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ABSTRACT 

India-Pakistan relationship is complex and choreographed with wars, protracted 

conflicts and active disputes. Though the presence of nuclear weapons has 

decreased the probability of a conventional war, the frequency of conflicts and crises 

have increased manifold. India considers these weapons as deterrent against 

nuclear strikes, whereas Pakistan assumes that these would deter a nuclear as well 

as a conventional war. Introduction of Low Yield Weapons or non-strategic weapons 

by Pakistan to counterbalance India’s growing conventional force differential have 

created an extremely uncertain and unpredictable situation. Increased military force 

differential, economic disparity and the international acceptability of India as a future 

power in the decades to come are some of the factors that may help India feel 

emboldened to implement its own agenda of peace in the region. The central 

argument of this research is that the possibility of another military engagement 

between India and Pakistan exists, with varying degrees of probability, thus 

challenging the efficacy of nuclear deterrence. Until the probabilities of military 

engagements are minimized, the possibilities of peace and stability in the region 

would remain elusive, meaning by peace in South Asia is possible, only if the 

probabilities of military engagement between India and Pakistan are minimized. 

Therefore, the situation needs scholarly attention, perhaps under a new paradigm in 

which the two nuclear neighbours voluntarily agree to resolve their disputes instead 

of just managing them, to avoid recurrence of violent conflicts and hence an 

unthinkable nuclear war.  
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Introduction   

India-Pakistan relationship is complex and choreographed with wars, protracted 

conflicts and active disputes. The nuclear arsenals on the inventories of the 

armed forces of estranged neighbours have made events more challenging for 

the politico-military leadership of the two countries. This lethal capability by no 

means has helped them in ensuring peace and stability in South Asian region.  

Neither has these weapons helped in the resolution of active conflicts like 

Siachen1 or Sir Creek,2 nor have they helped in moving towards the resolution of 

the protracted Kashmir dispute.3 Rather, the frequency of active deployments of 

conventional and non-conventional arsenals has increased since the nuclear 

tests by each of these arch rivals in 1998.4 

This research is aimed at investigating, understanding, and explaining the 

dynamics of India-Pakistan relations which are complex due to protracted conflict 

over Jammu and Kashmir (J&K). The J&K dispute, perhaps is the primary cause 

of wars, conflicts and crises between India and Pakistan at regular intervals. This 

relationship has become even more complex since the two countries 

demonstrated their willingness to develop nuclear arsenals after May 1998 tests. 

                                                           
1
The Siachen glacier is the highest battlefield, where India and Pakistan are engaged militarily 

since April 13, 1984. Discussed in detail in chapter three. 
2
Sir Creek is located in the Rann of Kutch marshlands. The dispute details are discussed in 

chapter three. 
3
Jammu and Kashmir (J&K) was one of the states of British India which was ruled by a Sikh 

Ruler, while the majority population was Muslim. Once the Ruler decided to join India, people 
revolted and were supported by tribesmen from Pakistan. Ever since, the state of J&K remains 
divided between India and Pakistan. Discussed in detail in chapter two. 
4
India carried out a series of nuclear tests on 3

rd
 and 5

th
 May 1998, whereas Pakistan carried out 

nuclear tests on 28
th
 and 30

th
 May 1998.   
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The situation became even worse when the Kargil Conflict5 occurred in May 

1999 between India and Pakistan, only second such military engagement after 

Ussuri River skirmishes between China and Soviet Union (USSR) in 1969.6 

Events at Kargil in 1999, though limited in geographical space, led South Asia to 

be declared as the most dangerous place in the world by the US President Bill 

Clinton.7 

Another intellectual puzzle that this research aims to investigate is the 

strategic dichotomy that is reflected in India’s behaviour and its long term 

ambitions. India aims to become a dominant regional power and sees Pakistan 

as a hurdle in accomplishment of the desired status.8 Vij also suggests that, 

“resolving the India-Pakistan dispute would free up India to pursue its ambitions 

on the world stage.”9 Yet, India is maintaining status quo on the protracted 

conflicts with Pakistan, perhaps waiting for the conventional asymmetry and 

economic disparity to reach a level where Pakistan is unable to challenge India’s 

regional dominance. India’s rise due to current geostrategic transformation to 

counterbalance China in the region is well supported by the US and its western 

allies. Such an environment suits India in its ambitions to become dominant 

                                                           
5
Pakistan Army’s Northern Light Infantry (NLI) troops disguised as Kashmiri Mujahedeen intruded 

into Indian Held Kashmir (IHK) in Kargil sector and occupied the vacant posts. 
6
The Sino-Soviet border conflict was a seven-month long military conflict between China and 

the USSR in in 1969. 
7
Analysis: The World’s Most Dangerous Place? By Jonathan Marcus (London: BBC News, March 

23, 2000). Accessed November 13, 2013. url: http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/687021.stm. 
8
Shivam Vij, View from Delhi: What incentive does India have to pursue peace with Pakistan? 

http://www.dawn.com/news/1169090/view-from-delhi-what-incentive-does-india-have-to-pursue-
peace-with-pakistan. Accessed March 16, 2015. 
9
Ibid. 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/687021.stm
http://www.dawn.com/news/1169090/view-from-delhi-what-incentive-does-india-have-to-pursue-peace-with-pakistan
http://www.dawn.com/news/1169090/view-from-delhi-what-incentive-does-india-have-to-pursue-peace-with-pakistan
http://www.dawn.com/news/1169090/view-from-delhi-what-incentive-does-india-have-to-pursue-peace-with-pakistan
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player in the region and implement its own agenda of peace and progress in 

South Asia.  

Pakistan’s reliance on the presence of nuclear weapons on its inventory 

seems to have convinced its leadership that nuclear deterrence would ensure no 

war between the two countries. Also, perhaps China and the US will intervene to 

prevent a conventional war and therefore a nuclear exchange would remain a far 

cry.  Whereas India finds a space for a limited war to push Pakistan back on its 

developments by decades so that it is unable to challenge India’s hegemony in 

the region in general and in bilateral relations in resolving their outstanding 

disputes in particular.  

This is a dangerous situation because, if a war of any kind, nature or 

scale, between the two nuclear states remains a possibility, than the probabilities 

of such an event or incidents need a scholarly attention. This study proposes a 

possibility- probability (P2) model10 to develop possible scenarios and determine 

their probabilities to make leadership and people of India and Pakistan aware 

about the dangers of maintaining status quo in their actions on unresolved 

disputes. Particularly so because the rate at which the conventional asymmetry 

and economic disparity is increasing is significant, with active international 

support for India to play a more dominant role in the region. Therefore, Pakistan, 

in the decades to come, may find itself struggling to maintain its stated stance on 

                                                           
10

The detailed explanation of P2 model and its applicability is given in Chapter Eight.  
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the disputed issues including that of J&K, thus paving the way for its resolution 

on Indian dictates.  

Based on the above debate about the possibility of another war between 

India and Pakistan, the objective of the study is to initiate discussion on the 

efficacy of nuclear weapons as guarantor of peace in South Asia. Concurrently 

create awareness on the efficacy of Kargil-like military engagements for the 

resolution of Kashmir dispute against a much bigger conventional force; no 

matter how limited these are, particularly under the nuclear overhang.11 The 

former Indian Army Chief General Deepak Kapoor also stated that, “The 

possibility of a limited war under a nuclear overhang is still very much a reality at 

least in the Indian sub-continent."12
   

Also, evaluate India-Pakistan relations under the P2 paradigm to develop 

possible scenarios and probable outcomes to help determine the dangers that lie 

ahead in maintaining the status quo on the protracted disputes. The study would 

help attract attention of scholars and media persons to make leadership and 

people realize that peace and stability in the region can only be accomplished 

through conflict resolution mechanism thus leading to progress and well-being of 

the people of nuclear neighbours.  

                                                           
11

This phrase is commonly referred in academic discussions on India-Pakistan relations, which 
are marred by wars, conflicts and crises, particularly since the two estrange neighbours went 
overtly nuclear in May 1998. One of the meanings given in the dictionary “To loom over” explains 
the term as “The threat of nuclear war overhangs the modern society.” 
http://www.thefreedictionary.com/overhang, accessed March 15, 2016.  
12

Deepak Kumar, General, the former Army Chief of India, reported by Zee News, “Limited war 
under nuclear overhang possible,” url:  http://zeenews.india.com/news/nation/limited-war-under-
nuclear-overhang-possible_581525.html, accessed March 15, 2016. 

http://www.thefreedictionary.com/overhang
http://zeenews.india.com/news/nation/limited-war-under-nuclear-overhang-possible_581525.html%20accessed%20March%2015
http://zeenews.india.com/news/nation/limited-war-under-nuclear-overhang-possible_581525.html%20accessed%20March%2015
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The significance of this research may help in reiterating the need for 

peace and stability in South Asia.  It is essentially important that the nation and 

the leadership are cognizant of the consequences of the Kargil-like 

misadventures aimed at internationalizing the Kashmir issue. Likewise, make 

people aware about Mumbai-like13 events carried out by Non State Actors (NSA) 

causing an extremely adverse impact on the peace process during Musharraf-

Manmohan era. Contrary to general perception that a military engagement under 

the nuclear overhang is least possible, the ground reality is that the two nations 

have been since then on the brink of war at least on three occasions.14 However, 

on each occasion, nuclear weapons and external interventions played a central 

role in averting a conventional war.  

The research on India-Pakistan relations is extremely important because 

the two estranged neighbours have fought three wars and been through 

numerous conflict situations between them, due to unresolved disputes, which 

besides J&K; include Siachen, Sir Creek, and water sharing.15 Although the 

nuclear equation has reduced the probability of another general war between 

India and Pakistan, but its possibility has not been ruled out.  

India continues to develop its armed forces to play a more dominant role 

in the region, whereas Pakistan remains committed to support the Kashmiris’ 

                                                           
13

Allegedly, members of Lashkar-e-Toiba (LeT) from Pakistan carried out attacks on India’s 
commercial hub and the largest city, Mumbai, in 2008. Detailed analysis of the events is 
presented in chapter six.  
14

Exercise Brasstacks 1987, The Kargil Conflict 1999, and Twin-Peak Crises (2001-02). Each of 
these events is discussed in detail in the following chapters.  
15

The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) is a water-sharing treaty between Pakistan and India, brokered 
by the World Bank on 19 September 1960. 
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struggle of self-determination and seeks the just resolution of Kashmir dispute 

under the UN Resolutions.16 The Leaderships in both countries tends to use their 

traditional stance on Kashmir to gain popular support of their people. India claims 

Kashmir to be its, “Atoot-Ang”17 (inseparable part of its body), and for Pakistan, it 

is the “Sheh-Rag”18 (lifeline). These old narratives have hardened the stands of 

respective states, and perhaps are the main reasons of their unwillingness to 

resolve the disputes, rather manage them through the prism of nuclear 

deterrence.  

On the other hand, conventional asymmetry and economic disparity 

between India and Pakistan is increasing at an alarming rate. Pakistan cannot 

maintain pace with India in its efforts to modernize its armed forces, and has 

decided to arm itself with various categories of nuclear weapons to plug this ever 

increasing gap in its conventional military capability vis-a-vis India’s armed 

forces. Non-resolution of protracted conflicts, history of wars, conflicts, and crises 

and widening gap of conventional force differential has led scholars and 

practitioners to suggest that possibility of another war and crisis between India 

and Pakistan cannot be ruled out. Based on this premise, this research aims to 

highlight the need to determine the probabilities of such events, and incidents; so 

                                                           
16

Resolution 38 (1948) adopted by the UN Security Council at its 229
th
 Meeting held on January 

17, 1948. 
17

This phrase was used and quoted by various authors and in recent past by India’s External 
minister Natwar Singh. Accessed July 15, 2013.  
url: http://www.outlookindia.com/article.aspx?226272. 
18

This phrase was used by Quaid-e-Azam about Kashmir’s importance for Pakistan and has been 
quoted by various authors and official website of Azad Jammu & Kashmir Government. Accessed 
December 6, 2013.  
url: http://www.ajk.gov.pk/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=66&Itemid=22. Also 
see Dr Raja Muhammad Khan quoted in his article ‘Quaid-i-Azam: Kashmir “The Jugular Vein of 
Pakistan,” http://m-a-jinnah.blogspot.com/2010/12/quaid-i-azam-kashmir-jugular-vein-of.html,  
Accessed December 6, 2013. 

http://www.outlookindia.com/article.aspx?226272
http://www.ajk.gov.pk/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=66&Itemid=22
http://m-a-jinnah.blogspot.com/2010/12/quaid-i-azam-kashmir-jugular-vein-of.html
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as to suggest a way forward to avoid a catastrophic situation in the foreseeable 

future. This particular aspect is further deliberated in Chapter Nine.  

The situation in South Asia necessitates a serious scholarship to 

investigate India’s motives in keeping the disputes unresolved, and Pakistan’s 

options to persuade India to institutionalize conflict management mechanisms, 

which may shape the environment to step-up effort toward conflict resolution. 

Most of the scholarship on the subject only depicts the seriousness of the 

situation without actually defining the overriding causes of deliberate deferment 

of the dispute resolution. Indian and western scholars are critical about Pakistan 

for fueling insurgency in Kashmir, supporting acts of terror in India,19 

safeguarding extremists’ organizations like Lashkar-e-Toiba (LeT)20 and Jaish-e-

Mohammad (JeM).21 Whereas, Pakistan levels similar allegations against India 

for its role in supporting the separatist outfits in Balochistan which has been 

causing unrest in the area. Also, academics are extremely concerned about 

Pakistan military’s role in the country’s foreign policy, and unnecessarily involving 

other global players in their bilateral issues.22 Whereas, Pakistani scholars do not 

effectively counter the Indian and western narratives against its own armed 

                                                           
19

Indian Parliament attack on 26 November 2001, and Mumbai attacks in 2008. 
20

Allegedly, “The LeT is the armed wing of Pakistan-based religious organization.” Accessed 
November 10, 2014. url: http://www.fpif.org/. 
21

Allegedly, “The JEM is an Islamist group based in Pakistan that has rapidly expanded in size 
and capability since Maulana Masood Azhar established it in February 2000.” Accessed 
November 10, 2014. url: http://www.fpif.org/. 
22

Pakistan has been calling for third party intervention of major global players, mainly the United 
States to help in resolution of disputes, whereas India is averse to such interventions and insists 
on resolution of all disputes under existing bilateral Agreements i.e. Simla Agreement of 1972, 
which would be further discussed in the study and its full text is placed as Appendix-A. 

http://www.fpif.org/
http://www.fpif.org/
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forces, intelligence agencies, and its nuclear programmes; however, exceptions 

exist and their viewpoint would be taken into account in the study. 

Literature Review 

Sun Tzu’s precepts23 have been taken into account to analyze the strained 

relations and some of the crises and conflicts between of India and Pakistan. 

This author finds Sun Tzu’s teachings extremely important for this research and 

contends that applications of Sun Tzu’s precepts could have averted many 

conflicts between the arch rivals in South Asia, particularly the Kargil Conflict 

1999 which occurred immediately after the two states went nuclear.24 

Saira Khan’s study25 concludes that introduction of nuclear equation would 

defer the conflict resolution to an indefinite period. The debate between Sumit 

Ganguly and Paul Kapur focuses only on Pakistan’s advantages of having 

acquired nuclear capability and its control with Pakistan’s military.26 Ashley 

Tellis,27 Rajesh Basrur,28 and George Perkovich29 are of the view that India 

remains committed to ‘no first-use policy’ with minimum credible deterrence 

                                                           
23

See Sun Tzu, The Art of War, ed. James Clavell (Lahore: Combine Printers Ltd., 1983). 
24

See this author’s article, “Strategic Neglect of Sun Tzu’s Precepts: A case Study of Kargil 
Conflict,” NDU Journal, Vol. XXVII (2013), 121-138.  
25

Saira Khan, Nuclear Weapons and Conflict Transformation: A case of India-Pakistan (New 

York: Routledge, 2009), 158. 
26

Sumit Ganguly and Paul Kapur, India, Pakistan, and the Bomb: Debating Nuclear Stability in 
South Asia (New York: Columbia University Press, 2010), 89-90. 
27

See Ashley J. Tellis, India’s Emerging Nuclear Posture: Between Recessed Deterrent and 
Ready Arsenal (Santa Monica: Rand, 2001). Accessed October 29, 2013. 
url:  http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monograph_reports/2008/MR1127part1.pdf. 
28

See Rajesh Basrur, Minimum Deterrence and India’s Nuclear Security (Stanford, CA: Stanford 
University Press, 2006). 
29

See George Perkovich, India’s Nuclear Bomb: The Impact of Global Proliferation (Berkley, CA: 
University of California Press, 1999). 

http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monograph_reports/2008/MR1127part1.pdf
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capability. However, Vipin Narang30 is of the view that India’s nuclear posture has 

considerably changed and would have serious implications on regional security. 

His arguments support my study that possibility of another military engagement 

between India and Pakistan cannot be ruled out. 

