.-India nuclear deal, but Seoul,
which is relying on the application of international
nonproliferation norms to constrain the North
Korean nuclear program, may be uncomfortable
with an agreement that appears to weaken a long-
standing element of the nonproliferation regime.
Open opposition to the arrangement, however,
could add to a series of issues that have recently
strained Seoul’s alliance with Washington at a time
when the Roh Moo-hyun government is seeking

to maintain strong bilateral security and economic
ties. Furthermore, the ROK government does not

South Korea

PILOT
PRODUCT

want to alienate India. The two countries held talks
on a free trade agreement March 23-24, 2006. The
talks are the result of a Comprehensive Economic
Partnership Agreement between the two states that
was signed when Indian President Abdul Kalam
visited Seoul in February 2006. [27]

While the ROK government has eschewed
public statements on the U.S.-India nuclear pact,
the South Korean press has been vocally opposed
to the deal. The press has largely based its criticism
on the following concerns:

(a) the agreement represents a U.S. double
standard;

(b) it is part of a larger U.S. global strategy
to ally with India and contain China at
the cost of strict nonproliferation rules;

"b( gdv " qchmFHmeh™ wikk B~ jd s Bngd chesbtis
to persuade North Korea to abandon its
nuclear weapons program;

(d) it will undermine the NPT by giving
India the same access to civil nuclear
cooperation as enjoyed by states, like
South Korea, that have joined the treaty

and renounced nuclear arms;

(e) it represents U.S. opportunism and an
effort to secure a growing market for

@ B dghb™m mtbkd~q dmdgFx sqBr: “mc

it could invite China to cut a similar deal
with Pakistan and thus help trigger an
arms race in Asia. [28]

()

At least one article criticized the United States
for “agreeing in August 2005 to cooperate closely
with India in the realm of space technology, and
thus contribute to India’s development of an ICBM.”
[29] Koreans, it may be noted, have long been
sensitive to perceptions of a U.S. double standard
within Northeast Asia, under which many South
Koreans believe the United States allows Japan
more leeway in pursuing
sensitive nuclear technologies
than it allows their country.

2

Brazil, South Africa

Brazil and South Africa [
g~ ud ok™xdc rifmhsb™ms qnkdr hm
championing the NPT, as part
of the New Agenda Coalition [La®
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(NAC), promoting the treaty especially as a means
for achieving global nuclear disarmament. Both
countries joined the NPT after years of opposing the
pact. Brazil did so after it abandoned an incipient
nuclear weapons program that it pursued through
the mid-1980s; South Africa took this step after
it decided, in 1991, to eliminate its small nuclear
arsenal. One incentive for both states to jointhe NPT
was the fact that this step would make them eligible
for civilian nuclear cooperation from members of the
NSG — a group that both states have since joined
and of which Brazil, at the moment, chairs.

Underthe U.S.-India agreement, Indiawould now
enjoy the same access to civil nuclear cooperation
as Brazil and South Africa, but without renouncing
nuclear weapons, as these states were required
to do to obtain this privilege. This history might
be expected to lead the two states to oppose the
U.S.-India accord within the NSG, but they have not
openly done so. Among other competing concerns,
the two countries have been building political ties
with India in recent years as an informal leadership
grouping within the developing world, known as
the G3.

Commentary in the Brazilian press has been
more direct. Some analysts in the media have
been critical of the deal as being harmful to the
nuclear nonproliferation regime, especially the
NPT. According to one Brazilian columnist writing
on March 3 in the Folha de Sao Paulo, the U.S.-
Hmch™ ~Fqdd Bdms sgdogdrdmsr xds “mnsgdgq srrtqd
in the already problematic NPT,” adding that the
United States is, “in some way, rewarding India for
never signing the NPT.” [30] The notion that the
NPT is already fraught with divisions and challenges
suggests, however, that the agreement only added
to existing frustrations with the regime, but did not
create a new source of dissatisfaction. A second
columnist writing for the same paper on March 13
invoked a theme seen in press commentaries in
other countries, citing a U.S. double standard in its
policies vis-a-vis India and Iran. [31]

