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I ntroduction:
What Makes A Peace Process Irreversible?

RapHA KumAR

This report summarizesthefindings of thefirst meeting seriesin atwo-year program
that the Delhi Policy Group hasjust launched, on “ Devel oping Durable Peace Processes
and Partners.” The programisbuilt around India s renewed peacemaking engagements
at home, with its neighbors, and worldwide; and it combines closed-door policy
conferences with student workshops, in an effort to expand policy-oriented research
on peace and security between Indian and European think tanks and universities.

Today India has peace processes at home in the troubled border states of Kashmir
and the Northeast, and Indian policymakers are considering an imaginative range of
measuresto satisfy aspirationsfor self-determination, from political and fiscal devolution
to cultural and/or economic integration across borders. In each peace process, the
emphasis has shifted subtly from concerns of state to local needs and desires.

In our neighborhood, we have negotiati ons going with Pakistan and Chinaon arange
of territorial disputes, wework closely with Bhutan, and gingerly with Bangladesh, on
border management; our cooperation with Sri Lankahas helped bring Tamil separatists
to the table; and we have, with our South Asian neighbors, infused new life into the
South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC).

Internationally, we have developed arapid array of bilateral and institutiona relationships
for security, conflict management and peacemaking. Indiahasjoined the Asia-Pacific
Regional Security Forum and the Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN),
and hasindividual trade and security agreements with a number of Asian countries,
from Chinato Singapore. We have strategic partnerships with the United States and
the European Union; and we have expanded our United Nations' peacekeeping to
includetraining and post-conflict stabilization (for example, incivilian policing, conducting



electionsand constitution-writing). Most recently, and perhapsmost strikingly, weare
seeking to prevent future conflict over akey resource by forging Asian partnerships
for energy sharing and development that include Myanmar, Bangladesh, Japan and
Chinato our east, and Central Asia, Iran, Afghanistan and Pakistan to our west.

When we first started planning this program two years ago, we had little idea that
Indiaand Pakistan might take such giant strides towards peace in so short atime. We
did, however, believethat theimpact of globalization and 9/11 on changing domestic
and regional interests would create conditions for a durable peace processto emerge
in Kashmir.

We also believed that the end of the Cold War left Indiauniquely poised to regain the
international positionit heldinthe early yearsof dismantling empire, when Indiahad
an influence on international peacemaking far exceeding its material or strategic
capabilities. In the 1950s and 1960s, India helped a number of countries to emerge
from colonialism; its leaders, soldiers and diplomats gave substance to the idea that
third parties could be constructive without pursuing great power ambitions; and India's
own wide-ranging approach to building consensus across a plethora of groups,
communities and regions was of interest to almost every emerging nation.

Paradoxically, the skillsthat Indiadevel oped then, which fell into disuse asthe Cold
War expanded and India retreated into semi-isolation, are of much greater value
today. In a world where stabilizing failing states, and rebuilding failed ones, has
becomethekey priority acrossideological divides, India's peculiar mix of experiences
at home and abroad is being increasingly looked at. As an English friend of mine
said plaintively when the Bosnian war was at its height and the UN was riven over
how to react, “We used to think you were frightful busybodies, but we miss you
now.”

We ourselves, as Ambassador Bajpai pointed out, have been slow to appreciate the
extent to which other countries value us. India’s rapid economic change, from a
stagnant devel oping world country to apotential Asian power, ismuch discussed. But
India’s equally rapid change — from a country that sat at the edge of superpower
rivalry to acountry that hasasignificant web of good faith diplomatic and security ties
across the world —isless widely discussed, partly because these are relationshipsin
the making. Yet Indiaistoday in aposition to be more than a busybody —we can put
our money, or our good offices, where our mouthsare. And our approach isno longer



morally lofty; wetry to combine understanding of different national interestsand real-
time obstacles in our foreign policy, even when our domestic constituencies might
prefer a posture.

