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Indian mediation
in Korean War

On the occasion of 67th
anniversary of the war, India�s
forgotten role in Korean War
resolution needs a reckoning.
In this context, involving India
in the Northeast Asian peace
process will be instrumental in
strengthening India-South
Korea relations

Some called it an “ideological war” between Communist and non-
Communist blocs, some others called it a war of “innocent Koreas”. What

emerged to be the goriest war after World War II commenced on June 25, 1950,
with the North allegedly attacking the South, resulting in the death of more
than 2.5 million people in the course of the war. The fallout of the war still
persists over the Korean peninsula, and war clouds still loom over the region.
The Six-Party Talks mechanism, created in 2003, to check North Korea’s
nuclearisation effort has been an outcome of the divided politics between the
major powers, which have gone nowhere. It is time to recollect the role of unno-
ticed powers in the Korean War, on the occasion of the 67th anniversary of
the war, especially when South Korea’s new President Moon Jae-in wants to
create peace in Korean Peninsula. India’s forgotten role in the resolution of
the Korean War, therefore, needs a reckoning. 

After Korea’s Independence in 1945, India was chairman of a nine-mem-
ber UN Commission that was set up to hold elections in Korea. The success
of the election in the South was the seed behind the formal establishment of
the Republic of Korea (RoK) on August 15, 1948, a day which coincides with
India’s Independence Day. Playing a role to support peace, India maintained
a balance between the two Koreas, even though India’s diplomatic effort was
marginal during those years. Voting in favour of the United States resolution
over North Korea’s invasion of South Korea, India supported the declaration
to term North Korea as an “aggressor”. But when the US forces crossed the
38th parallel without UN approval and sought to have a resolution passed to
declare China as an “aggressor”, India decided to vote against the proposed
resolution. India played a mediatory role during the war, and both North and
South Korea accepted the India-sponsored resolution to end the war. As a result,
a ceasefire was declared on July 27, 1953. Sending medical aid and planning
a formula for repatriation for the soldiers were other notable aspects of India’s
contribution in the Korean Peninsula. India also chaired the Neutral Nations
Repatriation Commission.

Sixty-seven years have passed to the historic Korean War; a peaceful res-
olution to the Korean crisis is still missing. The Six-Party talks regarding the
Korean peninsula are still hampered by major-power politics. China and Russia
seem to offer a shield to North Korea, while the United States and Japan are
on the side of South Korea. The talks have virtually been dead since 2009.
Perhaps the time has come to expand the number of dialogue partners. India’s
historic role needs a review, especially as a mediator between the two Koreas.
India’s relations with South Korea are “special and strategic”; India also main-
tains a working relation with North Korea.

Given this, India and South Korea should have a thoroughgoing discus-
sion on Northeast Asia. In his inaugural speech on May 10, 2017, Moon Jae-
in said that he would not “rest until peace is settled in Korean Peninsula”. But
to be effective, to address the Northeast Asian security crisis, the parties involved
must break the barrier of Seoul’s traditional prism of only contacting the Six-
Party dialogue partners. To improve its strategic weight, South Korea needs
new Asian partners beyond China. India has always advocated for de-nucleari-
sation of the Korean Peninsula, and asked for dialogue and peaceful resolu-
tion of the crisis. This is similar to what South Korea is asking over the years.

Policy designs such as Sunshine Policy and Northeast Asia Peace Initiative
(NAPCI) have been the main policy directives for South Korea over the last
two decades. Kim Dae-jung’s Sunshine Policy was primarily North Korea
focused, where the emphasis was on maintaining deterrence, to initiate dia-
logue, and bringing peace between the two Koreas. India was not considered
as an influencing factor in the Sunshine Policy. India did emerge prominently
in Roh Moo-hyun’s Presidency, where his visit to India witnessed a new level
of contacts emerging between India and RoK, resulting in a “long-term
Cooperative Partnership for Peace and Prosperity”. The Northeast Asian peace
process was never a discussion point between New Delhi and Seoul.