In contrast to these two commentaries, an
earlier article in the Folha de Sao Paulo, written
in August 2005, shortly after the announcement of
the deal, does not make any reference to the NPT,
but rather focuses on the agreement’s strategic
implications. While suggesting that the deal
essentially recognizes India as a member of the

“nuclear club,” author Demetrio Magnoli observes
that the agreement is part of a broader U.S. policy
of strengthening relations with India. “Above all,”
Magnoliargued, “the strategic India-U.S. partnership
cements the foundations of an Asia policy aimed at
counterbalancing China’s power.” [32] Magnoli then
related this attempt to counterbalance China with
the U.S. position on UN Security Council reform,
where the U.S. has been ready to consider adding
Japan as a new permanent member to the body
(but without the right of veto), which he also views
as an effort to limit China’s power. Brazil, which
desires a permanent seat on the UN Security
Council, is likely to be highly attuned to any apparent
tmsdq”bstnmr ~ B nmf sgd Bntmbligr odgl “mdms sud
members that might support an increase in the
number of permanent Council members.

There has been little commentary on the deal
in the South African press. The few analyses
that have appeared, however, echo the views of
critics elsewhere, with some variations. According
to one South African columnist, the agreement
“demonstrates the truth about nuclear programs,”
explaining that, “the haves will shout and scream
about you developing nuclear weapons, but once
you have them the world quickly adjusts to this
new balance, and the haves have no choice but
to welcome you into the club.” [33] While such a
viewpoint is somewhat anomalous, coming from a
state that agreed to dismantle its nuclear weapons
and nuclear weapons program in the 1990s, it
~oodTqr sn gdbdbs T eqtrsgTshnm whsg sgd mtbkd g
nonproliferation regime, which is consistent with
nesbh k Rntsg @eghb™m rs™sd Bdmsr tgfimf Fqd ~sdqg
progress on nuclear disarmament.

Dfxos D Fnudgm Bdms,a”bjdc Ldch™
Dwoqgdrrdr Chrbn Bengs

Egypt, also a vocal
member of the NAC (though
not an NSG member), has
focused traditionally on the
lack of universality of the NPT,
especially in the Middle East — a euphemism for its
concerns that Israel remains outside the pact and
continues to possess a nuclear weapons capability.
Given its attention to Israel’s nuclear potential,
Cairo is likely to be wary of any policy changes that
appear to legitimize the possession of nuclear arms
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by a non-NPT state. Not surprisingly, therefore, the
agreement between Washington and New Delhi
received negative press in the Egyptian media.

The most prevalent criticism in the media,
common to many critics of the nuclear deal, is
that it embodies an American “double standard”
with regard to India’s and Iran’s nuclear programs,
repsectively. As stated by al-Ahram, Egypt's
nesbh™k “mc Bnrs wvhcdix ¢gd”c mdvro~odgt 8Sgd
United States-India nuclear energy deal
undermines the U.S. moral position against the
Iranian nuclear program and takes the notorious
U.S. double standards towards the Arab and
Islamic world to new heights.... This U.S.
generosity has its motives, but it clearly contradicts
the country’s near hysterical opposition to Iran’s
nuclear program.” [34] A second article in al-
Ahram claimed that the United States is bolstering
India’s power in the region to counter China, as
well as to increase the world market for nuclear
reactors, thus using the deal to serve Washington’'s
interests. [35] An additional criticism is that, under
this agreement, India will be allowed to choose
which of its nuclear reactors will be placed under
IAEA safeguards, allowing several to be designated
as military facilities. This is seen as enhancing
nuclear proliferation by permitting the further
production of nuclear weapons. [36]