Coincidentally, the European Union is undergoing a similar process of expansion,
especially in peacemaking around the world —in fact, European Union membershave
stabilization forces deployed at our doorstep, in Afghanistan. Europeisalso undergoing
adomedtictransition similar to India’s, tackling new challengesfor pluralism, federation
and devolution. Over the past two years, Indiaand the European Union have worked
to devel op amultilayered relationship, directly between the European Unionand India,
cooperative on other countriesin South Asia, and regional to regional through SAARC.
Our two regionscan, therefore, do alot of learning together. We hopethat our program
will contribute to widening and deepening this discussion.

Theaim of our first conference and workshop serieswasto look at the key elements
that make a peace process durable (i.e., lead to a lasting peace, not just a lasting
process). It isour good luck that the Indian Prime Minister and the Paki stani President
declared that the peace process between their two countries “is now irreversible’
two weeks after we held our conference. Their declaration made a fascinating set of
discussions suddenly avery topical one too — are these brave words, or do wereally
have an irreversible peace process?

Asthe Israel-Palestine and Northern Ireland cases show, it is not easy to ensure that
a peace process is irreversible. After ten years, the Odlo agreement lies in shreds,
and Israelis and Pal estinians have once again been forced to debate whether and how
the occupation can be ended, instead of moving to the next stage of endingit. Evenin
Northern Ireland, wherethe Good Friday Agreement seemed to have set anirreversible
peace processin motion, one of its chief architects (though he may disagree with this
description), Senator Martin Mansergh, describesits labors as Sisyphean.

But these are not reasons to downplay what each achieved. Odo, as Palestinian
Ambassador Osama Ali Musa protested, had a hollow core. It created a step by step
processto end the occupation, without anyone to guarantee that the stepswereindeed
taken, or any clarity onwhat thefinal agreement would comprise, especialy asregards
territory, refugees and settlements. However, it also moved the goalposts in Isragl.
Before Rabin, no Isragli Prime Minister was required by his domestic constituencies
to address peace with the Palestinians. Today, even so staunch a defender of



settlements as Prime Minister Sharon is forced by the exigencies of office to push
through the evacuation of settlementsin Gaza.

One of the most interesting debates at the conference, in fact, drew on the Oslo
comparison. Can there be an effective step by step process when the end goal — the
specific settlement — is not agreed? Or do the two sides need to commit to the end
godl first, as Daniel Levy argued, and then work out the steps towards it?

The Good Friday Agreement, in the phrase of our Irish participants, was predicated
on*“ constructive ambiguity” —all parties consented to abroad end goal, but negotiations
on specific detailsand final status were staggered so that the more contentiousissues
could be addressed only when their capacity to derail the peace process had been
hugely diminished.

The success of this approach can be gauged by the fact that the peace process has
not been reversed by the hard-line Unionists refusal to let the Northern Ireland
Assembly meet since electionsin 2003. Indeed, their efforts to paliticize the pace of
decommissioning have had littleimpact. But that iscold comfort for the Irish Republican
Army. Ironically, as Adrian Guelke demonstrated, it istheissue of criminalization that
may finally force the IRA to decommission. Public anger against them in Northern
Ireland for their part in a recent murder and bank heist is at an all-time high. From
where | stand — and even more so, | imagine, from where Israglis and Palestinians
stand — that is an enviable stage to be at.

However, the step by step or “process first” approach can only realy work when
territory is not the key issue. Where territory isthe key issue, then it may indeed be
best to move swiftly to agree — and implement — final status, so as to preempt new
factson the ground from rendering the solution impossible. Inthe Palestinian territories
there is deep fear that the Gaza disengagement plan might lead the international
community to accept the division and truncation of the West Bank by the wall that
Israel is building. Can India use its good offices as a friend of both Isragl’s and the
Palestinian Authority to push for adherence to a viable two-state solution, as Daniel
Levy suggested?