Lawrence Freedman31 provides an extremely useful summary of nuclear 

strategic thought in the post-Cold War era. It calls for the redirection of theory 

and study of international political and strategic relations, and how the dangers of 

major-power confrontation can be reduced through political or other acts. This 

book would form the theoretical basis of all subsequent nuclear strategies and 

deterrence theories for my study. 

Scott D. Sagan32 points out the gravity of situation in South Asia due to 

nuclear weapons’ proliferation. He is of the opinion that the deterrence may fail. 

Sagan challenges proliferation optimists33 and draws on the ‘organization theory’ 

and expected pathologies emerging in India and Pakistan bureaucracies. 

However, Sagan seems to be ignoring the efforts of the two states in developing 

the Command and Control (C&C) mechanism which are holding and have been 

recognized by the developed nations as well. On the other hand, Kenneth Waltz, 

                                                           
30

Vipin Narang, “Five Myths about India’s Nuclear Posture,” The Washington Quarterly 36, no. 3 
(2013): 143-157.  
31

Lawrence Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy (London: Palgrave Macmillan; Third 
Edition, October, 2003). 
32

See Scott D. Sagan, “The Perils of Proliferation in South Asia,” in Inside Nuclear South Asia, 

ed. Scott D. Sagan (Redwood City, CA: Stanford University Press, 2009). 
33

Proliferation Optimists led by Kenneth Waltz are of the view that nuclear capable states are less 
likely to engage themselves in physical violence.  
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the nuclear optimists has proffered that ‘more is better,’34 in terms of horizontal 

proliferation. Pakistan benefits from the optimists’ point of view on the subject. 

Furthermore, Waltz’s further assertions that ‘more would be worse if less is 

enough’35 also strengthen Pakistan’s position of adopting ‘minimum credible 

deterrence.’ Moreover, Waltz’s question to warring nations that, “Why fight if you 

can't win much and might lose everything?”36 needs to be understood by both 

India and Pakistan. 

Kanti Bajpai’s ‘Indian Strategic Culture’37 deliberates on three tiers of 

strategic cultures in India, namely Nehruvianism, neoliberalism and hyperrealism. 

He concludes that a lot has changed in the Indian thinking since the September 

and December 2001 and its foreign policy is likely to toe a more hard line 

approach. Such views have actually triggered India’s thinking to look for a space 

for a limited war with Pakistan, which is a dangerous proposition under the 

nuclear overhang. The research argues that this approach may lead to an all-out 

war between India and Pakistan, thus creating a space for a nuclear exchange, 

no matter how limited it may be. 

Ashley J Tellis’ brief on ‘Stability in South Asia’38 describes the 

seriousness of the situation in South Asia. His perception derives from the 

                                                           
34

See Kenneth Waltz, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More May Better,” Adelphi Papers, 
Number 171 (London: International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1981). 
35

Ibid. 
36

Ibid. 
37

Kanti Bajpai, “India’s Strategic Culture,” in South Asia in 2020: Future Strategic Balances & 

Alliances, ed. Michael R. Chambers (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, 2002), 245-304. 

Accessed August 25, 2014.url: http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub108.pdf. 
38

See Ashley J. Tellis, “Stability in South Asia.” Accessed March 20, 2014  
url: http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/documented_briefings/2005/DB185.pdf. 

http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub108.pdf
http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/documented_briefings/2005/DB185.pdf
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enduring instability in the region. He notes that a security competition could lead 

to catastrophic deterrence breakdown. He suggests that the US should continue 

to engage both India and Pakistan so that the two countries do not become 

isolated and can be persuaded to resolve their differences to reduce tension in 

the region. While US interventions during the serious crises situations have been 

beneficial in defusing the tension, it is necessary to understand India’s motives of 

not accepting third party intervention. India does so only when it suits its interests 

and not always. Tellis seems to ignore this particular aspect in the study. The 

research would expose this gap in Tellis’ work and argue that India accepts third 

party intervention whenever it suits its interests. 

Christina Rocca39 highlights the need to prevent a military engagement 

between India and Pakistan so that the US war on terror is not distracted. 

Rocca’s conclusions were based on US interests and not for the wellbeing of the 

people of J&K. 

Pakistan’s perspective on the Kargil Conflict came through as Shireen M 

Mazari40 attempted to separate the facts from fiction. Mazari’s main focus 

remains on the military aspects and its political dimension. Mazari rejects the 

notion of Kargil as an example of Asymmetric Conflict because it was not a 

planned strategic military conflict defined by Pakistan. Mazari is of the view that 

Kargil signals the advent of limited war into Indo-Pak conflict scenarios. Mazari’s 

                                                           
39

See Christina Rocca, in her paper ‘Prospects for Peace in South Asia’ presented on September 
5, 2002. Accessed March 20, 2014.url: http://www.outlookindia.com/article.aspx?217189.  
Also see http://2001-2009.state.gov/p/sca/rls/rm/13376.htm. Accessed March 20, 2014. 
40

See Shireen M Mazari, The Kargil Conflict 1999: Separating Fact From Fiction (Islamabad: 
Ferozsons, 2003). 

http://www.outlookindia.com/article.aspx?217189
http://2001-2009.state.gov/p/sca/rls/rm/13376.htm
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work lacks objectivity and has a bias toward defending Pakistan’s actions. This 

research would highlight this gap in order to bring objectivity and draw relevant 

lessons for Pakistan. 

Kenneth Waltz argues for horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapon 

states, primarily because of the efficacies of nuclear deterrence.41 Waltz 

arguments are of immense interest to this research to support this author’s 

argument that military engagements between the arch rivals are possible even 

under the nuclear overhang and its probabilities would vary as conflict gets 

transformed. Scott Douglas Sagan argues against the proliferation of nuclear 

weapon states and is referred as a nuclear pessimist. 

Stanley Wolpert42 presents an overview of Indo-Pak conflicts in its 

historical perspectives and attempts to outline a prescription for cooperation 

through the mechanisms of Confidence Building Measures (CBMs). However, 

Wolpert seems to have ignored the ground realities and India’s insistence that it 

would not accept a third party intervention to resolve its issues with Pakistan. 

This research highlights India’s strategic dichotomy in this regard. 

Michael Krepon43 and Polly Nayak44 have written extensively on 

confidence-building and nuclear risk-reduction measures in South Asia. Krepon’s 

                                                           
41

See Scott D. Sagan, and Kenneth N. Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate 

Renewed (New York: W.W. Norton &Company, 2003).  
42

See Stanley Wolpert, India and Pakistan: Continued Conflict or Cooperation? (London: 
University of California Press, 2010). 
43

See Michael Krepon, Rodney W. Jones, and Ziad Haider, ed. Escalation Control And The 
Nuclear Option In South Asia (Washington, DC.: The Stimson Center, 2004). Accessed 
February 7, 2014. 
url: http://www.stimson.org/books-reports/escalation-control-and-the-nuclear-option-in-south-
asia-/. 

http://www.stimson.org/books-reports/escalation-control-and-the-nuclear-option-in-south-asia-/
http://www.stimson.org/books-reports/escalation-control-and-the-nuclear-option-in-south-asia-/
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work on nuclear stability and crisis management in South Asia was of particular 

interest for this research. However, Krepon remains very critical about the 

Command and Control (C&C) of Pakistan’s strategic assets under Pakistan 

Army’s oversight. 

The Sumit Ganguly and Paul Kapur45 debate is more like the one between 

Waltz and Sagan. However, both target Pakistan by saying that after acquiring 

nuclear capability Pakistan feels emboldened to carry out actions like that of 

Kargil etc. Kapur is of the view that nuclear weapons have been destabilizing. 

Ganguly opines that nuclear weapons have prevented disputes turning into a full 

scale war. Nuclear weapons have stabilized the regional security environment 

and recent improvement in Indo-Pak relationship is a reflection of that; it will 

continue in future. However, this research lays emphasis on the determination of 

probabilities of wars, conflicts and crises between India and Pakistan, because 

the possibility of such events and incidents has not been ruled out. 

Saira Khan is of the view that introduction of nuclear weapons in South 

Asia have transformed the protracted conflict into a puzzle.46 However, she stops 

short of suggesting the likelihood or otherwise of any future conflict between 

India and Pakistan. Secondly, she seems convinced that there is no possibility of 

                                                                                                                                                                             
44

See Polly Nayak and Michael Krepon, US Crisis Management In South Asia’s Twin Peaks 
Crisis, (Washington, DC.: The Stimson Center, 2006). Accessed February 7, 2014. 
url: http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/USCrisisManagement.pdf. 
45

See Sumit Ganguly, and Kapoor S. Paul, India, Pakistan, and the Bomb: Debating the Nuclear 

Stability in South Asia (New Delhi: Viking Penguin, 2010). 
46

See Saira Khan, Nuclear weapons and Conflict Transformation: The Case of India-Pakistan 

(London: Routledge, 2009). 

http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/USCrisisManagement.pdf
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resolution of disputes in foreseeable future due to introduction of nuclear 

equation between India and Pakistan. 

Graham Allison’s three models of decision making47 are very useful to 

determine the behaviour of the two states during peace, wars, conflicts and 

crises. Allison discusses three models of decision making; Rational Actor Model 

or Unitary Government Model, Organization Process Model, and Governmental 

Politics Model. This research analyzes Pakistan’s decision making processes 

during different crises and conflicts with India, and draw parallels with India’s 

decision making processes in certain cases.  

The present research goes further than this existing literature and aims at 

answering following main questions: 

1. What role did nuclear weapons play in managing India-Pakistan 

conflicts?  

2. What are the possibilities of military engagements and wars between 

India and Pakistan? 

3. What is future efficacy of nuclear deterrence against the background of 

unresolved disputes and rising asymmetry? 

4. What are the probabilities of Kargil-like and Mumbai-like incidents 

being repeated in the foreseeable future? 

                                                           
47

Graham Allison, and Philip Zelikow, Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis, 

Second Edition (New York: Longman, 1999), 6-7. 
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Another intellectual puzzle that this research aims to explore is India’s 

motives for keeping the disputes unresolved and constantly declining any third 

party intervention, facilitation or arbitration, particularly during the peacetime. 

Whereas, India accepts international organizations’ assistance, global players’ 

facilitation and intervention during and after the crisis, conflicts and wars. 

However, the issues related to India-Pakistan relations are so complex and 

intricate that no one model or theory can adequately address them. Therefore, 

effort is made to make use of available intellectual tools in the form of theories 

and models to understand the dynamics of the complexities of India-Pakistan 

relations and suggest a way forward.  

The other objective of the research is to fill the gaps in the scholarship of 

this extremely important subject of India-Pakistan relations in its present form, 

where the two states show no urgency to resolve the protracted conflicts that 

have left the region as the poorest and the most dangerous place in the world. 

Also, study aims to invite debate on the veracity of the notion that there is space 

for a limited war under the nuclear overhang. Concurrently, create awareness on 

the efficacy or otherwise of Kargil-like military engagements for the resolution of 

Kashmir dispute. The research would help attract attention of scholars and media 

persons to make leadership and people realize that peace and stability in the 

region can best be accomplished by embracing the conflict resolution 

mechanisms. Furthermore, over reliance on nuclear deterrence for conflict 

management in an environment which is fraught with mistrust and lack of will to 

resolve the disputes could pose incalculable risks for over 1.3 billion people of 
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South Asia. Therefore the subject is considered fundamentally important to make 

leaders and people aware that nuclear weapons or nuclear deterrence may only 

have averted wars on few occasions but cannot ensure peace and stability in the 

region.  

Theoretical Framework 

Realism would form the basis of the argument of this research with offensive and 

defensive realism as the mainstay of two states’ behaviour. India is seen as an 

offensive realist state with ambitions to play a more dominant role in the region. 

Whereas Pakistan is seen as a defensive realist state struggling for its survival 

after India helped create Bangladesh out of East Pakistan in 197148 and went 

nuclear in 1974.49 Furthermore, the strategic culture and the elites’ behaviour of 

the two rival states would be analyzed through the lenses of constructivism. 

Graham Allison’s decision making models would help analyze the critical 

decisions taken by the two states in their perceived national interests. P2 model 

would help analyze important events of wars and crises between India and 

Pakistan in the past and help in forecasting the possibilities of similar events in 

the future to avoid their occurrence.   

Thesis Statement 

The central argument of this research is that the possibility of another military 

engagement between India and Pakistan exists, with varying degrees of 

probability, thus challenging the efficacy of nuclear deterrence. Until the 

                                                           
48

Details of Prime Minister Modi’s admission are given in Chapter Two.   
49

Details on India’s nuclear ambitions are given in Chapter Seven.   
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probabilities of military engagements are minimized, the possibilities of peace 

and stability in the region will remain elusive. 

Methodology 

Based on both deductive and inductive approach, the research deploys a 5-

Model approach with precepts related to Realism forming the basis of the 

argument of protracted conflict between India and Pakistan with none of the 

dispute being resolved in last so many decades. Furthermore, deploying 

inductive approach, a new ‘Possibility-Probability’ (P2) Model has been 

developed to review the past incidents of wars, conflicts and crises between India 

and Pakistan, and predict the future outcomes of such repeat misadventures due 

to the introduction of nuclear factor in the already complex environment. 

Following the principles laid for the research on subjects related to social 

sciences, this research adopted both qualitative and quantitative approaches 

making use of primary as well as secondary data. Briefly, “social science is the 

science of people or collections of people, such as groups, firms, societies, or 

economies, and their individual or collective behaviours.”50 Therefore, this 

research includes the interviews and discussions with prominent personalities 

from political, military, diplomatic circles, think tanks, and media analysts. This 

helped in determining as to what do people think, and say, particularly those who 

matter, and whether the two states would engage themselves in armed conflict in 

foreseeable future. 

                                                           
50

Anol Bhattacherjee, "Social Science Research: Principles, Methods, and Practices," Textbooks 
Collection. Book 3, 2012, 2. http://scholarcommons.usf.edu/oa_textbooks/3. Accessed July 27, 
2015.   

http://scholarcommons.usf.edu/oa_textbooks/3


18 
 

The difficulty faced in the process related to lack of direct contact with 

Indian origin scholars and decision makers, primarily because of my position in 

Pakistan’s armed forces. However, the Indian perspective, particularly on the 

disputes and post 9/11 incidents in New Delhi and Mumbai were accommodated 

from Indian authors.  

Surveys are also conducted with field persons who are actually facing the 

fronts in various capacities.  

 While the research mainly focused on the Pakistani perspective, extensive 

coverage is given to Journals and newspapers from both countries and internet 

were extensively explored to include comments from different segments of the 

society. Sensitivity of the subject demanded careful selection and editing of the 

interviews done with some very important decision makers from Pakistan, who 

were in such positions where they could have contributed positively. Their candid 

views were helpful in drawing relevant conclusions.   

Plan of the study 

The research comprises nine chapters. In the introduction part, the study 

introduces the significance of the research questions and lays the foundations on 

the theories of realism, liberalism and constructivism. This part deliberates in 

detail on the efficacies of Graham Allison’s three models of decision making of 

elites, organizations and bureaucracies, which helped in determining the 

behaviours of India and Pakistani leaders in times of crises. This also presents a 
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comprehensive research framework and methodology, which is deployed to 

investigate the present case study and draw conclusions.  

Chapter one deliberates in detail on the theoretical and contextual 

constructs which are deployed in the research. Realism being the most 

dominating theory to understand the complexities of India-Pakistan conflicts, 

related theories dealing with conflicts, Balance of Power (BoP), Offence-Defense 

Balance, and deterrence theory are also discussed. Precepts related to liberalism 

and constructivism is considered to understand the logic of certain agreements 

and treaties concluded between India and Pakistan, but without actually resolving 

any of the protracted conflicts. The complex conflictual relationship between India 

and Pakistan is analyzed in light of Mitchell’s Conflict model, in concert with 

Graham Allison’s Decision Making Models, to determine the causes of conflict 

proliferation between the estranged neighbours. In order to bridge the gap in the 

scholarship, the P2 model is developed to analyze the past events of utmost 

importance to reduce the probabilities of their recurrence and hence increasing 

the possibilities of a sustainable peace and stability in the region. 

Chapter two deals with India-Pakistan wars and conflicts between 1947-

82. All major events are reviewed in their historical contexts to draw inferences of 

the outcomes due to specific behaviours of the decision makers. Beginning 

briefly with the political fallouts of some decisions of the partition plan, study 

discusses the dynamics of First Kashmir War of 194851 between India and 

                                                           
51

First military engagement between the newly independent states occurred in 1948. The details 
of events are discussed in Chapter-II. 
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Pakistan. Other issues like water sharing and the significance of Cease Fire Line 

Agreement52 and its impact on Siachen dispute are reviewed. Events of the mid-

1960s which included Rann of Kutch53 conflict of 1964; Second Kashmir War of 

1965,54 following the failure of Operation Gibraltar55 by Pakistan and Soviet 

facilitated Tashkent Agreement56 are reviewed and analyzed. Since 1971 War57 

occurred for different reasons, therefore without going into the details of those 

events, analysis of Simla Agreement58 is carried out. Simla Agreement not only 

formalized CFL as Line of Control (LoC), but also lays the foundation of bilateral 

mechanism to resolve the disputes including J&K. Another issue which has been 

a constant irritant between India and Pakistan is that of Sir Creek which has its 

historical roots to early twentieth century between British India’s states of Gujrat 

and Sindh. This inherited dispute is analyzed in detail under the determined 

conceptual framework of the study. Towards the end of this chapter, the genesis 

of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons programme is also deliberated upon to 

understand its efficacy for Pakistan’s survival against its much larger adversary, 

India, which also has the same capability. 