President Lee Myung-bak’s New Asia Initiative in 2009 underlined South
Korea’s resolve to cooperate with Asian countries, but the engagement was
more sectoral. India never figured prominently even though India and RoK
established a “strategic partnership” during President Lee’s visit to India in
January 2010. Likewise, President Park Geun-hye’s NAPCI lacked a regional
ambition of engaging with India even though the relationship was upgraded
to a “special strategic partnership”. The NAPCI initiative was limited to the
US, China, Japan, Mongolia, Russia, and DPRK. NAPCI did involve extra-
regional multilateral bodies like NATO, OSCE, the EU, and the UN, but did
not see merit in involving India as an actor in the Northeast Asian peace process.
A strategic convergence was drawn between India’s Act East policy and South
Korea’s NAPCI, but it did not really translate into any concrete cooperation,
especially on Northeast Asia.

A special partnership needs to be built on special accounts. Both South
Korea and India need to have a fresh look at the history of the Korean War,
especially at a time when North Korea continues to defy international norms.
India’s mediating role and contribution to peace-making during the Korean
War need an objective reckoning currently. Importantly, Seoul’s new admin-
istration must introspect why the Northeast Asian peace process has deteri-
orated. A closer look at the Korean War history and India’s contribution to
peace is a valuable reference point in this context. Involving India in the
Northeast Asian peace process will be instrumental in strengthening India-
RoK relations.

(The writer is Research Fellow and Head of the East Asia Centre at the Institute
for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA), New Delhi) 

THE CUTTING EDGE

The Chinese Government has set
“stability” as the major theme

for economic planning this year. It
is, in fact, a continuation of the last
two years’ economic policy, when
the growth slowed down below the
7 per cent annual target in the
fourth quarter of 2016. Although
this is considered the slowest GDP
growth that Chinese economy has
witnessed in 26 years, nevertheless
it fell within the Government’s
“new normal” range of 6.5 to 7 per
cent. This indicates that the poli-
cy to resolve structural imbalance
in Chinese economy has succeed-
ed so far. But there remains con-
siderable unease about the effective
working of the policy and the
extent to which it would ensure
long-term stability of the Chinese
economy.

Although China has escaped
major financial crises for over two
decades, the problem of overca-

pacity in major industrial and
productive sectors has increased at
a rapid rate in the post-crisis years,
first as a result of slowing demand
for exports from China; and sec-
ond, due to the injection of stim-
ulus investment package, further
adding to overcapacity in many
domestic and global industries. The
primary origin of excess capacity
can be attributed to China’s lega-
cy of planned industrial policies
designed to fulfil the targets of cap-
ital goods production regardless of
the demand for goods. In the
post-reform years, despite the tran-
sition to a market-oriented econ-
omy, the domination of the State-
Owned Enterprises (SOEs) con-
tinues in strategic sectors, which
mostly thrive on subsidies and
other forms of state support. Also
the policy to create national cham-
pions has contributed to over-
production in certain
Government-targeted industries. 

Adding to the excess capacity
problem in many of China’s man-
ufacturing industries is the rapid
urbanisation which includes mas-
sive demand for construction
machinery and building materials.
The impressive urbanisation
process has been one of the main
forces driving the construction
sector boom. The single-source
financing model that underpins
Government-led infrastructure
development is also not sustainable.
This is primarily because China’s
infrastructure financing mainly
came from Government lending
and land-transfer revenues.
Therefore, initiatives to boost
domestic demand, such as the
“new urbanisation” effort by the
Chinese Government, will have
limited impact on domestic infra-
structure-market expansion.

Another major hurdle, the
Chinese economy is facing, is the
problem of rising local
Government and corporate debts.
As part of the efforts to recover

quickly from the crisis and main-
tain its high growth rates, the
Chinese Government resorted to
credit expansion and lowered inter-
est rates to stimulate growth and
employment in industries, partic-
ularly steel, shipbuilding, textiles,
light manufacturing, nonferrous
metals, equipment manufactur-
ing, etc. But the rise in investment
has not been commensurate with
profits, further adding to the dif-
ficulties in servicing interest pay-
ments of the current flood of bank
lending. Also, the lack of social
security, the stringent capital con-
trols, and the limited investment
choices available to households
have led to a high savings rate. As
a result, capital is continually trans-
ferred from households to the
production sector (through con-
trolled investment programs), thus
augmenting the gap between con-
sumption and production.