Turning to South Asia, wein India and Pakistan are absorbed in our own version of
the process versus settlement debate. “The bus,” said Sherry Rehman and MP
Bhandara, “must have afina destination”; and General Musharraf has for the past



year pleaded for talks on how to resolve the Kashmir dispute to the satisfaction of all
parties. But analysts on both sides of the border —and especialy in India, as Ambassador
Chandra’'s comments, amongst others, evidence — doubt if we have established
sufficient trust, let alone the conditions on the ground, to arrive at afinal settlement.
We certainly have not been able to agree, even in this new peace process, on the
simpler issues of dispute, the Siachen glacier or the Sir Creek sea boundary.

It is true that the India-Pakistan peace process has not completed what Senator
Mansergh described as stage one, achieving a ceasefire in Kashmir. In fact, while
overall violence hasdeclined inthe 1 Y2 years since the peace process began, political
violence, including against municipal and village councilors, hasrisen. However, the
first steps towards a ceasefire have just been taken. Kashmiri separatist groups, led
by the All-Party Hurriyat Conference, have madethevisit that Sherry Rehman called
for, to Azad Kashmir and Pakistan, and publicly appealed for a farewell to arms.
They do nat, aas, have the influence over armed groups that the Sinn Fein had over
the IRA, but their words have a large impact in both Azad Kashmir and Pakistan.
Indeed, their lack of influence makes their appeal for peaceful negotiations more
admirable, because it increases the threat that they are under from militants opposed
to negotiations, as NN Vohra stressed.

India and Pakistan seem to be somewhere in the middle of the “process versus end
goal” debate, because ideas for a Kashmir settlement are being floated, mostly in
Pakistan, at the same time as a process unfolds hesitantly. Where confidence has not
been built on the ground, discussions of afinal settlement can often increase political
insecurity, and make a peace process vulnerable to reverses. But it all depends on
what the proposals for a settlement are — how far do they bridge the gap between the
different parties?

One of the proposals presented at this conference, summarized by MP Bhandara as
“Non-Retractable 370", seized the attention of many of the analysts present, and will
surely be discussed at future meetings. Briefly, it proposes that the rightsto self-rule
that Article 370 of the Indian Constitution gave to Jammu and Kashmir be extended
to al of the former princely state, with regional or international guarantees that they
will not beretracted. Theideaof third party guaranteesis anathemain India, but what
if it comprised registering concurrent autonomy agreements at the UN (much asthe
British and Irish governments registered the Downing Street Declaration of 1985),



and with that closed the whole chapter of UN resolutions and wound up the UN
monitoring mission?

The question of guarantees aside, the non-retractable 370 proposal indicates, as do
General Musharraf’s referencesto “maximum self-governance,” that we are inching
towardsamiddle ground inwhich sovereignty can be addressed in avariety of contexts,
instead of being defined only interms of territory. If so, then discussionsof final status
would be another step in making the peace process irreversible.

John Doyle made the point that a breakthrough in Northern Ireland became possible
when the parties began to imagine sovereignty at arange of different levels—which
happened after Irish and British citizenswereinvited to consider themselves citizens
not only of their nation-states but of alarger entity, the European Union, aswell as of
sub-national entities such as provincial assemblies, municipal councils, and so on.

How far do measuresfor sub-national sovereignty need to be bolstered by membership
of atransnational entity, such as the European Union? Balraj Puri and several other
participants touched on the issue, but as the recent referenda over a draft European
constitution shows, peopletend to seetransnationa citizenship asan added protection
totheir national identities, not asareplacement. Tothisextent, transnational identities
can bolster sub-national oneswhen thereare strong national identitiesin place; otherwise
they carry the risk of widening national and sub-national fissures.

We were ableto look only briefly at the potential for SAARC to provide thiskind of
regional bulwark against national or sub-national fissures, but thewarning not to overload
economic cooperation —which is SAARC’s mandate — as a route to peace was well-
taken, as was the point that economic cooperation is valuable in itself, especialy
under globalization. Here too, the dawning recognition that regional cooperation can
increase national competitiveness, for exampleintextiles, showsapositive shift away
from earlier adversaria positions.