Chapter three is dedicated to comprehensive analysis of two important 

disputes between India and Pakistan, which have caused conflicts and 

                                                           
52

The detailed analysis on The Karachi Agreement is presented in Chapter-II. 
53

The details about the Rann of Kutch conflict is discussed in Chapter-II. 
54

The details of events leading to 1965 war is discussed in Chapter-II. 
55

Operation Gibraltar was launched in August 1965 by Pakistan to start a rebellion in J&K against 
the Indian rule. Further details are discussed in Chapter-II. 
56

The Tashkent Declaration signed on 10 January 1966 between India and Pakistan was 
facilitated by Soviet leadership after 1965 war. 
57

The Indo-Pak War of 1971 resulted in the creation of Bangladesh, is briefly discussed in 
Chapter-II. 
58

The Simla Agreement was signed between India and Pakistan on July 2, 1972 after the 1971 
war. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rann_of_Kutch
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skirmishes: Sir Creek and Siachen. This research investigates the veracity of the 

academic phrase ‘doable’ as is considered by so many analysts. Another aim of 

this chapter is to explore these two territorial disputes between the arch rivals 

through the prism of structural realism, as well as decision making models. 

Furthermore, this research reiterates the need to embrace conflict resolution 

mechanisms toward the ‘doable’ disputes, instead of just managing these 

conflicts, primarily because at least Siachen dispute has the potential to expand 

into a larger conflict, as was seen in Kargil conflict.  

Chapter four deals with important events related to recurring conflicts and 

crises between 1983 and 1998; including Siachen dispute, covert development of 

Pakistan’s nuclear weapons programme, Exercise Brasstacks 1987,59 Kashmir 

crises of 1990s,60 and finally the events which led to overt nuclearisation of South 

Asia in May 1998.61 These events are analyzed in light of their historical linkages 

with the core issue of J&K, behaviour of the two belligerents in the light of 

decision making models, and through the inspiration from the theories of 

offensive and defensive realism. 

Chapter five analyzes the Kargil conflict in greater detail because this was 

first military engagement between India and Pakistan after they declared 

themselves as de facto nuclear states. The events were viewed as extremely 

serious and nearly all the major global players showed their concern and called 

for immediate cessation of hostilities. US President Bill Clinton personally 

                                                           
59

The detailed analyses on the events leading to and about the Operation Brasstacks is 
discussed in Chapter-III. 
60

The Kashmir crises of the 1990s are discussed in detail in chapter-iv.  
61

Tit for tat nuclear tests in May 1998 by India and Pakistan. 
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intervened in achieving a cease-fire between the two arch rivals. The Kargil 

conflict is analyzed for the efficacies of theories of deterrence between states 

with unresolved disputes, differing decision making mechanisms due to civil-

military relations of the two states, and India’s acceptance of US intervention 

despite its stated stance of not accepting any third party intervention in bilateral 

issues.  

Chapter six deals with crises between India and Pakistan following the 

events of 9/11,62 which were followed by attacks on India’s Parliament on 

November 26, 2001 allegedly, by Pakistan supported Kashmiri Mujahedeen. This 

particular incident marked the beginning of the longest military standoff between 

the two nuclear neighbours. The two armed forces sat eyeball to eyeball in Twin 

Peak Crisis,63 which lasted for over a year. Events were seen as watershed in 

the strategic thought process of the leaderships of two militaries. India parted 

ways from Sunderji doctrine64 of deep thrust land attack against Pakistan to Cold 

Start Doctrine65 of an immediate attack with available forces following an incident 

of terror in future. 

India-Pakistan ‘Thaw’ followed by these events is also analyzed in light of 

new military doctrines introduced by India and responded to by Pakistan, with the 

development of tactical nuclear weapons66 to plug the gaps created by increasing 

                                                           
62

The 9/11 attacks on US cities were allegedly launched by Al-Qaeda activists.  
63

The Twin Peak Crisis got initiated due to attacks allegedly by Kashmiri militants on the Indian 
Parliament building in New Delhi in December 2001 and in Jammu in May 2002.  
64

General Krishnaswamy Sundarji was India's Chief of Army staff from 1986 to 1988. 
65

Cold Start is India’s military doctrine developed after 2001-02 military stand-off with Pakistan.  
66

In order to bridge the gap in conventional force differential, Pakistan has developed Low Yield 
Nuclear Weapons ‘Nasr’. 
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conventional asymmetry between the two armed forces. Increased efforts for 

improvement in bilateral relations are analyzed under theories of peace and 

conflict. Arms race visible in the development of respective missile programmes 

is also deliberated upon within the framework of decision making and political 

realism. Confidence Building Measures (CBMs) incorporated between the two 

estranged neighbours during the intervening period proved unsustainable and 

were derailed by events following the Mumbai attacks of 26 November 2008. The 

reasons for the fragility of relations would be analyzed under theories of 

structural realism, constructivism, and new military doctrines and strategies 

proffered by the two armed forces during this period.   

Chapter seven deliberates upon the role of nuclear weapons during the 

post-Kargil events to determine the efficacy of nuclear deterrence in conflict 

management between India and Pakistan. Effort is made to explore the impact of 

US intervention in the cessation of hostilities on each occasion in concert with 

nuclear factor or as an independent variable.  

Chapter eight aims to test some of the historical events of international 

and regional importance on Possibility-Probability (P2) model developed for the 

study, before putting it to future scenarios in the India-Pakistan context. The 

events like Operation Gibraltar of April 1965 by Pakistan, Cuban Missile Crisis67 

(CMC) of 1962, and the Kargil conflict of 1999, are put to test the model for its 

efficacy in evaluation of bilateral relations amongst the rival states. 

                                                           
67

The Cuban Missile Crisis occurred in October 1962 between the Soviet Union and Cuba on one 
side and the United States on the other side. The crisis is still viewed as the most serious event of 
the Cold War era. 
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Chapter nine presents the analyses of the study of India-Pakistan relations 

through the prism of offensive and defensive realism. Efficacies of deterrent 

stability in an environment of increasing conventional asymmetry and increased 

economic disparity between the rivals which is tilted heavily in favour of India, is 

analyzed. Based on these analyses, the probabilities of any future wars, conflict 

and crises due to deterrence failure or dilution are determined and possibilities of 

peace in the presence of unresolved disputes are examined. 

The conclusion sets the stage to present major findings of this study and 

draws linkages between the theoretical and analytical deliberations raised during 

the process of research. The concluding part evaluates the efficacy of the P2 

model in the context of India-Pakistan conflicts. That may help identify the issues 

requiring further scholarship on the all important aspect of India-Pakistan 

relations; most importantly the peaceful resolution of all disputes including that of 

J&K, instead of only managing the conflicts and risking an unthinkable nuclear 

exchange between the two arch rivals. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Theoretical and Contextual Linkages: Understanding Wars and Conflicts 

Introduction 

Politics is the art of the possible,1 and the conduct of international relations based 

on these possibilities is what the leaders at all tiers of governmental hierarchy are 

confronted with. In order to not only understand the dynamics of international 

politics and events, but also to facilitate and equip the leaderships at different 

tiers with sound reasoning; social scientists construct theories, draw inferences, 

and perhaps influence judgments. “Thus, the theories that guide the thinking of 

policy makers and scholars in different historical circumstances”2 bear clear 

reflection of the outcome of the decisions. However, the difficulty remains in the 

correct interpretation of these theories, and hence causes dilemmas for the 

academics to ponder on the outcomes of certain events.  

This chapter aims to review major theories to develop linkages between 

historical and contextual in international relations, so as to understand the 

outcomes of different events between India and Pakistan, in the succeeding 

chapters.  

 

 

                                                           
1
Otto von Bismarck. Accessed January 30, 2013.  

url: www.brainyquote.com/quotes/quotes/o/ottovonbis398827.html. 
2
Charles W. Kegley Jr. and Eugene R. Wittkopf, World Politics: Trends & Transformations, Ninth 

Edition (Belmont, USA: Thomson-Wadsworth, 2004), 31.  
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Primary Theories  

This research deploys a 5-model approach to find answers to the questions 

raised earlier. However, not all the theories would help in developing the 

arguments and therefore some of them would form the primary logic whereas the 

others would support subsequent deliberations.  

Realism forms the basic theoretical construct of this research. Realism in 

its many shades; political, structural or neo-realism with further explanations by 

Waltz’s defensive realism and Mearsheimer’s offensive realism helped develop 

understandings about the complexities of India-Pakistan relations. Liberals and 

constructivist approaches are deployed to determine the behaviour of India and 

Pakistan towards normalization of relations without actually resolving the 

disputes. To understand this complex and protracted conflict, the research made 

use of the Christopher Mitchel’s Conflict Model in concert with Graham Allison’s 

Decision Making Models. Deploying inductive approach, this author then 

developed a new ‘Possibility-Probability (P2) Model’ to review the past incidents 

of wars, conflicts and crises between India and Pakistan, and predict the future 

outcomes of such repeat misadventures due to the introduction of nuclear factor 

in the already complex environment. Following both inductive and deductive 

methods of reasoning, efforts are made to develop a dynamic model (P2) to 

predict the future outcome to effectively modify the behaviour of elites in both the 

countries to emerge out of status quo to a more pragmatic approach of dealing 

with the evolving scenarios.  
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Realism 

The international realm is anarchic. It consists of independent political units 

called states,3 which are the primary actors. All states maintain certain level of 

offensive military capability which may be perceived as potentially dangerous by 

other states.4 Hence, states remain unsure about the intentions of other states 

and continue to enhance their power base to remain sovereign. However, most 

states think rationally and consolidate themselves to survive in the anarchic 

environment.5 

Major international relations’ theories are in agreement with the concept of 

a state, as a unitary actor pursuing its respective national interests to achieve 

their political objectives. Realism proffers that world affairs are governed by an 

anarchic system which survives on conflicts and interests.6 There is continuous 

tension among the competing nations to increase their power base by grabbing 

the scarce resources. Realism’s focus on conflicts and state power aligns it with 

military strategic issues than anything else.7 Realism has its roots to the era of 

Thucydides8 and Kautilya,9 ably proffered by Machiavelli10 in the Middle Ages, 

                                                           
3
Robert Jackson and Georg Sorensen, Introduction to International Relations: Theories and 

approaches, Third Edition (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 60. Also see 
http://www.irtheory.com/know.htm.  Accessed July 29, 2014. 
4
See Hans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations (New York: Knopf, 1948) Chapters 1 and 2. 

5
Ibid. 

6
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Thomas Hobbes11 in the seventeenth Century, and Hans Morgenthau12 in the 

previous century.  

Thucydides, who studied the Peloponnesian Wars (431-404 BC), saw the 

international relations as competitive due to inherent conflicting nature of unequal 

powers acquired by the states. His distinction of placing the states into different 

categories as per their potential and actual strength makes him pioneer of 

classical realist theory, which dilates upon the “security and the survival are the 

primary values and war is the final arbiter.”13 

Machiavelli lays emphasis on the ability of the Ruler to ensure freedom 

and prosperity for his state and the people, for which he advocates acquisition of 

power by any means. He declares the world as a dangerous but opportune place 

and holds the Ruler responsible to take initiative and be prepared to preempt for 

the future events.14 

Whereas, Hobbes is of the view that:  

International state of nature is a condition of actual or potential war; there 
can be no permanent or guaranteed peace between sovereign states. 
War is necessary, as a last resort, for resolving disputes between states 
that cannot agree and will not acquiesce.15 
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The views proffered by these classical realists serve as reference while 

analyzing the state behaviour even in contemporary times.  

Realism remained dominant during the Cold War16 era because it 

provided logic for wars and alliances’ non-cooperation and competition among 

the rivals.17 During the middle of twentieth century, Morgenthau believed that 

states do have an intrinsic desire to dominate others, which makes wars and 

conflicts inevitable.18 Realism proffers that opposing interests and conflict among 

states inevitable. Realists’ precepts remain focused on power instead of morality. 

They maintain that universal moral principles cannot be applied to the actions of 

states, and they must be filtered through the concrete circumstances of time and 

place.19 

Neorealism 

Kenneth Waltz proposed that states seek to survive within an anarchical 

system.20 States may also seek survival through power balancing, but that is not 

their only aim. Since the international system is anarchic, the most powerful units 

shape the environment to serve their interests. These powerful states may be 

referred as unipolar, bipolar or multipolar at certain point in time. However, Waltz 

emphasized on the structure of the international system instead of only on 
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human nature. Waltz insisted that states do not operate in isolation and within the 

larger international system states seek to survive. Waltz was of the view that 

bipolarity was more stable than multipolarity. Hence, defensive realism focused 

on the need of state’s survival, which was the main cause of states acquiring 

power either individually or by joining the alliances.21 

Defensive Realism 

Theoretical assumptions related to defensive realism are built upon Robert 

Jervis's writings on the security dilemma and Kenneth Waltz's balance-of-power 

(BoP).22 The concept of BoP rests on maintaining equilibrium in the international 

system. The BoP system works most effectively when alliances are fluid and they 

can be easily formed or broken on the basis of expediency, regardless of values, 

religion, history, or form of government. A single state may playa balancer role, 

however it is difficult to measure this balance.23 

Defensive realists view that anarchy creates situations where one state’s 

increase in its security apparatus is perceived as a security risk of the other state. 

This security dilemma causes states to worry about each other's future intentions 

and relative power. States at times, may pursue expansionist policies thinking 

that aggression is the only way to enhance its state’s security. Examples of 

defensive realism include: offense-defense theory by Robert Jervis,24 and 
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Stephen Van Evera,25 balance-of-power theory by Barry Posen,26 and balance-

of-threat theory by Stephen Walt,27 alongside the security dilemma theory.28 

Offensive Realism 

Offensive realism gives analytical primacy to the hostile and unforgiving nature of 

the international system as the cause of conflict. Offensive realists view that 

anarchy provides strong incentives for expansion. The states make efforts to 

maximize their relative power because only the strongest states can guarantee 

their survival. They pursue expansionist policies when and where the benefits of 

doing so outweigh the costs.29 States feel compelled to improve their relative 

national power to pursue their desired objectives, and hence become a regional 

hegemon.30  

 Offensive realists however, “disagree over the historical prevalence of 

hegemonic regional systems and the likely responses of weaker states to would-

be regional hegemons; like balancing, buck-passing, or bandwagoning.”31 

However, John Mearsheimer argues that, “The international system competes 
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until the great powers achieve the status of a regional hegemon the best state for 

any great power. This is done through aggressive behavior.”32 

The above arguments from the realist school helped in understanding and 

explaining the behaviour of India and Pakistan, engaged in protracted conflict, 

particularly in a situation where the number of conflicts has grown over the years 

under the guise of ‘interests.’ 

Offense-Defense Balance Theory 

As realism suggests that status quo can best be maintained if the BoP is 

established, and in order to maintain this balance, it is necessary that offense-

defense balance is maintained. In the same context, Stephen Van Evera 

maintains that, “offense dominant means that conquest is fairly easy, while 

defense dominant that conquest is very difficult.”33 Therefore, it is necessary that 

the adversaries monitor each other’s capability development plans and not the 

intent to decipher the policy options, looking at the possibilities of such 

developments, so as to formulate the strategies based on the probabilities of 

those options of the adversary. 

Conflict and Security 

The concept of security has been used in national and international fora, foreign 

policy debates and scholarly endeavors, but still the concept is in search of a 
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meaning. It has been weakly conceptualized and ambiguously defined.34 There 

exist four major strands of thinking on matters related to security. Some refer it in 

terms of power;35 others equate it with the survival of the state.36 Another strand 

of thinking sees security in terms of war avoidance,37 and for some, it is the 

relative freedom from harmful threats.38 In the context of the last phrase, security 

is a concept which is rooted in the psychological orientation of decision makers 

and people. It is the result of historical past and of prevailing environment.39 It is 

this perception of people about security which leads to the drawing up the iron 

curtain40 and instigates them to even extend their boundaries beyond their 

territorial limits. All such nations who were repeatedly invaded have the tendency 

to consolidate their strength beyond their territorial limit so as to avoid the 

recurrence of the historical past. 

The security of a nation can be appropriately assessed by looking at 

factors which become responsible in altering the policy-making apparatus. 

Broadly speaking, security is an objective of individual, something for which 

individuals are prepared to give up goods. In this basic sense, human security is 

defined as safety from such chronic threats as hunger, disease, repression and 
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protection from sudden and harmful disruptions in their homes, jobs and 

communities. It denotes composure, tranquility of spirit and the absence of 

anxiety upon which the happy life depends.41 Security in this regard would mean 

the protection which society accords to each citizen, for the conservation of his 

person (life, limb, honour …..), his property (shelter, business …….), and his 

rights (liberty, freedom of speech and expression etc.)42 

Though the security is a condition and objective of individuals it can only 

be achieved through the collective enterprise, because the concept is extended 

from security of state to the security of groups and individuals.43 Security must be 

defined in relation to vulnerabilities that threaten to bring down or weaken the 

institutions or the state structure. 