There is little doubt about the
importance President Xi Jinping
attaches to the supply side struc-

tural reform, aimed at stabilising
the economy. Some key aspects of
the policy involves a shift from
infrastructure-led growth to a ser-
vice and consumer-driven model,
reform of the Chinese SOEs, while
phasing out the problems of over-
capacity resulting from the previ-
ous stimulus. It is also expected to
reduce reliance on credit and to
clear away debts of state companies.
The approach to these policies,
however, suggests a traditional
top-level drive to create a new
enterprise management system,
which often leads to tensions
between the centre and local and
also between the Government and
the enterprises in its attempt to bal-
ance growth rates efficiency and
stability. Also, the decision to use
SOEs as an instrument of
Government policy has under-
mined the very purpose of SOEs
reform. The role of “growth sta-
bilisers” entrusted on these enter-
prises, today, would, in fact, lead to
a situation of higher Government

debt in the longer run.
As the Chinese Government

struggles to manage its domestic
economic situation, cities like
Foshan and Shenzhen have proved
to be the role models in carrying
out the supply side structural
reform. The private sector in
Foshan, along with the municipal
Government, has adopted mea-
sures suitable to the local condi-
tions, primarily aimed at improv-
ing the supply quality. Thus, the
major lesson to be drawn from
Foshan is that the success of struc-
tural reform requires a combina-
tion of market forces, as well as
Government intervention in reduc-
ing the institutional costs.

The issue of SOEs reform in
China is more than an economic
problem. First, Chinese SOEs are
aggressively diversified in their
operations and differ in their
degrees of market-orientation.
Second, any major reform of the
SOEs along the market lines might
upset the social safety net, leading
to a massive unrest and social
upheaval on a national scale. Also,
China’s size and diverse regions
make any policy implementation
difficult. Thus, in China’s situation,
the policy makers need to display
a greater willingness to interact
with enterprises, local
Governments and market agencies
and take into account the region-
al specificities. The reality is that
China’s high growth rates are not
sustainable and the Chinese
Government needs to be less
obsessed with the declining growth
rates and focus more on the social
stability, especially tacking the
problem of unemployment in the
country.

(The writer is a Visting 
Fellow at the Chongyang 
Institute for Financial Studies,
Renmin University, Beijing. She
can be contacted at priyanka.pan-
dit@yahoo.com)

The current diplomatic flare-up
against Qatar by its neigh-

bours brings home a fresh thaw
among the oil rich nations of West
Asia. Qatar is accused of offering
support to Islamists such as the
Muslim Brotherhood, al-Qaeda,
and the ISIS. Moreover, some of the
Gulf nations are wary of its prox-
imity to Iran, the regional Shia
hegemon. And, many of these
countries fume at the sprouting of
the Arab nation’s first English lan-
guage TV channel, namely Al
Jazeera, at the heart of Qatar.
More importantly, the channel has
fast turned out to be an uncensored
broadcaster, providing an ever
greater space for all the dissidents,
except the ones from Qatar, includ-
ing a huge coverage of the historic
Arab Spring of 2011. Is that suffi-
cient for all its closest neighbours
to suddenly cut ties with the coun-
try? Is it because of sheer American
pressure on its allies following the
visit of US President Donald
Trump? Is it because Saudi Arabia,
which indeed heads the entire
coalition of opposition against
Qatar, is just threatened by the
expanding network of the latter?
Let’s see what has unfolded so far,
and what could happen to Qatar
and the rest of the Gulf States if the
imbroglio continues.