To summarize the lessons we learned at the conference, what helps make a peace
processirreversibleis:

. Bringing violence down to alevel that is popularly accepted as negligible, by
achieving a ceasefire and offering political incentivesto sustainiit;

. Staggering decommissioning so as to keep the armed groups on board (which
India has done with the Nagas);
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. Creating aprocessthat makesit impossiblefor thekey actorsto opt out, whether
by clearly defining the end goal or by being constructively ambiguous;

. Getting Diasporasupport, preferably with the aid of their governments (e.g., the
U.S. rolein Northern Ireland);

. Encouraging third party “facilitation” where constructive; and

. Making it clear that you are committed to the end goal of afinal settlement that
isacceptableto al.

Looked atinthislight, itisdifficult to concludethat the India-Pakistan peace process
isirreversible as yet — but, as its speed of progress shows, it is well on the way to
becoming so. It may even be that by the time we hold our next set of meetings, three
months from now, the two governmentswill have turned their statement of intent, to
make the peace process irreversible, into a settled fact.

One last word — for many of our participants the student workshops were the most
exciting part of the program because they were so enthusiastic and impassioned,
gualitiesthat we“ policy wonks” shed fairly readily. The workshops are described in
thisvolumeby our student program director, Anjali Puri, and we haveincluded extracts
from some of the more telling presentations and discussions. Read them and weep!

RabHA KumAR isatrustee of the Delhi Policy Group
and directs its peace processes program
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India: An Island at Sea in Foreign Policy

KSBarai

W henwelook at | ndia slong term approach to our neighborhood or to theworld, the
main aspect we need to bear in mind — if | am not overstating it — is our relative
disinterest in anything outside our own frontiers.

We have historically been aninward-looking country if not positively isolationist. There
is a famous remark by Hegel that India as a sought-after land has been a major
principle of history. While we have been sought after by others, India has never
projected power or aimed to control others. | am not suggesting we were totally cut-
off. Thereishistoric evidence of our presencein South-East Asiafrom Borobodur to
Angkor Vat — indeed there are evidences of our trade with Egypt and China and
many other part of the world, even while we were being invaded. But these were
trading links that did not develop further, into political or strategic alliances. If you
think of the word by which Indiais most commonly known in ancient literature, it is
Jambudweepa: the concept of India as a great island. Even today we have nearly
two thousand miles of frontier with China, but hardly anyonein Indiathinks of China
asaneighbor. It isacountry you have access to by flying to Hong Kong first.

We have realized over the past few years that we have to be more conscious of the
strategic compulsions that we face; from having been an object of power through the
colonial process, to becoming abase of power. A common expression wasthat India’s
strategic horizons must range from the Hindukush to the Mekong; | think that abroader
sweep from Suez to Singapore — if not Suez to Shanghai — contains forces at work
that are of avital consequence to our own future and to our welfare.

This consciousness has owly dawned. As Radha said, in the immediate morrow of
our independence we did try to play an active role al over the world. In fact, we
became known as rather a set of busybodies. But that wasin the condition of aworld
seeking to recover from the traumaof World War |1, and, in our perspective, fromthe
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even greater trauma of having been dominated by aien forces for so long. It was not
today’ sworld, where we see globali sation taking hold along with agrowing inwardness
in many countries whose domestic and internal challenges seem to be rising. Internal
frictions which were papered over due to the need of adjusting to the Cold War have
risen after the Cold War ended, in dl the countriesthat are represented at this conference,
to say nothing of Chechnyaand God knows how many other trouble spots.

We have, therefore, to look at not only globalisation or interdependence but the extent
to which unease within an existing political system is causing tensions inside and
between countries, and the way these challenges have been met.