The concept of security needs a paradigm change and should move away 

from perception of security in terms of the exogenous threat to the threat from 

within the state. Though this does not mean that the former is totally irrelevant.44 

The most common threats to security that emanate from within the state or from 

the societal sources are of economic nature. The economic factor is the bedrock 

upon which the social superstructure is built; and the way in which it mainly 

operates is through the struggle of economic classes to possess the state power. 

The strength of economics and the security of a nation are interlinked. State 

security can best be ensured if the country has the capability to hit back through 
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large and sophisticated armed forces, which can only be sustained by the vast 

amount of resources. Whereas, a security dilemma refers to a situation where in 

two or more states are drawn into conflict, possibly even war, over security 

concerns, even though none of the states actually desires conflict. Essentially, 

the security dilemma occurs when two or more states each feel insecure in 

relation to other states.45 None of the states involved want relations to 

deteriorate, let alone for war to be declared, but as each state acts militarily or 

diplomatically to make itself more secure, the other states interpret its actions as 

threatening. In fact, an intended cycle of events or incidents, results in an 

escalation of the conflict which may eventually lead to open warfare.46 

The concept of conflict and its manifestation with known consequences is 

as old as the emergence of mankind on the planet earth. The term has been 

defined and adequately explained by literati in every era. One such definition is 

that, “a conflict is the result of opposing interests involving scarce resources, goal 

divergence, and frustration.”47 This means that for a conflict to emerge, the 

interests have to differ, and for a conflict to grow, acquisition of resources has to 

be of prime interest to both. State’s desire to acquire resources to consolidate, 
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and enhance its power to expand its influence, in fact gains strength from 

Morgenthau’s realism theory.48 

Conflict could occur between individuals, groups, societies, and the states. 

Yet, the basic reasons may remain the same; acquisition of resources to 

enhance power and influence others. As long as conflict is between the 

individuals or the groups, it would affect a family or at best a group of families. 

But when conflict starts to emerge between the states, it affects a large number 

of people on either side. The magnitude of the effect may differ with the capacity 

to absorb the level of conflict. If the conflict is of socio-cultural dimension, then as 

per Schellenberg, “social conflict is the opposition between individuals and 

groups on the basis of competing interests, different identities, and or differing 

attitudes.”49 

The conflict at different levels; individual, group, or state, is always 

dynamic. When it emerges or surfaces (conflict evolution), it can be prevented or 

settled in its embryonic stage or in its incubator through active consultation. Once 

a conflict starts to take shape, and heads towards the age of activity, it becomes 

a reason for crisis, uneasy peace, or even an armed engagement. At this stage, 

conflict can be managed. Simpler issues, relatively, may be managed peacefully 

or even resolved with internal as well as external intervention. However, certain 

interstate conflicts emerging and taking roots due to ideological, territorial or even 

survival elements are far too complex to manage, less resolve peacefully. 
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Peter Wallensteen’s definitions of war, conflict management and conflict 

resolution are of particular interest and are deployed in this research. Analyzing 

these definitions, this author proposes a simplified explanation of WAR as, 

“Waste of Available Resources.” The purpose of this proposal is to generate an 

academic debate between the realists and the liberals over the efficacy of wars 

for the resolution of disputes in twenty first century.  

This author’s explanation of war is in accordance with Peter Wallensteen’s 

assertion that, “Wars involve the taking of territory, the eviction of inhabitants, the 

death of soldiers and civilians, the destruction of property, ……….. War is among 

the most destructive phenomena that one human group can inflict on another.50 

Whereas about conflict management, he adds that, “conflict management 

can help to reduce dangers of crisis, creating some confidence and lessening 

(potential or actual) sufferings.”51 However, in his view, “conflict resolution is 

more ambitious as it tries to affect the basic issues, the incompatibilities that 

direct the conflicting parties.”52 Furthermore, he define conflict resolution, “As a 

situation where the conflicting parties enter into an agreement that solves their 

central incompatibilities, accept each other’s continued existence as parties and 

cease all violent action against each other.”53 In Wallenstein’s view, conflict 

resolution, “is a social situation where the armed conflicting parties in a 
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(voluntary) agreement resolve to live peacefully with-and/or dissolve- their basic 

incompatibilities and henceforth cease to use arms against one another.”54 

Peter Wallensteen’s definitions, concepts and explanations were 

extremely useful in developing the argument in the study to understand the India-

Pakistan conflicts, their management and possibility for resolution. 

Deterrence 

The concept of deterrence is as old as history of wars and conflicts. However, in 

modern times the concept, and definitions both, draws reference to the birth of 

nuclear weapons in 1945. Bernard Brodie, strategist of nuclear deterrence 

theory, was of the view that “if aggressor feared retaliation in kind, he would not 

attack.”55 Explaining further, Brodie wrote, “Thus far the chief purpose of our 

military establishment has been to win wars. From now on its chief purpose must 

be to avert them.”56 

In the earlier days of nuclear era, the deterrence was understood to be 

“dissuading someone from an action by frightening that person with 

consequences of the action….Deterrence depends what one can do, not or what 

one will do.”57 However, deterrence is not a given; it is to be acquired, and it is to 
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be accomplished through certain measures, and actions. Moreover it is relative, 

and not across the board.   

Early definitions related to dissuading the adversary from not doing 

something which was desirable to a potential aggressor. Subsequently as the 

concept matured and perhaps coercion became more pronounced. However, the 

concept in its essence conveys in clear terms that the consequences of an 

undesired action would be such that the potential attacker would in the end not 

gain anything. According to Henry Kissinger,  

Deterrence is the attempt to keep an opponent from adopting a certain course of 
action by posing risks which will seem to him out of proportion to any gains to be 
achieved….The higher the stakes, the more absolute must be the threat of 
destruction which faces him…But, reverse is also true; the smaller the objective, 

the less should be the sanction.
58

 

 

As regards to its efficacy, Therese Delpech is of the view that “[a]s 

long as nuclear weapons are around, even in small numbers, deterrence 

is the safest doctrine to deal with them.”59 

The concept of deterrence has many facets. “Deterrence can be a 

technique, a doctrine and a state of mind. In all cases it is about setting 

boundaries for actions and establishing the risks associated with the crossing of 
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those boundaries.”60 According to Ward Wilson, “……deterrence is mental. For 

deterrence to work you have to get inside your adversary’s head.”61 

Classical or rational deterrence theory rests on the strategic parity and 

strategic stability. Its roots lie in power politics or political realism; which 

advocates the essentiality of BoP in the anarchic international system. The 

theory of BoP enunciates that when power is more or less equally distributed 

among great powers, peace will ensue.62 Conversely, as large asymmetries 

become discernible in the distribution of power resources, the probability of war 

increases markedly. Hence, the country whose power is increasing will take 

advantage of its superior power to attack its now weaker adversaries.63 

According to Arvind Kumar, “Classical Deterrence Theory posits a greater 

probability of war under asymmetry.”64 Whereas, Structural Deterrence Theory is 

another important strand of this theory which deals with cost-benefit analysis of a 

nuclear war and suggests that, “the probability of crises and war among states 

will be especially high in an asymmetric relationship; and, that the probability of 

war decreases under conditions in which there is an increase in the absolute 

costs of war.”65 
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Deterrence is convincing adversaries that undesired actions would be 

responded in manners resulting in damages that may outweigh any likely benefit. 

The proliferation optimists, Kenneth Waltz leading, are of the view that the 

spread of nuclear weapons would deter the states from going to war against 

other states.66 “The weapons would, it is argued, provide weaker states with 

more security against attacks by stronger neighbours.”67 However, this view is 

based on the assumption that states would think rationally and would not 

consider using these weapons, and therefore, nuclear arms races will not invite a 

nuclear exchange.68 

The theoretical construct dealing with concepts of deterrence helped the 

study understand its efficacy in managing conflicts between India and Pakistan. 

Particularly, Ward Wilson’s assertions that: 

Deterrence is limited in its application: it only works with those who stop 
and consider rationally the costs of what they’re about to do. This means 
that from the outset, deterrence cannot be expected to cover all 
situations.69 

 

 Wilson further states that, “Nuclear deterrence does not appear to be 

reliable or safe over the long run.”70 Wilson’s argument helped this research in 
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ascertaining the efficacy of deterrence in a protracted conflict, particularly with 

rising asymmetries between India and Pakistan.  

Supporting Theories 

The focus of this research remained on analyzing the estranged relationship 

between India and Pakistan on the realists’ assumptions, primarily due to 

unresolved disputes and the introduction of nuclear dimension in the context. 

However, certain supporting theories also proved their efficacy in the evaluation 

of this complex relationship. 

Liberalism 

Liberals view that peace across borders is possible through cooperation and 

engagement. They lay emphasis on equality, liberty and protection of peoples’ 

right to practice their morals and values. Liberals assert for ethical pursuits rather 

than acquisition of power for prestige. “The origins of liberal theory are found in 

Enlightenment optimism, nineteenth-century political and economic liberalism, 

and twentieth-century Wilsonian idealism.”71 Leading liberals like Immanuel 

Kant72 was of the view that avoidance of war is possible, though difficult, and the 

formation of a federation of states could help overcome the anarchy of the 

international system.73 Norman Angell,74 as early as 1909 had written in The 
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Great Illusion that, “….. in modern times territorial conquest is extremely 

expensive and politically divisive because it severely disrupts international 

commerce.”75 

Liberals’ views were severely criticized for events during the World War I 

and therefore liberal thoughts and ideas underwent transformations to reach the 

idea of creating international institutions to replace the anarchical state of the 

world. Collective security was one of the ideas which led to the formation of 

League of Nations on 10 January 1920.76 Other ideas propounded by liberals 

included establishment of Permanent Court of International Justice in 1921,77 

ratification of Kellog-Briand Pact of 1928,78 and efforts toward the arms control 

and disarmament agreements during the 1920s.  

Theories related to social sciences remain under constant examination 

and review by scholars for their efficacies to deal international relations and 

events, and liberalism though considered the continuation of idealism, was 

considered inadequate to deal with evolving world order. Neoliberals propounded 

that international institutions should promote global change, cooperation, peace, 

and prosperity through programs for reforms.”79 For them,  
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Security is essential, and institutions help to make security 
possible….These interactions will occur not just on security issues but on 
a whole suite of international issues including human rights (a classical 
liberal concern), the environment, immigration, and economics.80 

 

These liberal precepts helped in understanding the mechanics of 

numerous agreements, accords and declarations which were concluded between 

India and Pakistan without actually resolving the disputes.  

Constructivism 

Unlike realism and liberalism, constructivism laid more emphasis on the people 

and ideas in their interactions of international relations. The main argument 

constructivists put forward is that, “state behavior is shaped by elite beliefs, 

identities, and social norms…..State and national interests are the result of the 

social identities of these actors.”81 Constructivists tend to view the world through 

the prism of the power of ideas, culture, and exploration of more avenues of 

power that would make a state really superior to the other.82 Similarly, they do 

not view sovereignty in traditional context. These views helped this research to 

explore the possibilities of peace beyond the usual methods of war and 

diplomacy.  

Constructivist theory rejects the basic assumption of neo-realist theory 

that the state of anarchy is a structural condition inherent in the system of states. 

                                                           
80

Robert O. Keohane and Joseph Nye, Power and Interdependence, Third Edition (New York: 
Longman, 2001), 329-50. 
81

Stephen M. Walt, “International Relations: One World, Many Theories,” Foreign Policy, no. 110 
(Spring 1998): 41. 
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See Shoaib Pervez, Security Community in South Asia: India-Pakistan (New York: Routledge, 
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Rather, it argues, in Alexander Wendt's words, that 'Anarchy is what states make 

of it'.83 That is, anarchy is a condition of the system of states because states in 

some sense 'choose' to make it so. Anarchy is not an inherent fact of state-to-

state relations. The, constructivists’ are of the view that anarchic nature of the 

system of states can be changed.  

Constructivists opine that states may have their identity and interest, but 

they must also share the ideas, beliefs and the cultural beings of the people they 

are representing. Hence, constructivism remains more of a philosophically and 

theoretically informed perspective and approach to the empirical study of 

international relations.84 

The ideas propounded by Constructivists helped in understanding the 

phenomenon of cooperation and agreements after the crises and under 

international facilitations. Shoaib’s writing was particularly helpful in 

understanding the elites’ behaviour of the two states. 

Graham Allison’s Decision Making Models 

Graham Allison developed three decision-making models to understand the logic 

of decisions taken by President Kennedy and his Executive Committee of the 

National Security Council (EXCOMM),85 during the Cuban Missile Crisis (CMC).86 
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See Alexander Wendt, “Anarchy is What States Make of It,” International Organization 46, no. 2 
(Spring 1992). 
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See J. Ruggie, “What Makes the World Hang Together? Neo-utilitarianism and the Social 
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Model 1 referred as the Rational Actor Model (RAM) considered as if the state 

acts as a unitary rational actor to make decisions. Whereas, Model 2 referred as 

Organizational Behaviour Model (OBM) suggested that: 

The sub-units of the state act according to pre-determined procedures to 
produce an "output." The state is still essentially a unitary actor…but the 
government can only dictate policy options that are already in the 
standard operating procedures (SOPs).87 

 

 Model 3 referred to as Governmental Policy Model (GPM) suggesting that, 

those in charge of various state responsibilities (Secretary of State, Secretary of 

Defense, and others) make predictable arguments based on their present 

position. Policy "outcomes" are the result of negotiations among these leaders. 

This model dispenses fully with the unitary government idea.  

The decisions and actions of governments are essentially intra-national 
political outcomes: outcomes in the sense that what happens is not 
chosen as a solution to a problem but rather results from compromise, 
coalition, competition, and confusion among government officials who see 
different faces of an issue; political in the sense that the activity from 
which the outcomes emerge is best characterized as bargaining.88 

 

These decision-making models helped in understanding the logic of 

decisions taken by different governmental setups at different times during 

crisis, conflicts and wars between India and Pakistan.  

                                                                                                                                                                             
86

The Cuban missile crisis occurred because USSR placed its nuclear capable SRBMs and 
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Thresa Delpech is of the view that, “Leadership Lies at the Very Core of 

Deterrence.” However, she further states that, “Leadership may not be sufficient 

to ensure deterrence, but it is undoubtedly necessary.” She exemplifies her 

assertions by saying that:  

In 1962, after a first meeting a year earlier between Nikita Khrushchev 
and John F. Kennedy had revealed weaknesses of the new U.S. 
President in his relations with Moscow, the Soviet Union thought it could 
engage in gambling. It was far from expecting Kennedy to issue this clear 
warning to Moscow: It shall be the policy of this nation to regard any 
nuclear missile launched from Cuba against any nation in the Western 
Hemisphere as an attack by the Soviet Union on the United States 
requiring a full retaliatory response upon the Soviet Union.89 

 

In order to understand certain other theoretical aspects which would be 

discussed in the study, it is necessary to define these terms again to enhance 

our understanding of the subject before reaching the conclusion.  

Policy and Strategy: Explanations Through the Prism of Graham Allison’s 

Decision Making Models 

This research supports Bismarck’s view that ‘politics is art of the possible,’90 and 

policy making is part of politics by the politicians. If politicians make people-

friendly policies, they become dear to their people, but if they make policies to 

serve vested interests, they end up losing their jobs. Morgenthau adds, “Politics 

is an art and not a science, and what is required for its mastery is not the 

rationality of the engineer but the wisdom and the moral strength of the 
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statesman.”91 These policies are in relation to evolving scenarios. The study 

argues that policies are made as part of politics, seen through the prism of 

possibilities. There is compatibility between needs and ends. These policies are 

crafted to deal with conflicts, crisis, and uncertainties.  

In the next step, the corresponding strategies are formulated on the basis 

of the degree of probabilities of those possibilities because strategy is to deliver 

the objectives set by the policies. Strategy caters for ground realities and 

evolving situations. The policies are made on the possibilities by the politicians at 

the strategic level; however, the specific strategies are formulated by the 

respective ministries, services, departments based on the probabilities after 

taking guidance from the policies. Strategies related to national security and 

defense matters are formulated by the military establishments, but have to be 

stamped by civilian national leadership who own it as part of their policies. 

However, this study argues that problem occurs when these strategies are 

not in consonance to policies given by the political masters. Hence the gap 

between policy made by politicians, who make these polices based on the 

possibilities, and strategies formulated on the basis of probabilities by the military 

men, creates a wedge between Civil-Military relations and provides adversary a 

chance to exploit that gap into the thought process and its execution. Also, this is 

where, according to organization theorists, there is the possibility of use of 

nuclear weapons when their controls lie in the hands of military.  
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The study contends that if the possibility of a certain event is not seen, the 

stakeholders would not forecast the probabilities of that event. Likewise, if policy 

does not exist to deal with a particular situation, strategies would also not be 

formulated by respective services / departments. If the policy does not define 

ends it would not identify means and ways to achieve that end. And, therefore, 

the strategies to be formulated by utilizing those means, following different ways 

to achieve the defined ends would also remain unrealized.  