Bghm™ D @m~kxrsr B~ tshntrkx Bghshb ™k

The desire to build India as
a balance to China’s growing
power is seen by many to be
one of the key reasons behind
increasing U.S. cooperation
with India, including in the nuclear sector. As a
result, the nuclear agreement between Washington
and New Delhi raises strategic considerations
for Beijing. As a member of the NSG, China’s
views will be of great importance when the
United States seeks to modify the group’s
guidelines to permit nuclear commerce with
India. Many observers expect that China will
seek a similar exemption for Pakistan to permit
sales of Chinese nuclear power plants to
Islamabad. [37]

Sgd nesbi™k Bgimdrd gdronmrd sn sgd T-R-,imch™
nuclear agreement, however, has been rather

muted. Foreign Ministry spokesman Qin Gang
commented only that any U.S. nuclear cooperation
with India should contribute to the strengthening of
international nuclear nonproliferation efforts and
reiterated the hope that states, like India, which are
outside the NPT, would join the pact as non-nuclear
weapon states, permanently renouncing nuclear
arms. [38]

Rnld neshbh ™k r~mbsinmdc Bgimdrd
commentators, however, took issue with the
Indo-U.S. agreement, accusing Washington of
applying a double standard in its nonproliferation
policies towards India and Iran. One unsigned
commentary in the Chinese Communist Party’s
nesbh™k 0~ odgt sgd People’s Daily, entitled, “Nuclear
Nonproliferation Regime’s Embarrassment,” decried
the negative impact of the deal on the international
nonproliferation regime. [39]

Chinese media reports also focused on the
expansion of U.S.-India ties, in particular in the
areas of defense and energy cooperation, as
well as economic relations. According to these
media analyses, the Bush Administration seeks
to consolidate the U.S.-India relationship by
enbtrimf nm sggdd jdx “qd r- Sgd sgrs munkudr
forming a strong politico-strategic partnership by
emphasizing the two states’ shared values as the
world’s oldest and largest democracies and their
common interests in combating global terrorism,
achieving energy security, and maintaining regional
stability. The second focuses on the two countries’
expanding bilateral trade to achieve a target of
$50 billion by 2009. [40]

Ats odgg~or sgd Enrs rifmisb™ms eng Bgimdrd
commentators, apart from the nuclear deal, is
growing Indo-U.S. defense and space cooperation.
They cite the fact that the U.S. Department of
Defense has signed a ten-year defense cooperation
agreement with India in which the United
States would provide a broad range of defense
equipment and military technologies, including
sfgsdq “hgbgTes "E,05r “mc E,07r(+ “mc vngj whsg
India on joint research and development in the
military sector. The United States is also planning
space cooperation with India, which, they note, could
enhance Indian missile capabilities, increasing the
potential threat to China. [41]
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Hg~m Bk™h Bl r sn ad sgd Uhbsh Il ne = Cntakd
Rs™mc qc

Much of the criticism
towards the U.S.-India
agreement highlights a

discrepancy between the U.S.
demands that Iran cease its
uranium enrichment and plutonium reprocessing
activities for fear that it will develop nuclear
weapons, and U.S. willingness to allow full nuclear
cooperation with India, a state that has already
developed nuclear weapons outside the NPT.
While the contexts of these two states and their
decisions are very different, Iran has sought to use
this perception of U.S. inconsistency to attack the
United States and defend its own actions.