Our primary interest isto cement and consolidate our own unique nationhood. There
is absolutely no parallel in history to a state like India because so many groups of
distinct culture, race, and religion have never before been comprehended within a
democratic process. Whilethispluralismisour strength, it also carrieswith it continuing
difficultiesand challenges. It isessential for usto make the many marginalized groups
inIndiafeel confident asIndians. In other words, it isnot just amatter of having good
neighbours that interests us; it is a matter of having a consolidated nationhood. We
need tofirstly devel op peace processes within our own society that make for enduring
pluralism. The task is complicated by our neighbourhood — most of our neighbours
have overlapswhich involve our nationhood too. Sri Lankaand the Tamils; Bangladesh,
with now areduced Bengali connection but still avery lively one; and with Nepal we
havenofrontier at all, the ethnic and cultural connectionsare profound. With Pakistan
you know what our problemsare. But with each of these countries, thereisaconnection
with theimmediate neighbouring part of India, and so peace processes must start not
only between the two governments but between the peoples along the frontiers.

So, when welook at our neighbourhood, we have to find new meansto develop both
the desire for mutual co-operation, and the sense of having acommon purpose. How
we develop partnersin this undertaking is the subject of our conference, so | will not
try to pre-empt the discussion. Let mejust give a couple of broad examples.

Thelndia-Chinatalks. | wasin thefirst four rounds of India-Chinanegotiationson
their boundary dispute, inthe 1980s. Wetried at that timeto develop guiding principles
that would determine our settlement, and wedidn’t get very far beyond the generalities
of Panchsheel and the UN Charter. Thistime, an ad hoc specificity has been added to
defining principles. We are talking about realities on the ground, no disturbance of
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population, maybe even things like the water-sharing principle. | am not sure of each
element that will go into the new compound, but | understand that an agreement is
almost certain to be signed. That in itself will be an enormous step forward. We
already have an agreement on peace and tranquillity along the boundary with China,
even though nobody has defined the boundary. So the new agreement would then be
afurther step to settling our boundary disputes, and that is part of abroad effort to try
and livewith our differenceswhile devel oping relationshipsin other fields.

An example, | might say, that we need to adopt in the Indo-Pakistan situation.
Unfortunately, every time wetry that approach, we aretold that we are trying to bury
the Kashmir question. But we are no more burying the Kashmir question than we are
burying the boundary question. We are just tackling what can be settled first while
trying to develop anew set of relationshipsin which solutionsthat may not be possible
today become feasible tomorrow. So if that process really gets going with China, let
us hopethat it has afall-out in the thinking between India and Pakistan.

My second exampleisSAARC. As| said earlier, we need to devel op peace processes
with our neighbours for the sake of our own integrity as a nation, and one way of
doing so is to try and bring about what used to be known until 1947 as a “larger
whole”. | am not suggesting hegemonic attitudes or any attempt to reconstitute our
pre-1947 self. It is a sad fact that ever since the sub-continent was divided or broke
up into various constituent units; its members have looked in every other direction
except towards each other. SAARC has been a surprisingly successful attempt to
overcomethispeculiar vision, alot has happened and thereisalayer of promise. | for
one would never have anticipated SAARC'’s achieving as much asit has. But, asyou
know, SAARC isstrictly limited. Asyou also know, it issubject to political disruption.
The recent cancellation of the Dhaka meeting shows how intense differences still
come in the way of SAARC's effective functioning. Thus far, SAARC has only
succeeded in trying to reconstitute the mechanical and physical interlinks that we all
enjoyed on the morrow of independence. Railway connections, telecommunications,
weather forecasting, all that wasthere prior to our division, SAARC has hel ped bring
them back. But it's at a very low level of cooperation. We have a lot more to do
before we can look to SAARC to even provide the kind of forum for ironing out
differences that ASEAN has. We will have to wait and see.

Ambassador SHANKAR BAJral
isChairman, Delhi Policy Group
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K egping Peace with the United Nations

GENERAL SaTISH NAMBIAR

Contrary to what is termed conventional wisdom, | can say with some degree of
conviction as a soldier for almost four decades in the Indian army, that we in the
military who have seen the horrors of war first-hand will always bein thefront ranks
of those who strive to ensure that conflict is not inflicted on society. That is the
context in which the Indian armed forces have pursued peace, following the
commitment of the government and the peopl e of Indiato the activities of the United
Nations. As Dag Hammarskjold said, when he was Secretary-General of the United
Nations, peacekeeping isnot ajob for soldiers, but only soldiers can do it effectively.
United Nations peacekeeping isquite an extraordinary art, becauseit callsfor the use
of military personnel, not to wage war but to prevent fighting between belligerents, to
ensure maintenance of ceasefires, and to provide a measure of stability in an area of
conflict while negotiations are undertaken.