According to Charles Osgood,  

“[P]ossibilistic thinking is one of the forces behind the arms race and in 
psychological experiments it has been found that higher the stakes, the 
greater the potential rewards or punishments, the more possibilistic 
becomes decision-making behavior even though the odds remain the 
same. Exactly the same thing seems to be true in international decision-
making; when the stakes are high, when a nation stands either to gain a 
great advantage or suffer a great loss, it is then that its decision-makers 
are most likely to act in terms of mere possibilities.92 

 

It is therefore extremely important to be vigilant in foreseeing the 

possibilities of certain events through the prism of environment in this anarchic 

international system where “there are no permanent friends or enemies but 

permanent interests”93 as highlighted by realism. Nothing should be left to the 

mercy of the nature or elites’ judgment, because anything and everything is 

possible in the international affairs among the nation states in their bilateral or 

multilateral relations and according to Machiavellian doctrine also, “that anything 
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1855 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2002), 82-83. 



 

50 
 

is justified by reason of state.”94 Likewise, “all things are possible until they are 

proven impossible”95 and it would not be wise to assume that a nuclear war is 

impossible because it has never happened. 

Possibility-Probability (P2) Model 

From the above theoretical debate, based on inductive reasoning, this author 

generates a new P2 Model in this study. It is necessary to mention that theories 

of possibility and probability were studied before developing this P2 model. For 

example, “possibility theory is an uncertainty theory devoted to the handling of 

incomplete information,96 whereas, probability deals with “physical observations 

associated with games of chance.”97 However, mathematical calculations have 

been deliberately omitted and only the literal meanings have been taken into 

account. For instance, probability would imply, “the relative possibility that an 

event will occur,”98 and possibility would reflect that, “may or can be, exist, 

happen, be done, be used.”99 For the purpose of this research, the possibility of a 

certain event happening between the two states has been taken as “can be,” 

whereas probability has been taken into account on the basis of prevalent 

environment (domestic, regional and international), leadership (India, Pakistan, 

Kashmiris, major players who have interest in the region), military strengths of 
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India and Pakistan (tangibles), and any other factor that may overcome the 

existing mechanism such as natural calamities of extraordinary magnitude or 

extremely violent uprising in the disputed areas.   

The research aims to test the above argument in light of past experiences 

and events of importance in all their dimensions for which P2 Model has been 

developed. For instance; possibility and probability of those past events based on 

empirical evidence, policies and strategies made to deal with that particular event 

by stakeholders and reverse the process to test the efficacy of the P2 model in 

pre-event and post-event environment alike, to determine the end result of the 

entire exercise. At the same time study aims to put P2 model to develop future 

scenarios on the basis of lessons learned from past events drawn through the P2 

model to prevent, avert new or recurrence of certain events to contribute towards 

peace and stability in the region. 

 With the benefits of empirical studies and experts’ opinions, three events 

of extreme importance, The Kargil Conflict-1999, The Siachen Conflict: 1984- 

todate, Operation Gibraltar- August 1965, which have had damaging impacts on 

the already strained relationship between India and Pakistan, have been selected 

for the purpose. Findings and analyses of main chapters will be summarized for 

subsequent assessment on the scale of probabilities. The summaries of these 

three events mentioned above are presented in the forms of charts for quick 

referencing and better understanding, as Tables 8.1 to 8.3. Each of these events 

is analyzed under the determined criteria like prevalent situation, attitude of 

respective leaders, behaviour of respective states, and their approaches in 
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decision-making processes and lead roles by respective state institutions that 

play a role in making policy and formulating related strategies.  

The process adopted in the proposed P2 model for the study greatly 

helped in creating possible scenarios of peace and war, determine their 

probabilities and suggest certain ways forward for both, India and Pakistan to 

resolve their disputes peacefully, is placed at Table 8.4. 

The proposed P2 model for the study would help create possible 

scenarios of peace and war, determine their probabilities and suggest certain 

ways forward for both, India and Pakistan to resolve their disputes peacefully, 

which perhaps may be to the satisfaction of all the stakeholders.  

Conclusion 

This chapter aimed at reviewing the theoretical models which can help in 

determining the behaviour of the warring states in a protracted conflict. These 

theoretical precepts act as useful tools to analyze the empirical studies to find 

ways for the future. The application of realism theory in the India-Pakistan rivalry 

would help determine the reasons for the non-resolution of the protracted 

conflicts. Whereas the liberal and constructivist approaches would help indicate 

efforts made at various times to give precedence to people’s choice over the 

realpolitik. The deployment of deterrence theories and decision making models 

would help in analyzing the strategic cultures of the two estranged neighbours. 

Application of these theories in the India-Pakistan context were helpful in the 

development of P2 model, which would convince the leaders and the people of 
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India and Pakistan that over reliance on nuclear deterrence to manage protracted 

conflicts is extremely dangerous. And, there is a need to move toward conflict 

resolution mechanisms instead of managing the conflicts in the presence of 

mistrust, hatred and suspicion between the two estranged neighbours.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

India-Pakistan Relations: A History of Wars and Conflicts 

Introduction  

This chapter aims at reviewing India-Pakistan wars and conflicts in the period 

from 1947 to 1982, during which a number of Wars, Agreements, and Treaties 

were concluded. However, the number of disputes also continued to increase. 

The decision makers on either side maintained their traditional stances, perhaps 

for political expediency. This chapter aims to understand the processes through 

the triangulation method. The theoretical construct briefly explained in Chapter 

One including structural realism; both offensive and defensive, and decision 

making models, i.e. Rational Actor Model (RAM), Organizational Model and 

Governmental Policies Model will be deployed to test the two states’ behavior 

during this period.  

Using the above mentioned academic models, research aims to determine 

the logic of expanding the canvas of conflicts and disputes, despite numerous 

agreements and treaties. Also, undertake the analysis of conflict proliferation 

between India and Pakistan out of one core issue of Jammu and Kashmir (J&K), 

which occurred at the time of partition in 1947; whereas each conflict is analyzed 

separately in the succeeding paragraphs and chapters.  

This chapter examines the causes as to how one core issue of Kashmir 

which was sowed in the foundations of India–Pakistan relations at the time of 
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their independence has actually given birth to a number of other disputes, like 

water sharing, Sir Creek, and Siachen etc.  

In the process, chapter aims to answer the following questions: 

1. What is the genesis of India-Pakistan conflicts? 

2. Why has the number of disputes been increasing despite continued efforts 

to reach Agreements, Treaties, and Declarations? 

3. How has the strategic culture in Pakistan and India affected the peace 

processes and inclinations to go on the path of wars and conflicts? 

Historical Background   

After years of freedom struggle, British India was partitioned into two 

independent nation-states of India and Pakistan in August 1947. As per the rules 

of the partition plan, the rulers of then ‘princely states,’1 were to choose either to 

become an independent state or accede to India or Pakistan, but bearing in mind 

the wishes of their people. The rulers of the states of Junagadh2 and Hyderabad3 

decided to join Pakistan, whereas Mahraja Hari Singh, the Sikh Ruler of Muslim-

                                                           
1
There were over 580 princely states in British India. At the time of partition in 1947, these states 

were given an option to either accede to any of the two states; India or Pakistan, or choose to 
become an independent state. Primary considerations were to rest on the geography of the state 
and the wishes of the population. The accessions of Junagadh, Hyderabad, and J & K became 
the sources of conflict between India and Pakistan. 
2
The Muslim prince signed a document of accession merging his kingdom with Pakistan on 

September 15, 1947. India immediately objected and demanded that a plebiscite be held to 
determine the wishes of the population and began to mass troops along the kingdom's borders. 
The Muslim prince fled to Pakistan, and the prime minister of Junagadh invited Indian troops into 
the state to counter threats from Hindu nationalists.  
3
Hyderabad was the largest of the princely states, having a population of 17 million. Located in 

southern India, Hyderabad was totally surrounded by Indian Territory and the majority of the 
people were Hindu. Hyderabad was ruled by the Nizam, a Muslim prince who tried to maintain the 
independence of his kingdom. After more than a year of frustrating negotiations between India 
and the Nizam, the Indians invaded the kingdom on September 13, 1948 and quickly defeated 
the Nizam's army. India renamed the kingdom Hyderabad State, and incorporated it into India. 
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majority Kashmir, delayed his decision, and instead offered a ‘Standstill 

Agreement’4 to India and Pakistan. India declined to enter into any agreement 

whereas Pakistan accepted the same. 

The British Raj on the Indian subcontinent ended with the creation of 

Pakistan on 14 August 1947, and a new state emerged on the world map in the 

form of the largest Muslim country. However, Pakistan’s creation out of British 

India carried numerous disagreements with now an Independent India. According 

to John F. Vasquez, the main disagreements were:  

(1) initially the disagreement is not about the demarked border around 
Jammu and Kashmir (although where it is not clearly demarked will later 
become an issue) but about whether Jammu and Kashmir will accede to 
India or Pakistan or be independent; (2) whether the process agreed 
upon for accession has been properly followed; and (3) whether the norm 
of nationalism and self-determination should be the principle followed for 
the transfer of territory that is in dispute.5 

 

John Vasquez further states that: 

The dispute was not over the border of Kashmir, but the process of 
determining whether it would adhere to India or Pakistan, or be 
independent. Despite this concern over legality, the territorial explanation 
would anticipate that loopholes would be exploited and then lead to 
conflict when the borders were not mutually accepted.6 

 

                                                           
4
The ‘Standstill Agreement’ was offered to Pakistan on August 12, 1947 by Maharaja Hari Singh. 

Under the agreement the subjects of communications, defense and foreign affairs had shifted to 
the government of Pakistan from August 15, 1947. 
5
John A. Vasquez, “The India-Pakistan Conflict in light of general theories of war, rivalry, and 

deterrence,” in The India-Pakistan Conflict: An Enduring Rivalry, ed. T.V. Paul (New Delhi: 
Cambridge University Press 2006), 61. 
6
Ibid., 67. 
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The Muslim population of Kashmir, fearing that Maharaja may accede to 

India against their wishes revolted against him and in October 1947, who were 

later on supported by armed tribesmen from Pakistan’s North West Frontier 

Province (NWFP) to join the internal revolt to support their Muslim brethren in 

their just struggle of freedom.7 On 26 October 1947, requesting help from India in 

quelling the revolt and invasion, the Maharaja of Jammu & Kashmir signed the 

Instrument of Accession bringing the state to India. However, accession was 

provisional pending a plebiscite to determine the will of the Kashmiri people. On 

27 October 1947, Indian forces were airlifted into Srinagar to repel the Pakistani 

militias, however, the fighting escalated into what is referred as the First India-

Pakistan war, with Pakistan disputing the accession and declaring it as unjust.8 

On 1 January 1948, India formally referred the Kashmir situation to the 

United Nations (UN) and on 5 February 1948, a UN resolution called for an 

immediate cease- fire and a plebiscite. Finally, UN-brokered ceasefire ended the 

first India-Pakistan war on 1 January 19499 with India and Pakistan agreeing to a 

plebiscite and the withdrawal of troops behind the cease-fire line, leaving two-

thirds of Kashmir under Indian control.  

India’s actions against the decisions of the rulers of Junagadh and 

Hyderabad clearly indicate its desire to keep the geographically contiguous 
                                                           
7
Johan Gershman, “Overview of Self-Determination Issues in Kashmir,” Foreign Policy In Focus. 

Accessed November 8, 2014.url:http://www.fpif.org/, and 
url:http://www.kingscollege.net/bahcheli/231%20website/Kashmir%20&%20self-etermination.pdf. 
8
In May 1948, Pakistan sent in troops to defend Azad (free) Kashmir against efforts by the Indian 

army to conquer the territory. Ultimately, India took the issue to the United Nations, a 
peacekeeping force was sent to the border, and on January 1, 1949, a cease fire line was agreed 
to by both nations. 
9
UN Resolution 38 (1948) adopted by the Security Council at its 229

th
 Meeting held on January 

17, 1948. 
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Hindu majority provinces as part of India. These decisions can be analyzed on 

Graham Allison’s Model II and Model III. India’s political leadership as well as its 

military and civil establishments was on the same page in each case and hence 

the decision reached to send troops were taken in quick time without letting 

Pakistan take any initiative on Junagadh’s decision to join Pakistan. Whereas in 

the case of Kashmir, ‘RAM’ was more dominant and India’s Prime Minister 

Jawahar Lal decided to take the case of Kashmir to the UN.  

Pakistan’s leadership was faced with the dilemma of capacity to respond 

to the entry of India’s military forces to face off the revolt by the people, as well 

as did not have full control of either its own military or the militants fighting for 

alongside the people of Kashmir. Hence, Pakistan lacked both military as well as 

organizational capacity on the scale of decision-making models to face such a 

grave challenge of fighting a war after only one year of its independence and that 

too against an established and much bigger military force, which was still well 

supported by the British establishment.10 

If we analyze each state’s behavior on the precepts of structural realism, 

we observe that India had followed the path suggested by offensive realism, 

under which it aimed to extend its frontiers right from the day it got independence 

from the British.11 Whereas Pakistan is seen as a defensive realist mainly 
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Lord Mountbatten was still India’s Governor General at the time of First Kashmir War, and India 
and Pakistan’s military forces were commanded by British Generals. 
11

Invasion of Junagadh and Hyderabad by Indian forces support this assertion. 
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concerned with its survival as a newly-born state.12 For example, Pakistan took 

no practical military measures to support Junagadh, and on Kashmir front. 

Pakistan’s military did not have the capacity and support its British led army to 

play any effective role in its first war with India. As Wolpert puts it:  

Jinnah tried in late October to send “two Brigades” of Pakistan’s regular 
army into Kashmir to fight India’s army there, but Field Marshal 
Auchinleck stopped him. The “Auk” flew immediately to Lahore to explain 
to Pakistan’s governor-general that unless he withdrew his order every 
British officer in Pakistan’s army would be ordered immediately to “stand 
down.” That stand-down order would begin with General Douglas Gracey, 
Pakistan’s commander-in-chief, who still served under Field Marshal 
Auchinleck, Supreme Commander of all British Forces in South Asia. 
Pakistan’s army would thus be left leaderless. So Jinnah backed down.13 

 

Importance of Kashmir for both India and Pakistan cannot be 

overemphasized. For India, Kashmir is the symbol of India’s secular image where 

all religious minorities can coexist,14 whereas for Pakistan Kashmir is the 

unfinished agenda of the partition15 on the basis that Muslim majority state 

should have joined Pakistan and not India. Kashmir’s importance for India and 

Pakistan was summarized by Paul Diehl and others that: 
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Pakistan was faced with insurmountable challenges at the time of its birth and faced the First 
Kashmir War even before it had full control over its own armed forces which were then 
commanded by British officers. 
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Stanley Wolpert, Shameful Flight: The Last Years Of The British Empire In India (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 2006), 186. 
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A Natwar Singh, India’s External Affairs Minister in an interview with Outlook Magazine on 
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compromised.” Accessed July 15, 2013. 
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15
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Competing claims over Kashmir illustrates the significance of territory in 
the origins of enduring rivalries…. In addition, Kashmir possesses 
significant water resources, vital to agriculture, especially for Pakistan.16 

 

India and Pakistan since then have fought three wars and seen through 

numerous crises and conflicts, over the territorial and ideological dispute over J & 

K. According to Paul, “The India-Pakistan rivalry remains one of the most 

enduring and unresolved conflicts of our times.”17 In fact, “The conflict has 

affected all key dimensions of inter-state and societal relations of the two 

antagonists.”18  

Ideological and religious dimensions have certainly enhanced or 

aggravated the intensity and emotionalism on either side, but these could have 

been settled through intellectual discourse, had the territorial dispute not 

emerged right at the time of partition of two states. According to John A. 

Vasquez, “The India-Pakistan conflict is so disputatious because neither side has 

been able to attain that overwhelming victory, and as a result they have had a 

sufficient number of recurring disputes that they have become an interstate 

rivalry.”19 But, “again this is not unusual because the warring states which have a 

territorial dispute have more probability of getting engaged in an enduring rivalry 
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then the states which have other kinds of disputes.”20 The above arguments are 

indicative of the fact that in the modern era, territory has been the key irritant for 

wars and conflicts between the neighbouring states and India-Pakistan are no 

exception. 