It is interesting to note that all
hell broke loose on Qatar imme-
diately after the much talked about
visit of President Trump to West
Asia. Obviously, there is no doubt
that Trump wanted America’s allies
to rein in the oil rich nation for
sponsoring most of the jehadists
operating across the region. But
despite knowing the fact that near-
ly 10,000 American soldiers are
there at al-Udeid in Qatar, why did
Trump take such a decision to cor-
ner an old ally by siding with the
other friendly nations? Is there any
concrete evidence that Qatar is
directly financing these global
monsters? Plainly speaking, this
can no way stop the massive inten-
sification of the globalisation of ter-
rorism not only in West Asia, but
also around the world. Many say
that new American administration
may have plans to shift the Qatar
airbase to the United Arab
Emirates (UAE). In fact, Trump has
already expressed his satisfaction
through his ever-ready tweeter
network about the actions initiat-
ed against Qatar. Under Trump and
unpredictable business-like estab-
lishment in Washington, it is for
sure that West Asia will not be able
to reduce its conflagrations. It is
sad. The conceited property tycoon
should have been carefully guided
by his policy makers. It seems he
does not listen to any advice. He
could have easily staved off the
entire drama that has added fuel to
the fire in the already boiling zone
of the world.

On June 5, Saudi Arabia,
Bahrain and the UAE severed first
diplomatic relations and then cut
all land, sea and air links with
Qatar. The strange behaviour of
these nations has gone beyond a
point when all of them asked the
Qatari citizens to leave their respec-
tive countries within 14 days. In the
recent past, when Saudi Arabia had
gone for an all out war in Yemen
to flex its muscles even then King
Salman allowed more than a mil-
lion Yemenis to stay and work in
his country. Though diplomats
were recalled by these countries
before, the latest action and inten-
sity of the campaign against the
small sheikhdom looks like wedg-
ing a war. However, the main tar-
get behind the Qatar fiasco is no
other than Iran, which is long at
odds with Saudi Arabia and major
powers of West Asia. That is why
Iran immediately blamed the US
for setting the stage for this entire
drama while Trump was in Riyadh,
his first ever trip to the region after
taking over as the US President.

What has made the rift more
perilous is that along with the Gulf
States, Egypt and the Government
of Libya have also extended their
support for the ban against Qatar.
Many of these countries have long
resented Qatar’s open support to
the Muslim Brotherhood, which all
of them term as a dangerous polit-
ical enemy for their survival.
Egyptian President Abdel Fattah al-
Sisi is more than happy to jump the
bandwagon as he has been facing

an impending crisis at home for the
very emergence of Muslim
Brotherhood. Saudi Arabia accus-
es Qatar of supporting Iranian-
backed Islamists in its restive and
heavily Shia Muslim-inhabited
Eastern region of Qatif, and
Bahrain.

For now, Iran has termed the
whole crisis as the result of the
“Sword Dance” wherein Trump
and other US officials took part
during his trip to Riyadh. On the
same occasion, Trump called on all
the Muslim countries to stand
united against Islamists and singled
out Iran as a key source of fund-
ing and support for terrorist
groups. Qatar reacted with its as
usual somber note in a brief by its
Foreign Ministry, “The campaign
of incitement is based on lies that
had reached the level of complete
fabrications”. But then Qatar’s long
hobnobbing with Islamists should
have been stopped by the royals at
home much before this has hap-
pened. Particularly, the country
should have taken a lesson from the
previous eight-month diplomatic
thaw in relations with the UAE,
Saudi Arabia and Bahrain in 2014,
when all of them withdrew their
ambassadors from Doha. Then
also they complained Qatari sup-
port to terrorist organisations.
This amply shows how the ruling
Al-Thani family has grown arro-
gant and has not realised the
impact of an economic blockade
like the current one. On record,
Doha has offered sanctuary to the

Muslim Brotherhood, supposed
to be the most vociferous and polit-
ically active Islamist movement of
the Arab world. In the past, Qatar
has given the most sought after
platform for the diplomats to have
talks with the prominent Islamists
like that of Yousef Qaradawi, the
Muslim Brotherhood’s one of the
most popular preachers; Khaled
Mehsal, until recently, the leader of
the Hamas; and some of the impor-
tant jehadist leaders from Algeria
and Afghanistan. Qatar’s bringing
in a host of such elements and giv-
ing them a global stage through its
state-funded Al Jazeera network
have given its neighbours oppor-
tunity to strike a chord with
Trump, who equally scorns Iran,
the behind the scenes mentor for
the Shia Islamists across the region.