Iranian media commentators, policy makers,
and politicians have therefore consistently claimed
that the U.S.-India nuclear deal is a “scandal” that
dwd Bokisdr sgd dgxonbgirxt€ dcntakd rs mc qcr+t
and “impudence” of American foreign policy. The
state-owned Vision of the Islamic Republic of Iran
radio channel describes the U.S.-India deal as
a case of “nuclear apartheid.” The commentator
highlights how the Bush Administration disregarded
the IAEA by signing the deal and argues: “Such
behavior sends a clear message to the international
community: any country that supports American
policies is allowed to possess nuclear weapons.
Any other country that opposes American policies
and wishes to remain independent is not permitted
to acquire even peaceful nuclear technology — even
if it adheres to the agency’s guidelines.” [42] State
nesbh“kr g-ud “krn otalibkx bnmecd Emdc sgd cdk
The speaker of the Iranian parliament, Ghulam Al
Haddad Adel, criticized the “West's” attitude towards
Iran: “We have no objection to India. We object to
America’s dual attitude.” [43] Mehdi Akhunzade,
Iranian ambassador to the UN in Vienna also
pointed out this “dual attitude” in an interview with a
European daily, by arguing India was “rewarded by
Bush,” yet Iran is singled out even though it signed
the NPT. [44]

Vahkd sgd utdvr ne sgdrd rs”sd nesbh~kr “mc sgd
state-owned media tend to be more conservative
by Iranian political standards, there is also
condemnation of this deal in the more moderate
reformist outlets. In papers like Etemad, one
commentator highlights how Iran was among

nmd ne sgd sqrs bntmsgdr sn intm sgd MOS+ xds hr
prevented by the “West” from developing “peaceful
nuclear technology.” [45] Another writer views the
deal as forging an American alliance with India to
balance China’s emerging power. [46] In the case
of references to the “West,” it seems that some
Hg™mh™mr g~ ud bnms~sdc @ B dghb™m onkibx visg sg~s ne
Europe. Second, the criticism is directed not against
India “per se”, but the perceived “double standards”
of American policy on the nuclear issue.

Bnmbktrhnm

The U.S.-India agreement on nuclear
cooperation has received considerable attention in
sgd tmsdgqm~shinm ™k bn B B tmhsx+ ansg ~s sgd nesbh™k kdudk
and among media commentators. Reaction has
been varied. Among the members of the critically
important Nuclear Suppliers Group, several states
have been openly favorable, strongly supporting
the deal as bringing India into the nonproliferation
fold and opening nuclear power markets in a
developing nation with a surging economy. Other
NSG members that may be less sympathetic to the
agreement have spoken with caution, and none
appear to have openly opposed the deal. Four NSG
states that, for various reasons, might have been
expected to be more critical — Brazil, Canada, South
Africa, and South Korea — have not taken this tack,
although they have left themselves considerable
room to maneuver. China, another important
NSG member, appears uncomfortable with the
U.S.-India initiative, but may see opportunities for
compensating arrangements that open the door to
nuclear trade with its regional ally Pakistan.

Several NSG members not discussed here
that are said to be distressed by the agreement,
such as Austria, Germany, Ireland and Sweden,
have also proceeded cautiously, waiting to see
additional details of the understanding, the stance
of other NSG members, and whether the U.S.
Congress will impose additional conditions on the
implementation of the deal. Among other factors all
NSG members will weigh is the impact of opposing
the agreement on their wider relations with the
United States. [47]

Egypt, a non-NSG state, appears unhappy
with the U.S. proposal to forgive the sins of a state
outside the NPT, but since Israel is not likely to seek
equal treatment, Egypt’s concerns may dissipate
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over time. Not surprisingly, Pakistan and Iran have
been open critics of the initiative.

For the moment, international media opinion
is divided but appears, on balance, to be less
dmsgtrh rstb “ants cd™k tm rnld b~ rdr gdsdbsimf
nesbh~k sgimjim¥ nm sgd rtaidbs- Sn ¢ sd+ gnvdudgt
this criticism does not appear to have had a negative
impact on prospects for the arrangement.

In sum, because many states have a stake in
the U.S.-India nuclear agreement, the United States
will need to mount a strong diplomatic effort to build
broad support for the initiative. While such support
is by no means assured at this moment, most key
players remain open to U.S. persuasion as events
unfold.

Peter Crail, Dan Pinkston, Sammy Salama, Nikolai Sokov,
Leonard Spector, and Jing-Dong Yuan - Monterey Institute
Center for Nonproliferation Studies
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