Notwithstanding the ideological and religious dimensions and the plight of 

Kashmiri people, it is the territorial dimension that has led to wars and still has a 

high probability of other conflicts and wars due to non-resolution of the territorial 

dispute. Or else, it is a territorial conflict between India and Pakistan, but a 

question of self-determination for the people of Kashmir. Another study suggests 

that: 

Competing claims over Kashmir illustrate the significance of territory in 
the origins of enduring rivalries. Kashmir clearly has value for Pakistan for 
religious reason, given the majority Muslim Population…… For India, 
Kashmir represents a beachhead against autonomy or independence 
claims from group in other parts of India…..In addition, Kashmir 
possesses significant water resources, vital to agriculture, especially for 
Pakistan.21 

 

Kashmir dispute has the distinction of being the most complex issue since 

the era of decolonization commenced in the culminating years of the World War 

II. As Saira Khan puts it, “the India- Pakistan conflict in the South Asian region 

stands out as one of the world’s most intractable conflicts of the twentieth and 
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twenty-first centuries.”22 Perhaps both India and Pakistan have learned to live 

with it over the past sixty-five years with utter disregard to the sufferings of 

hundreds of thousands of Kashmiri people. For India it is inconceivable that 

Kashmir would ever be done away with either as part of Pakistan or an 

independent entity.23 Whereas Pakistan since the very beginning has provided 

political, diplomatic, and even military support to the people of Kashmir. India has 

all along insisted that Kashmir is its integral part and it is inseparable.24 

Therefore, the bilateral talks on the issue never progressed beyond routine 

discussions. While pursing the peaceful means of dialogue and diplomatic 

endeavors on the one hand, Pakistan made several attempts25 to alter the status 

quo through military means as well; contradicting its character of a defensive 

realist state. Each of these events is discussed and analyzed in succeeding 

paragraphs and chapters.  

The partition of British India coincided with the beginning of the Cold War 

and therefore this new country, Pakistan, immediately came into prominence due 

to its strategic location. While the people of the newly born state were still 

celebrating the much-awaited independence, tension was building up in the 

northern state of J&K. In fact, as Justice Javid Iqbal put it, “the Radcliffe 

commission deliberately demarcated the boundaries in a manner which gave 
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India access to the state of Jammu & Kashmir. Thus in this sense, the Kashmir 

problem is a legacy of British rule.”26 

Soon after the completion of the partition process, the people of Kashmir 

were caught between the ideological views of the leadership of India and 

Pakistan. To Nehru, Kashmir was not only an obsession but also a pillar of Indian 

secularism and as he once said, ‘As Calais was written upon the heart of Mary so 

is Kashmir on mine.’27 For Pakistan, Kashmir’s inclusion in its territory would be a 

successful accomplishment of the Two-nation theory.28 

It was within a month of its creation as a new state that Pakistan had to 

extend military and moral support to the Kashmiris in their struggle for 

independence. India declared the support that Pakistan extended to Kashmiris as 

an armed attack on one of its states and sent its military forces to forestall the 

Kashmiris taking over the entire J&K. Concurrently India launched a diplomatic 

offensive by formally complaining against Pakistan in the UN. By all standards, a 

popular uprising of the Kashmiris against its non-Muslim Ruler, who was inclined 

toward India, the 1948 Kashmir War was the first armed conflict between 

Pakistan and India. 
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Without going into the complex circumstances of the accession of J&K to 

India, one just needs to make an effort to visualize the rationality of the political 

decision making regarding accession of J&K at that time. As Lamb put it, “If it 

was right, politically and morally, to partition British India on the basis of 

contiguous Muslim majority areas, then it was absurd to ignore the communal 

divide in the State of Jammu & Kashmir.”29 The suspicions and distrust that 

existed among the leaders from the pre-partition times,30 exists even now. In 

another book, Alastair Lamb writes that Maharaja could not have signed the 

accession instrument because he had been toppled by his people two days 

before and then he had entered into a Standstill agreement with Pakistan.31 If 

one has to suggest in one sentence the continuing cause of the Kashmir 

problem, it would be suspicion and distrust among the leadership of the two 

neighboring countries. Historically, the dilemma is that it has grown stronger over 

the past six decades. The Congress leaders who governed India for over fifty 

years inherited the obsession for Kashmir from Nehru whose profound love for 

his ancestral land (the Vale of Kashmir) is well recorded in the history32 whereas 

other leaders see Kashmir as the unfinished agenda of the subcontinent’s 

partition.33 

The Indian leadership’s insistence that the partition of the subcontinent 

should not have taken place and that the Kashmir problem could best be 
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resolved by forming a confederation between the States of India and Pakistan, 

further aggravated the situation.34 Nehru made this offer on three different 

occasions within the space of just three years between 1962 and 1964.35 All 

subsequent Indian leaders have avoided Pakistan’s call for settlement of the 

Kashmir dispute by reiterating their secular credentials, much to the sufferings of 

Kashmiri people.  

An analysis of Indian leaders’ approach to partition disputes suggests 

investigation into India’s strategic culture which is heavily influenced by its long 

history and religion. According to Rodney W. Jones, “India’s strategic culture has 

a collective consciousness of the sacred origins of India-ness that give 

mythological and metaphysical significance to the subcontinent as a territorial 

expression.36                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

 Jones further adds that, “India’s Status is a Given. Not Earned. This widely 

held premise is rooted in collective consciousness of India’s ageless and rich 

civilization – a natural claim to greatness.”37 Therefore, it was not easy for 

Indians to mentally accept the partition of India, notwithstanding the dispute over 

Kashmir.   

According to the Indian Progressive Study Group, “the Kashmir problem is 

not a ‘military-diplomatic squabble’ between India and Pakistan; it is the denial of 

the rights of the Kashmiris as they have been forcibly barred from deciding for 
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themselves the fate of Kashmir.”38 However, another view is that the Kashmir 

dispute is not only a clash of identities and history but also over territory and 

resources.39 

Politically, Indian leaders see Kashmir as a test case, even if their 

argument is debatable. India has been facing numerous low-scales, but active 

insurgencies in its north-eastern states for quite some time now. Hence, the 

Indian leadership does not want to show any flexibility toward Kashmir which 

may be read as a sign of weakness by other separatist leaders.40 Whereas in 

Pakistan, Kashmir besides being a principled stand, has been politicized by 

every political party in such a manner that no leader would attempt anything 

different or show any flexibility or compromise over Kashmir. The military regimes 

have also done the same over the years; however President Musharraf did try to 

break this myth, without any significant achievement.41 

Internationally, Kashmir appeared on the UN agenda with India’s 

complaint against Pakistan for fueling the crisis in the State. The first Indian 

Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru took the Kashmir case to the UN on 1 January 

1948 when Indian Ambassador at the UN filed a complaint about the J&K 

problem before the world body.  

The intention was to ask the world community to acknowledge Pakistani 
aggression on the people of J&K and to force Pakistan to vacate its 
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troops from that state so that a final solution to the question of the state’s 
accession to India could be found.42 

 

The first UN resolution on the Kashmir issue was adopted on 17 January 

1948 calling upon both the Governments of India and Pakistan, “to take 

immediately all measures within their power……to improve the situation and 

refrain……from doing or causing…..any acts which might aggravate the 

situation.”43 However, it was United Nations Security Council (UNSC) Resolution 

no 47 (1948) adopted on April 21, 1948, which directed the Governments of India 

and Pakistan to take necessary steps for the holding of a plebiscite in the State 

of J&K to determine whether the State is to accede to India or Pakistan.44 This 

resolution was followed by numerous such resolutions outlining the processes 

and methodology for the holding of a free and impartial plebiscite in the State of 

J&K, but the situation on the ground remained unchanged. However, Pakistan 

continues to remind the international community in general and India in particular 

of the importance of the resolution of J&K according to UN Resolutions.45 

Analysis of historical overview of India-Pakistan relations through the 

prisms of international relations theories suggests that Indian leaders have been 

following the precepts of offensive realism, though these had not been 
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propounded at that time. Conversely, Pakistan had to face the issues related to 

its survival, on the lines of a defensive realist state.  

The Karachi Agreement (1949) 

India’s request of UN mediation of the Kashmir conflict on January 1, 1948 

culminated in a yearlong mediation process which brought the war to a close on 

January 1, 1949. Hence, the first military conflict between India and Pakistan 

over Kashmir was formally stopped at the night of 1-2 January 1949, as a result 

of the above quoted UN Resolutions.46 Subsequently, the two states decided to 

determine the geographical boundaries along the undemarcated areas and a 

pact referred as ‘The Karachi Agreement’ was signed on July 29, 1949 that 

established the Cease Fire Line (CFL).47 This CFL was established as an 

outcome of UNSC Resolution of August 13, 1948.  

The process was supported and countersigned by the UN observers: 

The tasks of the observers, as defined by the Military Adviser, were to 
accompany the local authorities in their investigations, gather as much 
information as possible, and report as completely, accurately and 
impartially as possible. Any direct intervention by the observers between 
the opposing parties or any interference in the armies’ orders was to be 
avoided. These arrangements remained in effect until the conclusion of 
the Karachi Agreement on 27 July 1949 establishing a ceasefire line to be 
supervised by UN military observers.48 
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There was yet another agreement also referred as ‘Karachi Agreement’ 

signed on July 27, 1949 between the political representatives of Pakistan, Azad 

Jammu and Kashmir (AJK) Government and All Jammu and Kashmir 

Conference, which laid framework of responsibilities between the parties.49 

Inconclusive boundary demarcation during the Karachi Agreement 

between the military authorities of the two countries, laid the foundations for 

military engagements between the two estranged neighbours. In fact, it failed to 

formalize the borders in the two extremities; one in the northern glaciated areas, 

and one in the southern desert and creeks areas.  

Following the war, numerous UN Resolutions on Kashmir dispute and the 

Karachi Agreement are a manifestation of the India’s acceptance of international 

intervention and mediation for the resolution of the dispute. However, this 

research observes that such an acceptance on part of India was seen only in 

post-conflict and post-crisis situations and not during the peacetime parleys 

between the two governments. Moreover, this strategic dichotomy in India’s 

strategic culture cannot be understood except on the understanding that India 

accepts third party facilitation only when it sees that a favourable outcome is 

certain. Perhaps, the answer lies in following the precepts of an offensive realist 

paradigm which dictates that such states are less likely to concede toward 

relatively weaker states.  
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Indus Water Treaty (1960) 

The Indus Water Treaty (IWT) is a water-sharing treaty between Pakistan and 

India, brokered by the World Bank. The treaty was signed in Karachi on 

September 19, 1960 by Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru and Pakistan’s 

President Ayub Khan. 

While the pitched battles raged in various parts of the Vale, India on April 

1, 1948, decided to coerce Pakistan by stopping the flow of water from the canals 

on its side of the divide. Accordingly, the delivery of water from the Ferozepur 

Headwork to Dipalpur Canal and to main branches of the Upper Bari Doab Canal 

was significantly reduced. Pakistan made hectic efforts to negotiate with India 

over its water rights as a lower riparian of the Indus Basin, and thence on May 4, 

1948, India agreed to the Inter-Dominion Agreement with Pakistan, which 

allowed for the continuation of water supplies for irrigation purposes until the 

Pakistani side managed to develop alternative water resources.50 Subsequently, 

Jawaharlal Nehru invited American expert David Lilienthal to survey the situation, 

but his findings were mostly favoured Pakistan’s stance and hence was not well 

received by Delhi. Later, the World Bank sponsored several rounds of talks in 

Washington from 1952 to 1960, eventually resulting in the signing of the Indus 

Water Treaty. IWT’s importance to Pakistan cannot be overemphasized because 

it serves as the lifeline for its agriculture. David Lilienthal during his mission to 

help India and Pakistan in reaching IWT had categorically written that: 
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No armies with bombs and shellfire could devastate a land so thoroughly 
as Pakistan could be devastated by the simple expedient of India’s 
permanently shutting off the source of waters that keep the fields and 
people of Pakistan green.51 

 

IWT is one good example of an agreement reached between India and 

Pakistan, which despite certain difficulties and emerging issues, still holds and 

reminds the current generation of leaders on both sides of the divide that 

international assistance could be successful in achieving the desired results. An 

analysis of earlier Agreements and Treaties between India and Pakistan reflects 

that the leadership of the two newly independent states gave precedence to 

liberal precepts for the want of resolving the emerging disputes.  UN brokered 

ceasefire after 1948 Kashmir war, and IWT of 1960 clearly reflect India and 

Pakistan’s confidence in the international institutions, a liberal assumption; 

whereas 1949 Karachi Agreement shows that two states could resolve their 

boundary disputes without any third party intervention. However, the intellectual 

puzzle remains that why did the two states failed to demonstrate the same kind 

of urgency and intent to resolve the remaining disputes in later years. Perhaps, 

the realist’s paradigm took the lead, particularly after the two nations engaged in 

the armed conflicts in the coming years. The same is evident from Lilienthal’s 

observations: 

India and Pakistan were on the verge of war over Kashmir. There seemed 
to be no possibility of negotiating this issue until tensions abated. One 
way to reduce hostility…. Would be to concentrate on other important 
issues where cooperation was possible. Progress in these areas would 
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promote a sense of community between the two nations, which might, in 
time, lead to a Kashmir settlement. Accordingly, I proposed that India and 
Pakistan would work out a program jointly to develop and jointly to 
operate the Indus Basin river system, upon which both nations were 
dependent for irrigation water. With new dams and irrigation canals, the 
Indus and its tributaries could be made to yield the additional water each 
country needed for increased food production. In the article, I had 
suggested that the World Bank might use its good offices to bring the 
parties to agreement, and help in the financing of an Indus Development 
program.52 

 

Similarly, World Bank’s President Eugene Black's desire to "treat water 

development as a common project that is functional, and not political, in nature 

. . . undertaken separately from the political issues with which India and 

Pakistan are confronted"53 suggested possibilities for future areas of Indo-

Pakistani cooperation. However, the same were never contemplated for 

political reasons. 

This treaty divided the use of rivers and canals between the two countries. 

Pakistan obtained exclusive rights for the three western rivers, namely Indus, 

Jhelum and Chenab. India retained rights to three eastern rivers, namely Ravi, 

Beas and Sutluj. The treaty also guaranteed ten years of uninterrupted water 

supply. During this period Pakistan was to build big dams, financed partly by 

long-term World Bank loans and compensation money from India. Three 

multipurpose dams namely Warsak, Mangla and Tarbela were built. Besides, a 

large network of canals was also built, along with the remodeling of existing 
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canals.54 Five barrages and a gated siphon were also constructed under this 

treaty.55 

According to Asit Biswas also, “an analysis of the negotiating process of 

the Indus River Treaty clearly indicates the critical role of a third party in 

facilitating such an agreement, provided it can play an impartial but active and 

constructive role, and supplement it with potential significant financial aid on 

successful completion of the negotiation.”56 Biswas’ analysis supports this 

author’s argument that India does accept external facilitation in bilateral issues if 

it sees it is going to benefit it; a fact based on theoretical precepts of realism 

professing self-interest. Moreover, such external interventions help reach 

agreements that are deemed to be neutral and usually are durable. IWT of 1960 

was not the first agreement brokered by international organizations between 

India and Pakistan, but was followed by UN Ceasefire Agreement in J&K in 1948 

and Karachi Agreement in 1949. India did accept all of these agreements under 

the auspices of international institutions. However, for now India insists only on 

bilateral negotiations for the resolution of disputes and declines any offers of 

external arbitration on any of the dispute.  

This research reiterates India’s strategic dichotomy in this regard for 

further scholarship through the prism of realism as well as constructivism. For 

example, political realism calls for protecting one’s interests regardless of moral 
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laws, whereas social constructivism insists on the importance of elites’ behaviour 

in decision-making.  

The Rann of Kutch Conflict (1965) 

The area in contention had long been disputed by India and Pakistan but was not 

demarcated during or after the Karachi Agreement. Although the topographical 

difficulties existed due to area being desolate and congested with salt marshes, 

yet the final demarcation was always deferred by both sides in their formal 

meetings, even during the border talks in 1960.  India viewed that: 

There is no territorial dispute as there is a well-established boundary 
running roughly along the northern edge of the Rann of Kutch as shown 
in the pre-partition maps, which needs to be demarcated on the ground.57 

 

Whereas, “Pakistan claims that the border between India and Pakistan in 

the Rann of Kutch runs roughly along 24th Parallel as is clear from several pre-

partition documents and therefore the dispute involves some 3,500 square miles 

of territory.”58 

The RoK is a deserted area comprising approximately 8,000 square miles 

of salt wastes, brackish ponds, marsh and isolated, rocky, elevated bets. 

Between June to November, it is a shallow body of water with maximum depth 

varying between 2 and 5 feet, while the bets during this period become islands. 
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However, when the monsoon season ends, the water level drops rapidly, thus 

resurfacing the swamp and salt flat conditions.59 

During the Indo-Pakistani border negotiations of 1960, the area was 

admitted by both sides to be in dispute, and it was agreed to maintain status quo 

till further discussions to explore the validity of the conflicting claims.60 

As the narrative goes, West Pakistan’s Rangers deployed on border patrol 

duties in the ‘Kanjarkot area of the Kutch,’ were stopped by Indian forces in 

March 1965. Minor engagements were reported and conflicting claims of 

interference in the performance of guard duties by either force were made. The 

situation became worse when in April 1965; a series of minor incidents led to 

Pakistan’s attack on Indian Post of Biar Bet and its capture without much 

difficulty.61 However, despite being in an advantageous position to cross the 24th 

Parallel, Pakistan’s politico-military leadership exercised restraint, perhaps to 

avoid expanding the conflict horizontally. While taking this decision, President 

Ayub not only bypassed the Foreign Ministry but also the military establishment. 