An open nitpicking of Qatar
for bankrolling the global jehadists
can in no way help the rest of the
States in West Asia. How Saudi
jehadists played a critical role in the
9/11 terror attacks on the US is a
well-known fact to the interna-
tional community. But still the
same Saudi rulers will point a fin-
ger at others without looking at
their own past records. And more
importantly, the official Wahabi
ideology of the kingdom literally
serves as the “cardinal principles”
for all the Sunnis jehadists across.
Definitely, Al Jazeera’s open jibes at
the Saudi royal family angers the
clerics and kings together now and
then. Finally, Qatar’s joint expan-
sion plan of South Pars, the world’s
largest gas field, with Iran brings
home another irritant to the Saudi
King. This all made to release the
Saudi official news agency what
their statesman feels deeply:
“(Qatar) embraces multiple ter-
rorist and sectarian groups, includ-
ing the Muslim Brotherhood, ISIS
(Islamic State) and al-Qaeda, aimed
at disturbing stability in the region,
and disseminates  the message and
schemes of these groups through
their media constantly”. Above all,
terror financing is utmost concern
for Saudi Arabia, but the reality is
that tiny Qatar’s rising global
grandeur can no more be accept-
able to its big brother. So the feud
for regional supremacy will con-
tinue and with a grand approval of
Uncle Sam.

Qatar should come out of its
image as the “problem child” of the
West Asia. The ruling Al-Thanis
must set the stage for resolving the
decades-long traditional feuds with
the Al Sauds, Al Khalifas and Al
Sabahs, though it used to be a norm
for them for centuries. But then
there were happier times even in
the midst of glaring and deadly
fights among all these ruling fam-
ilies. If it continues, apart from the
rise of oil prices and the eventual
loss of huge business across the
region (which will have serious

global impact), the rift among the
members of the Gulf Cooperation
Council (GCC) will further
increase. And it may so happen that
as Kuwait and Oman, the other two
members of the GCC, are declin-
ing to support the Saudi-led move
against Qatar, they may gradually
inch towards Iran.

Qatar is tiny, but the state mat-
ters in the stability of the region.
Though guided by the policy pre-
scriptions of the Trump adminis-
tration and clearly led by the nar-
row regional interests of the once
ally-turned-hostile neighbours, the
Qatar issue will hit hard both the
local and global relations. Frankly
speaking, Trump’s revisionist pol-
icy framework is slowly turning out
to be murky as it endangers the
very fundamentals that undergird
the power, position and authority
of America. While tendering advice
to these hereditary and autocratic
rulers, the business baron President
should have been better guided by
what late President Harry Truman
declared in 1945 at the historic
meeting in San Francisco that
founded the UN: “We all have to
recognise, no matter how great our
strength, that we must deny our-
selves the licence to do always as
we please”. Hope, Trump listens to
these illuminating narratives and is
not always propelled by what he
declared in his inaugural address:
“From this moment on, it’s going
to be America first”. This could
make him fast lose the bigger pic-
ture of the “Pax Americana” when
his country wielded enormous
strength, influence and power on
the global platform, if at all Qatar
kind of missteps come by again.

(The writer is an expert on
international affairs)
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Overtly Qatar�s terror
financing is utmost concern
for Saudi Arabia, but reality
is different: tiny Gulf
nation�s rising global
grandeur can no more be
acceptable to its big brother.
So the feud for regional
supremacy will continue and
under the tutelage of the
Trump administration

Stability that matters for Chinese economy

China�s high growth rates
are not sustainable and the
Chinese Government needs
to be less obsessed with
the declining growth rates
and focus more on the
social stability, especially
tacking the problem of
unemployment in the
country

Widening fault lines in West Asia

US President Donald Trump shakes hands with Saudi Deputy Crown Prince and Defence
Minister Mohammed bin Salman during a bilateral meeting in Riyadh on May 20 AP