Commencing with the deployment of an Indian medical unit in Korea in the early
1950s, the Indian armed forces have contributed nearly 70,000 personnel in 41 of the
60 missions that the United Nations has undertaken to date. Among the major troop
contributions are: 6,000 personnel with the Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission
in Korea, 1950-53; 7,000 with the monitoring mission in Indo-Chinain 1954; 12,000
with the UN force in the Gaza strip in the Sinai between 1956-1967; another 12,000
with the UN mission in the Congo in 1962-64; and then of course 7,000 in Somaliain
the early 1990s followed by smaller forces in Mozambique, Rwanda, Angola and
Sierra Leone. Besides these large deployments, a number of Indian personnel have
participated in various operations in South America, Europe, and South-East Asia
And in Africa, Indian armed forces have participated in every operation save the
most recent one in Liberia. In the process we have lost about 110 troops, who died
under the UN Flag.
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In terms of leadership, we provided the first military adviser to the United Nations,
Major-General Inder Rikhi, who later went on to establish the International Peace
Academy. It isalso amatter of some joy to usthat, in recognition of our contribution
and the professional competence displayed, Major-General Randhir M ehta has been
appointed military adviser in the Department of Peacekeeping Operations. Over the
yearswe have also provided anumber of Heads of Missions and Force Commanders —
General Thimayya, General Thorath, General Giani, and Diwan Prem Chand, to
mention afew. | had the great privilege of being the first Force Commander of the
UN peacekeeping mission in the former Yugoslavia. We had a Force Commander in
Sierra Leone, General Jaitley, and in Lebanon till last year we had the late General
Tewari. We till have a battalion group of 650 personnel in Lebanon, and smaller
groups in various places like Burundi, Sierra Leone, Cyprus, Kosovo, Ivory Coast,
Sudan, and at the UN headquartersin New York. With the recent authorization of the
force for Sudan, another 2,500 of our personnel will be deployed in southern Sudan.

Apart from strengthening our international alliances, our involvement in peacekeeping
has had an indirect influence on better understanding, even between adversaries, in
the political arena. When | went on the mission in Yugoslavia, the youngster who
received me was a Pakistani major. He looked after me aswell if not better than any
Indian major would have.

In October 2003, | was asked by the UN headquarters to do a small assignment for
them in the Congo, and | took ateam out which comprised aretired colonel from the
French army, aDutch advisor, a serving colonel in the Canadian Army and a serving
colonel from the Ghanaian army. When we got to the air strip at Bunya in the Ituri
district of the Congo, | found aBangladeshi who had served with mein UNPROFOR
(the UN missionin theformer Yugoslavia). He was the contingent head in Bunya; he
came and gave me asalute and abig grin. We were flown in aBangladeshi helicopter
to the site; the site was secured by a Pakistani rifle company; and as we carried out
our reconnaissance, the overhead cover was provided by an Indian attack helicopter.
Similarly, when Bangladeshi troops suffered some casualtiesin the Congo, the Pakistanis
went into action to dea with therebel elements, supported by Indian attack helicopters.
These are classic cases of coordination abroad between adversaries at home. So this
isan areaof cooperation which we must exploit.

Indeed, weare beginning to do so. To capitalize on our knowledge, wedlth of experience
and the professional expertise on an ingtitutional basis, as also to create a repository
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of our experiences and encourage research and study on this particular subject, the
Ministries of External Affairs and Defence, and the Army Headquarters, decided to
set up a Center for United Nations Peacekeeping. This Center was set up under the
overall aegis of the United Services Institution of India, where | have been director
since September 2000. In the four years since we set up the Center, we have run a
number of capsule courses, we advise and assist our contingent commanders on
training, wetrain some of their officers, and we run coursesfor staff officers, military
observers, civilian police, and so on.