Here again an individual overcame the other two decision-making models and 

outcome was severely criticized because Pakistan’s military was in position to cut 

the enemy’s lines of communications in the desert sector.  

Pakistan’s strategic culture of top man’s independent decision making 

without sufficient input from other agencies was found dominating. India’s 
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endeavour to exploit the gaps in the undemarcated borders with Pakistan 

reflected its desire to expand in line with the precepts of offensive realism. 

Pakistan, despite being in advantageous position was more concerned for its 

own security and survival and behaved in a defensive manner.  

The military engagement between India and Pakistan in RoK ended with 

the signing of an agreement on June 30, 1965. The agreement was facilitated by 

the UK government. Furthermore, another agreement for troop withdrawal from 

both sides of the entire border was also signed. These reconciliatory actions 

from both sides indicated that two states were not interested in violent military 

engagements and wanted to follow the path shown by liberal precepts.   

International facilitation pursued in the RoK boundary dispute 

accomplished two distinct goals; a ceasefire as well as an immediate first aid to 

stop the hostilities. However, the final resolution of the problem was arbitrated 

under the auspices of the United Nations, which proves the efficacy of liberal 

assumptions.  In a period of history when force and violence tend to be the most 

commonly used means of settling international boundary disputes, the fact that 

arbitration was found acceptable is a tribute to the wisdom of the leaders of both 

states,62 as well as the liberal assumptions.  

 
The matter was later on referred for arbitration brokered by then British 

Prime Minister Harold Wilson to head the UN Tribunal to help resolve the 
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boundary dispute.63 India accepted the Tribunal’s decision as it heavily favoured 

it as Pakistan got only ten percent land of its claim and India got nearly 9000 sq 

km of the area in the Rann of Kutch. Tribunal’s decision came in 1968, much 

later then the Tashkent Declaration that the Soviets facilitated after the 1965 war.  

It is observed that India accepts international intervention, facilitation and 

arbitration if it views a favourable outcome and declines it otherwise, as was 

observed by the realists. Bureaucratic model of decision-making suggests that 

India’s establishments are consistent in their approach since independence and 

hence none of the agreement gets challenged by any of its institutions. Whereas 

in Pakistan, decision-making is seen fluctuating between individuals and the 

organizational models of thinking, and therefore all agreements are widely 

criticized by different strands of establishments and often resulted in internal 

crisis situation.64 Authoritarian rule in Pakistan, as compared to established 

democratic systems in India, is seen responsible for inconsistent decision-making 

by the ruling elite in Pakistan.   

First General War between India and Pakistan (1965) 

India and Pakistan went to war again in September 1965, but only after a series 

of crises starting with an armed engagement in the desert sector; The Rann of 

Kutch Conflict, Operation Gibraltar and Operation Grand Slam in the Kashmir 

sector, in following months. And, as General KM Arif puts it: 
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The 1965 war is one of the classic examples of an unintended war. 
Pakistan did not bargain for general hostilities. Perhaps, neither did India. 
Limited and local events and episodes followed one after another, 
increasing tension and triggering jingoism. Each side reacted 
disproportionately to the perceived provocation by the other and in the 
end lost control. India and Pakistan reacted, on occasions excessively, to 
each other and plunged into a war that neither had planned.65 

 

Therefore, in order to understand the causes of India’s attack across the 

international border on the morning of September 6, 1965, it is necessary to 

review ‘Operation Gibraltar’ launched by Pakistan in August 1965, through the 

prism of decision-making models that the study is following.  

Operation Gibraltar 

It is observed that in the post Rann of Kutch scenario, President Ayub afforded 

more space to his Foreign Minister Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, who convinced him that, 

“the Indian response to our incursions in Kashmir would not be across the 

international boundary and would be confined to Kashmir.”66 In this case, the 

decision making process involved few selected persons from the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and the military establishment, with President Ayub 

taking the back seat. The purpose of Operation Gibraltar was to upscale the 

insurgency in the Indian Held Kashmir (IHK), and force India to resolve the 

Kashmir dispute.67 
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Pakistan Army’s Commander-in-Chief General Musa later on confirmed 

how Bhutto, Aziz68 and Major General Akhtar Malik69 convinced President Ayub 

to accord approval for the deep raids inside J & K to defreeze the issue.70 Musa 

was against such activities on professional grounds; lack of preparation in the 

valley to start guerilla activity, and India’s perceived reaction to such intervention 

leading to an all-out war which Pakistan Army could ill afford due to its heavy 

dependence on arms and equipment on foreign sources.71 Same had been the 

analysis of most of the defense analysts. As Qadir stated: 

Pakistan went into Operation Gibraltar without any preliminary 
preparations and undertook a guerrilla operation inside Indian held 
Kashmir with a large number of regular soldiers, some SSG elements and 
a smattering of irregulars, expecting to be welcomed by the local 
population and raise them up in arms against the Indian government. 
They were destined to be rudely disillusioned. Far from rising up in arms, 
the local population denied any support and, in many instances handed 
over the infiltrators to Indian troops. An act for which they should not be 
held to blame in any way, since by then they were reconciled to staying 
within the Indian Union and Pakistan had made no preparations for such 
a venture. It was to take another 24 years for them to rise indigenously 
against the Indian Union. Gibraltar soon became a disaster. The majority 
of the infiltrators were captured by the Indian troops, though some 
managed to ex-filtrate.72 

 

Analysis of Operation Gibraltar reveals that only few planners had been 

involved in the process with a predetermined mindset to succeed, and hence the 

possibilities of failure or otherwise were not taken into consideration. Whereas 

military plans are not prepared in isolation and probabilities of success and 
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failures are given due importance, but in case of Gibraltar, perhaps the planners 

only saw success as an outcome of the operation.  

The process of decision-making again was seen highly centralized and 

restricted to few members of a core group comprising different segments of the 

establishment, each working in its own interests independently. Military 

establishment was isolated as an institution in general and only few individuals 

from the field were involved in planning, execution and decision making process. 

Ayub was heavily influenced by the Foreign Minister Bhutto; whose judgment 

was given due preference in the strategic appreciation as well. Bhutto insisted in 

his letter to Ayub that, “India is not in a position to risk a general war of unlimited 

duration for the annihilation of Pakistan.”73 

Governmental Policy Decision Making Model suggest that MOFA was 

riding the decision-making process isolating the Ministry of Defence (MoD) and 

General Headquarters (GHQ), through a persuasive strategy of making President 

give more weight to its assessment. Musa in his book accepted that he 

reluctantly agreed to launch Gibraltar as an order from the Supreme 

Commander.74 

In the domain of policy and strategy also, decision making was out of sync 

between civil and military leaders, though President was a Field Marshal himself. 

The government’s policy was that of non-aggression and “the role given to its 
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armed forces was to defend the country against an external threat.”75 However, 

the government on the insistence of foreign ministry had approved the launching 

of Operation Gibraltar as early as mid-May 1965. On the military side, whereas 

GHQ was reluctant in executing the deep raids in J&K, its military strategy was 

that of ‘Offensive Defense.’76 Arif’s remarks about the decision-making process in 

Pakistan support this author’s contention. Arif wrote that, “This was a victory of 

individuals over the institutions. The fate of the country was decided by the 

judgment of a nominated few.”77 

This research is not intended to review the operational aspects of any of 

the conflict between India and Pakistan, but the decision-making process leading 

to policy and strategy at the time. The Defense Committee of the Cabinet (DCC) 

was highest decision-making body to be chaired by the President, but “the DCC 

did not meet during the immediate pre-crisis period and during the war. Instead, 

all decisions were taken on an ad hoc basis which negated the purpose of the 

DCC.”78 It is observed that Governmental Policy Decision Making Model was 

dominant in this case where one department (Foreign Office) dominated all other 

departments including those of military establishments.  

This author is of the view that a parallel can be drawn between the Cuban 

Missile Crisis of 1962 between the US and USSR and Operation Gibraltar 

between India and Pakistan. The core assumption of Soviet leader Khrushchev 

for placing the Short Range Ballistic Missiles (SRBMs) and Medium Range 
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Ballistic Missiles (MRBMs) in Cuba was that US President Kennedy was 

inexperienced and weak, and would not react aggressively to the Soviet initiative. 

Likewise, President Ayub considered India’s new Prime Minister Shastri a weak 

leader and assumed that he would not be able to respond militarily to his 

initiative. In both cases, the initiators’ assumptions proved wrong because 

individual decision making of the initiators was responded by a strong institutional 

decision-making mechanism.79 

Secondly, this author’s assertion regarding domains of policy and strategy 

was seen violated by the initiators in both cases. It is noted that the policy 

makers were formulating the strategies and asking the executing agencies to 

implement them without enough deliberations at their end. Hence, violating the 

precepts of earlier realists; Thucydides, who maintained that, “The nation that will 

insist on drawing a broad line of demarcation between the fighting man and the 

thinking man is liable to find its fighting done by fools and its thinking done by 

cowards.”80 Perhaps the situation was no different in Pakistan’s decision-making 

mechanisms at the time and even in subsequent years as well.  

Operation Grand Slam 

Operation Grand Slam was one of a number of contingency plans that had been 

prepared to support Operation Gibraltar. The primary aim of this plan was “to 

release the pressure of enemy action in upper Kashmir.”81 
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According to Qadir, Operation Grand Slam was to be implemented in four 

distinct phases; “the capture of Chamb, the crossing of river Tawi and 

consolidation, followed by the capture of Akhnur, and finally severing the Indian 

lines of communication and capturing Rajauri.”82 The plan prepared for a specific 

purpose; release the pressure from the north, and was to be implemented with 

speed and force, before Indians could reinforce their troops in the area. 

Without going into the operational aspects, study observes that Pakistani 

troops may not have reached Akhnor before Indians launched the September 6 

attack across the international border, it did release the pressure in the north.  

Analysis suggests that like in the case of Operation Gibraltar, Grand Slam 

also offers a lot to conduct research about the decision-making processes in 

Pakistan, when it comes to all important national security issues. While Gibraltar 

was being launched with a conviction that India would not retaliate with an attack 

outside the disputed territory, an appreciation by the Foreign Office (FO) and 

unwittingly accepted by GHQ, a possibility of an Indian retaliation anywhere 

along the international border should have been contemplated. Since the policy 

makers were involved in strategy formulation, GHQ was seen taking the 

backseat, and according to, “the Pakistani military planners indulged in an 

unsteady, patch-work effort with disastrous consequences.”83 

Analysis reveals a unique situation in Pakistan’s decision-making 

mechanism. President Ayub being a military man himself was seen siding with 
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his civilian Foreign Minister Bhutto, who in turn was supporting selected 

individual military commanders take vital decisions, thereby marginalizing GHQ’s 

institutional decision-making processes. This phenomenon perhaps has never 

been the case in Pakistan in any of the subsequent conflicts and crises with India 

and would further be analyzed later in this research.   

The 17-Days War (September 1965) 

The 17-days war between India and Pakistan was first all-out general war in 

which the entire elements of national power were employed. The large-scale 

action culminated in UN directed ceasefire, only to discover how much damage 

had been done to the already strained relations between the two countries. 

Besides the loss of human lives on both sides during the war, Pakistan’s 

economy suffered a devastating blow to its outstanding performance during the 

early sixties. Eventually the Soviets’ facilitated talks between the two arch rivals. 

The Tashkent Declaration (1966) was achieved calling upon both India and 

Pakistan to withdraw their forces to the positions they held prior to August 5, 

1965 and observe the cease fire terms on the cease fire line.84 

This research is not intended to explore the operational aspects of the 

war, and its details are deliberately avoided. However, aspects related to 

decision making, policy and strategy by both the states are analyzed within the 

theoretical framework of this research. On the scale of decision making, it is seen 

that India’s decision making was institutional and civil-military establishments 
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were on the same page. An offensive realist state, which has been expanding its 

frontiers since the departure of the British in 1947, would never have allowed a 

smaller neighbour to dictate its terms and was duty-bound to react with all 

available means. This would also be seen in all subsequent wars, conflicts and 

crises between India and Pakistan.  

On the other hand, Pakistan’s decision-making mechanism remained 

extremely secretive, in hands of few individuals and did not cover the entire 

spectrum of policy and strategy processes. For instance, if the policy was to 

defreeze the Kashmir issue and strategy was to infiltrate the Special Services 

Group (SSG) personnel in the Vale, then adequate safeguards along the 

international border should have been taken in anticipation to India’s reaction to 

Operation Gibraltar and Grand Slam. However, India’s reaction was as natural as 

for any offensive realist state, and Pakistan’s actions were the outcome of what is 

evident from Musa’s revelations: politico-military leadership was not on the same 

page. The same would be seen in decades later during the Kargil conflict, 

meaning thereby that right lessons after the wars and crises are either not learnt 

or not understood in the true perspectives.  

The Tashkent Declaration (1966) 

The Tashkent Declaration signed on January 10, 1966 by Indian Prime Minister 

Shastri and Pakistan’s President Ayub Khan, contained in itself some of the 

golden guidelines to resolve their disputes and achieve peace and stability in the 

region. For instance, the Declaration called for the restoration of peaceful 
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relations and promotion of understanding and friendly relations, restoration of 

economic and trade relations, communication as well as cultural exchanges.85 

However, the agreement was never implemented and only six years later the two 

countries went to another all-out war but for a different reason.  

It is observed that India accepted the UN’s call for ceasefire as well as 

Soviet facilitation of talks culminating in Tashkent Declaration. However, the 

Declaration contained only the rehabilitation processes and not the mechanisms 

of resolving the dispute itself. Rather, Kashmir did not figure out prominently in 

the Declaration. Very first point of the Declaration clearly manifests that J&K was 

discussed only in the context that tension between India and Pakistan would not 

serve the people of the two countries.86 Bhutto severely criticized Ayub for being 

too defensive during the talks, and losing the opportunity to draw concessions on 

Kashmir from Shastri. India once again shied away from embracing the 

mechanism of conflict resolution and was content with restoring the status quo. 

However, by successfully denying the people of their right to self-determination, 

India maintained itself on the path of offensive realism, thereby following the 

strategic pendency.87 Zia Siddiqui, in his referred article explains the term as a 

deliberate act by India to resolve any of its disputes with Pakistan to make its 

arch rival bleed and remain engaged in a frustrating arms race. Hence the 

question remains unanswered; why does India accept third-party intervention, 

mediation only after an armed conflict and not during the peacetime to resolve 
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the disputes? How does Pakistan benefit from a military maneuver in Kashmir 

when it has to retreat back to the starting point again? 

Pakistan’s decision-making processes came under sharp criticism once 

again because state failed to act as a unitary actor and governmental policy 

model prevailed where Foreign Office once again was at variance with central 

leadership. It is widely believed that Tashkent Declaration laid the foundations for 

the subsequent removal of President Ayub from power that he had held for 

nearly a decade.  

Second General War between India and Pakistan (1971)   

If it was not enough to suggest India as an offensive realist state after its actions 

in Junagadh, Hyderabad and Jammu & Kashmir soon after independence, its 

intelligence and military operation in East Pakistan in 1971 to dismember 

Pakistan is a foregone conclusion in this regard. The same was accepted by 

India’s Prime Minister Narendra Modi in Dacca when he said, “he was one of the 

young volunteers who came to Delhi in 1971 to participate in the Satyagraha88 

launched by the Jana Sangh89 to garner support for the Mukti Bahini90 

members.”91 
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 Without going into the genesis of 1971 India-Pakistan war, the ultimate 

outcome was the division of Pakistan through the active support of Indian military 

forces. Unable to militarily defend East Pakistan due to geographical limitation 

and an active intervention by a superior military power, the defensive realist 

Pakistan had to contend with the remaining piece of land as a new Pakistan. 

India’s sole purpose of breaking up Pakistan perhaps was to have a pliant state 

on its western borders so that it can effectively extend its influence on its eastern 

frontiers. As per Kuldip Nayyar also, “India went to war to satisfy the nationalist 

and popular view that the dismemberment of Pakistan was in the long (term) 

interest of India.”92 Arif is also of the view that: 

It was naïve to believe that India would, at best, provide maximum 
support to the Mukti Bahini without its army physically crossing the 
international border…..Since 1947 it had merged Sikkim, colonized 
Bhutan, blackmailed Nepal, destabilized Sri Lanka, engineered a coup in 
Maldives, provoked China in the Himalayas, and grabbed Kashmir. The 
sanctity of the borders of its neighbours had been frequently violated by 
New Delhi for self-serving reasons.93 

 

Arif’s views are reinforce this author’s assertions that India, being an 

offensive realist state, would not leave any stone unturned to increase its area of 

influence over its smaller neighbours until it becomes a regional hegemon. After 

going through a stalemated war of 1965 with Pakistan, India felt compelled to cut 

Pakistan down to size. Pakistan provided India with an opportunity in East 

Pakistan, which was under political turmoil due to some very genuine grievances 
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that Bengali populace had against its relatively better-off Pakistani brethren living 

in West Pakistan.  