In addition to the courses, we also hold a number of international and national
conferences to share experience. And we have conducted some specific army and
command post exerciseswhich drew alot of international participation, including one
for military observers on behalf of the United Nations.

In the courses that we run we encourage officers from friendly foreign countries to
come and attend. Inthelast four years, we have trained 147 officersfrom 47 countries
acrossthe globe, whichisasignificant number. But even moreimportantly, of this147
officers, 90 were from developing countries and were sponsored by the Ministry of
External Affairs(intermsof their travel, accommodation and training costs), anditis
agesture that has been well-received. In fact, the funding of the Center’s activitiesis
agreat example of coordination between various governmental departmentsto assist
the United Nations, with the Ministry of Defense and the Service Headquarters
covering the costs of running the course, and the Ministry of External Affairs paying
some of the participation costs.

We have a so been fortunate to have had 33 officers from the developed countries,
which self-funded their participation in our courses.

We haven't had any Pakistani personnel yet. But we would love to — our hope isthat
if relations continue to move the way they are going, we may well have Pakistani
participation; indeed | would argue that joint peacekeeping training would be agood
place to strengthen relations. | can say this as aformer Director-Genera of Military
Operations; we have been trying since the 1990s to engage in military to military
dialogue as part of India-Pakistan confidence-building measures.

General SatisH NamBiaR isDirector,
United Servicemen’s Institute of India
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Q & A: Satish Nambiar

Q: Generd, what happens when your troops come home? Do you deploy them
internally, and isthere any influence from your peacekeeping experience abroad?

A: Wedon't use our armed forces or army particularly in the enforcement of law
here, but we do use them to counter insurgency, for examplein the border areas
of the Northeast or Jammu & Kashmir. This is not something we are happy
about, but we have had many years of thiskind of experience, and it helps our
troops to adjust to peacekeeping much more easily. The context in which our
troops operate at home is that they are told, many of the insurgents you are
dealing with are our own peopl e, misguided countrymen perhaps, so tread gently,
thisisnot acombat or war situation. And that training hel psin terms of adjustment
to peacekeeping, because firstly you are not patronizing to thelocals, youtry to
understand them. And you are very restrained in your whole approach, instead
of going inwith asledge hammer to kill afly. Thisistrue of the Pakistani armed
forces as well.

Q: | wonder General, has any Irish officer been to your school? We also have a
UN training school in Armagh Down.

A: Asfar astherapport between the Indian army and the Irish army is concerned,
| think it's super; it's one of the best. They have great respect and regard for
each other because they have served together in many places. | had occasion
asthe Deputy Chief, just shortly beforel retired, tovisit our contingent in Somalia
and | went and looked up the Irish contingent. | still have something they gave
me, astick | remember, ashelaly, | still carry it. | think we have had only one
officer from Ireland on the course here, but we would of course be delighted to
make contact with the UN training center at Armagh Down.

To be put in abox with a pale green background
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What Happensthe Morning after Gaza?

DaNIEL LEVY

W henwelisted India's contributionsto the United Nationsthis morni ng, | knew that
the mention of one of your finest contributions, which was to lend Ambassador
Gharekhan to the United Nations for a number of years, was only omitted so that |
could say it at this stage in the proceedings.

Ambassador Bajpai spoke earlier this morning about the relative disinterest within
Indiaabout anything that is beyond India'sfrontiers. | can understand that, given the
sheer size of your country and the issues you are dealing with. It's a little more
difficult to comprehend in asmall country like Isragl, but it's also true of usin many
ways. We are of course just alittle bit circumspect about defining our frontiers!

Thereisamood of optimism in the region at the moment. Everyone saw the pictures
of the Sharm Al Sheikh summit with the leaders of Egypt, Jordan, Israel and the
Palestinian Authority in March. In the same month, the Israeli parliament voted out
thelast obstacl esto implementing the so-called Disengagement Plan and the withdrawal
from