Pakistan not only suffered a huge military defeat but also lost on the 

politico-diplomatic front. According to Rear Admiral M. Sharif, "the foundation of 

this defeat was laid way back in 1958 when the Armed Forces took over the 

country ..."94 The report further asserts that, “While learning the art of politics in 

this newly assigned role to themselves, they gradually abandoned their primary 

function of the art of soldiering, they also started amassing wealth and usurping 

status for themselves.”95 The analysis of the report reiterates fundamental flaws 

in decision-making mechanisms in Pakistan’s state institutions.  

In the following year the leadership of the two countries met again to sign 

the ‘Simla Agreement’ on July 2, 1972.  

The Simla Agreement (1972) 

The Simla Agreement signed by the Prime Ministers of India and Pakistan 

following the December 1971 war which culminated in the independence of a 

new Muslim state of Bangladesh, is perhaps the only major agreement between 

the two rivals without any significant external intervention. India continues to refer 

Simla as the starting point to resolve all disputes through bilateral dialogue 

process, as outlined in this agreement. It outlines: 
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The Government of Pakistan and the Government of India are resolved 
that the two countries put an end to the conflict and confrontation…., so 
that (they can) …devote their resources and energies to the pressing task 
of advancing the welfare of their people.”96 

 

Article 1 (ii) calls for, “Pending the final settlement of any of the problems 

between the two countries, neither side shall unilaterally alter the situation ….”97 

The Simla Agreement also called for the establishment of durable peace and 

normalization of relations.., a final settlement of J&K.98 The Congress loyalists 

have long been of the view that the Simla and other agreements and Confidence 

Building Measures (CBMs) must form the basis of Indian policy toward 

Pakistan.99 On the other hand, India did not miss an opportunity to expand its 

frontiers, particularly in undemarcated areas, such as Siachen,100 which was 

seen as a violation of Simla Agreement by most of the Pakistani analysts.101 

During the last sixty-eight years, Pakistan’s relations with India have been 

reactive to some action or event, followed by an interaction prompted by a third 

country or even through bilateral dialogue. The most obvious reason is that the 

leaderships of both Pakistan and India, when it comes to Kashmir, “tend to 

behave in a manner that negates any kind of common sense, logic, mutual 

respect and interest of the two countries as well as the people of Kashmir.”102 
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Perhaps because the two states are looking at Kashmir issue through the prism 

of realism and not social constructivism as has been suggested by Shoaib.103 

 

It is observed that on a number of occasions, the ‘Talks’ were held and the 

‘Agreements’ were signed, but none was ever implemented in the letter and 

spirit. The outcome of most of these talks and agreements were short lived and 

were followed by a series of serious events. The Tashkent Declaration after the 

1965 war and the Simla Accord after the 1971 war were never implemented to 

resolve the pending disputes. 

 

In the aftermath of 1971 debacle, Prime Minister Bhutto quietly got his 

scientists together, allocated adequate funds and launched a very serious effort 

to develop the nuclear weapons capability to meet for any eventuality.104India 

went on to further demoralize Pakistan by conducting its first nuclear test in May 

1974, declaring it as a Peaceful Nuclear Explosion (PNE) in the Rajhastan 

Desert, not too far from Pakistan’s border. The Indian test was immediately 

perceived as a serious threat to its very existence by the Pakistani leadership. 

Successive Pakistani governments, both civil and military, continued supporting 

the covert acquisition of nuclear as well as missile technology amid severe 

criticisms and curbs by the western world. 
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India’s nuclear test in May 1974 opened a new arena of conflict in South 

Asian politics, which was to have serious international concerns, and will be 

studied in subsequent chapters. But, briefly as Zia writes that, 

Nations develops nuclear capability for power, prestige, and security, etc. 
Great powers acquire nuclear weapons to enhance their stature in the 
international system, influence their adversaries to submit to their will, and 
further their national interests. However, relatively smaller nations acquire 
nuclear capability for the sole purpose of security and safeguarding their 
vital national interests.105 

 

India-Pakistan case of joining the nuclear club is a typical outcome of matrix 

between an aspiring regional hegemon and a struggling state acquiring the best 

possible means to ensure its survival, particularly soon after it has been 

comprehensively defeated in a military engagement by its rival.  

 

Conclusion       

To conclude the chapter, this research contends that decision-making processes 

in India were more organized and had wider support of the military establishment 

as compared to Pakistan, where differences at times proved detrimental to State 

security. Individuals in Pakistan, like Foreign Minister Bhutto played a more 

dominant role in decision making even in matters related to military operations 

such as launching of Operation Gibraltar which was purely a military matter, 

thereby marginalizing the institutional decision making. This individualistic 

intervention not only violated the theoretical precepts related to policy and 

strategy domains defined earlier by this author, but also motivated military to 
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intervene in political matters in Pakistan in subsequent years.106 Bhutto’s 

rejection of Tashkent Declaration and subsequent agitation against President 

Ayub’s government further led to this civil-military divide, which remains tense 

even at the time of this research. Therefore, this research also recommends a 

study into causes and effects of Pakistan’s civil-military relations on state 

security, particularly in times of conflicts and crises.107 Perhaps, drawing of 

pertinent lessons out of such a study may help marginalize the chances of 

recurrence of these incidents, which proved detrimental to state security.  

 

On the other hand, India was seen pursuing its behaviour under the 

paradigm of offensive realism and the same was evident of its role in the 1971 

war as accepted by none other than its now Prime Minister Narendra Modi during 

his visit to Bangladesh in June 2015. Moreover, India continues to deny any 

international facilitation for the resolution of Kashmir dispute, despite UN 

Resolutions on the issue. However, this research finds that India accepts 

international arbitration or third party facilitation, only if it finds that outcome 

would certainly be in its favour; RoK tribunal is a case in point. 

 

Pakistan, on the other hand is seen striving for its survival as a sovereign 

state against a much stronger adversary, particularly after its dismemberment in 

1971. According to William Dalrymple, “It is easy to understand why Pakistan 
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might feel insecure: India’s population, its defense budget, and its economy is 

seven times as large as Pakistan’s.”108  India is also seen as responsible for the 

introduction of nuclear equation in the region to pursue its global ambitions as 

offensive realists who acquire more power to enhance their stature among the 

comity of nations until they become regional hegemon.  

 

India’s strategic culture also dictates making India a regional hegemon. It 

is led by civilian elites, which take pride in Indian-ness. It remains obsessive to 

Pakistan’s opposition to India’s rise and remains committed to its stated and 

traditional stances on Kashmir and Sir Creek, due to which none of the issues 

has been resolved, rather the agenda items have been increasing.    
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Chapter Three 

The Doables: Sir Creek and Siachen Disputes 

Introduction 

This chapter aims at focussing on an in-depth analysis of the process of conflict 

proliferation between India and Pakistan which led to increase the number of 

disputes, adding to the already existing mistrust and hatred between the two 

estranged neighbours. Though Sir Creek dispute has a historical context 

(explained in succeeding paragraphs), but it gained prominence only after the 

Rann of Kutch conflict of 1964. However, the Siachen dispute is the outcome of 

strategic manoeuvring by India, an offensive realist state, exploiting the existing 

loopholes in the demarcation of the boundaries initially at the time of partition and 

subsequently during the 1949 Karachi Agreement. Pakistan, the defensive realist 

state, only responded to stop further Indian intrusion into its territory of strategic 

importance.  

Another objective of the chapter is to examine India’s intention of 

exercising the strategic pendency1 towards the resolution of disputes, including 

the ‘Doables’- Sir Creek and Siachen.  

 

 

 

                                                           
1
Zia Siddiqui, “Strategic Pendency Towards Conflict Resolution,” The News (Islamabad), June 

22, 2015). Accessed July 28, 2015. url: http://www.thenews.com.pk/Todays-News-2-185229-
Strategic-pendency-towards-conflict-resolution.  

http://www.thenews.com.pk/Todays-News-2-185229-Strategic-pendency-towards-conflict-resolution
http://www.thenews.com.pk/Todays-News-2-185229-Strategic-pendency-towards-conflict-resolution
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SIR CREEK DISPUTE 

Sir Creek is a 60-mile long strip of water, located in the uninhabited marshlands 

between the Rann of Kutch on the Sindh coast.2 The area is marshy and 

believed to have untapped oil and gas reserves.3 The creek is rich in oil and gas 

below the sea bed, and therefore its control would be of immense economic 

value to the state which has affirmed control over it. The creek divides the Kutch 

region of the Indian state of Gujarat, and the province of Sindh in Pakistan. 

During the monsoon season, the creek gets flooded and inundates the low-lying 

areas around it.  

India and Pakistan share long borders originating from Kashmir in the 

North to Arabian Sea in the South. At the time of partition in 1947, most parts of 

the international border were demarcated and accepted by both units; however 

there were a number of places particularly on the extremities which were left to 

be demarcated by the newly independent states through bilateral mechanisms. 

Sir Creek is one such area on the southern most extreme which needed to be 

demarcated through dialogue between the two states. However, its implications 

are manifested in the non-determination of the maritime boundaries, such as 

Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs)4 and continental shelves5 for the respective 

states.  

                                                           
2
Sikander Ahmed Shah, "River Boundary Delimitation And The Resolution Of The Sir Creek 

Dispute Between Pakistan And India," Vermont Law Review 34:357 (2009): 357-414. Accessed 
March 24, 2014. url: http://lawreview.vermontlaw.edu/files/2012/02/shah.pdf. 
3
Asif Ibrahim Khan, “Stand off on Sir Creek dispute,” Dawn (Karachi), August 25, 2004. 

4
Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) extend to 200 nautical miles (370 km). 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kutch
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/States_and_territories_of_India
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gujarat
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sindh
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Exclusive_Economic_Zones
http://lawreview.vermontlaw.edu/files/2012/02/shah.pdf
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Exclusive_Economic_Zones
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The dispute over Sir Creek began as early as 1908 with an argument 

between the rulers of Kutch and Sindh over cutting of firewood from the banks of 

creek dividing the two principalities. However, the issue was satisfactorily 

resolved in 1914, and this agreement was documented in the form of Resolution 

Map B-44 (see Map 3.1). 

 

 
Map-3.1 - Resolution Map B-44  

Source: http://www.maritimeindia.org/Commentries/THE-Sir-CREEK.html. 

 

The boundary issue in Rann of Kutch area surfaced during demarcation of 

India-Pakistan land boundary from 1958 to 1961, and was subsequently referred 

to UN Tribunal by both countries after Rann of Kutch skirmishes in early 1965. 

During the proceedings of Indo-Pak Western Boundary Case Tribunal, both 

parties agreed on boundary demarcation up to Boundary Pillar (BP) 1175 (purple 

line). Remaining part of the boundary till Sir Creek mouth, which is about 112 km, 

                                                                                                                                                                             
5
According to the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea, a nation can claim a continental shelf 

extending not beyond 350 nautical miles, provided no other nation has a claim over that area. 

Blue Dotted Line 
Green Line 

Purple Line 

http://www.maritimeindia.org/Commentries/THE-Sir-CREEK.html
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was not referred to the tribunal by both the countries due to availability of 

authenticated Resolution Map B-44 duly approved by the Government of British 

India in 1914. The boundary was marked on Resolution Map B-44 in Blue Dotted 

Line as horizontal segment and Green Line all along eastern bank of Sir Creek 

as shown in Fig-3.1 and subsequently demarcated with pillars from 1922 to 1924.  

 
 

The boundary dispute was decided by the Tribunal in 1968. Accordingly, 

demarcation till BP-1175 was undertaken in 1968-69; however, remaining part of 

the boundary till mouth of Sir Creek could not be demarcated due to totally new 

interpretation of Resolution Map B-44 by India, initially stating that boundary runs 

along the western bank of Sir Creek and later changing her stance to middle of 

the Creek.  

 

Sir Creek re-emerged as a dispute between India and Pakistan during the 

late 1960s, after more than 1000 km of the area in the Rann of Kutch was 

demarcated amicably between the two countries. In subsequent diplomatic 

engagements also, an agreement could not be reached over Sir Creek and it was 

allowed to hang as one of the major disputes between India and Pakistan.6 This 

was a clear manifestation of deep-rooted distrust between the two arch rivals. 

India was naturally very keen to demarcate the area in such manner as to 

acquire a vast area in the sea as its exclusive commercial zone.7 

                                                           
6
Afzaal Mahmood, “A good beginning,” Dawn (Karachi), July 3, 2004. 

7
Salah MuhammadZaafir, Dawn (Karachi), April 25, 2004. 
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Pakistan was ready to take the matter to an international tribunal because 

“hydrologically, oceanographically and geographically, the Pakistani stand is 

correct.”8 The issue regained its importance due to the fact that each country had 

to submit its continental shelf claims to the UN by November 2004. However this 

date was extended by another five years. According to the United Nation 

Convention on Law of the Sea9 (UNCLOS), all the coastal states which have a 

continental shelf exceeding 200 NM from their territorial sea baselines can 

submit their claim for the determination of the outer limits of their continental 

shelves to the Commission.10 

 

India’s position is that the claim on its continental shelf might suffer due to 

the unresolved issue of Sir Creek. On the other hand if India accepts Pakistan’s 

claim due to the historic green line on the map, she would certainly lose about 

250nm of EEZ which India is obviously not ready for at the moment. However, 

during the ministerial level meeting in September 2004, the two countries ‘agreed 

to have joint survey of the boundary pillars in the horizontal segment (blue dotted 

line) of the international boundary in the Sir Creek area.’11 This was a significant 

development and could have led to an agreement that would have satisfied both 

the countries. 

                                                           
8
Tahir Qureshi, Director Coastal Ecosystem quoted in Asif Ibrahim Khan, “Stand off on Sir Creek 

dispute,” Dawn (Karachi), August 25, 2004. 
9
United Nations Convention On The Law Of The Sea Agreement Relating To The Implementation 

Of Part Xi Of The Convention, which deals with the outer limits of conventional shelves. Accessed 
October 30, 2014.url: 
http://www.un.org/depts/los/convention_agreements/texts/unclos/closindx.htm. 
10

Asif Ibrahim Khan, “Stand off on Sir Creek dispute,”Dwan(Karachi), August 25, 2004. 
11

The Times of India (New Delhi) reports after the two-day talk between Indian External Affairs 
Minister K Natwar Singh and Pakistan’s Foreign Minister Khurshid Mehmood Kasuri in New Delhi 
between September 5 and 6, 2004. 

http://www.un.org/depts/los/convention_agreements/texts/unclos/closindx.htm
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The dispute lies in the interpretation of the maritime boundary line 

between Kutch and Sindh. Pakistan lays claim to the entire creek as per Para 9 

and 10 of the Bombay Government Resolution of 1914 signed between the then 

Government of Sindh and Rao Maharaja, the ruler of the princely state of 

Kutch.12 Paragraph 9 says that: 

[T]he boundary between Cutch and Sind lies should be the green line in 
the accompanying map from the mouth of the Sir Creek to the top of the 
Sir Creek at the point where it joins the blue dotted line……..And His 
Highness, the Rao has now expressed his willingness to agree with this 
compromise.13 

Whereas Para 10 dealt more with the navigability of the channel. It stated: 

The Sir Creek is, of course, tidal and it is only at certain conditions of the tide that 
the channel is navigable and then only to country craft as far as the points for 
which the proposed boundary turns towards east from the creek.14 

This would imply the Creek belongs to Sindh and thereby to Pakistan.15 

Para 10 says as per the chief commissioner of Sindh (the winner according to the 

previous paragraph) Sir Creek is navigable most of the year. Hence, as per the 

international law, a boundary can only be fixed in the middle of the navigable 

channel. This would imply the Creek is to be divided between Sindh and Kutch, 

and thereby India and Pakistan.16 

                                                           
12

B. Muralidhar Reddy, “Dialogue on Sir Creek begins.” The Hindu, May 29, 2005, accessed June 
25, 2012.http://www.hindu.com/2005/05/29 stories/200502902300900.htm. 
13

Pradeep Kaushiva, Vice Admiral (Retd.), “The Sir Creek Imbroglio,” National Maritime 
Foundation (New Delhi), June 12, 2013. Accessed November 16, 2014. 
url:  http://www.maritimeindia.org/Commentries/THE-Sir-CREEK.html. 
14

Ibid. 
15

Ashok Malik, “Ready for a Marsh Mellow,” accessed June 19, 2012. 
http://www.tehelka.com/story_main52.asp?filename=Ne260512Ready.asp. 
16

Ibid. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maritime_boundary
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Government_of_Sindh
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rao_Maharaj
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Princely_state
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kutch
http://www.hindu.com/2005/05/29%20stories/200502902300900.htm
http://www.maritimeindia.org/Commentries/THE-Sir-CREEK.html
http://www.tehelka.com/story_main52.asp?filename=Ne260512Ready.asp
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The resolution, which demarcated the boundaries between the two 

territories, included the creek as part of Sindh, thus setting the boundary as the 

eastern flank of the creek. However, India sticks to its position that the boundary 

lies mid-channel as depicted in another map drawn in 1925, and implemented by 

the installation of mid-channel pillars back in 1924.17 However, this demarcation 

was not accepted by all the stakeholders because of the dispute on actual 

demarcation, from the mouth of Sir Creek to the top of Sir Creek, and from the 

top of Sir Creek eastward to a point on the line designated on the Western 

Terminus. From this point onwards, the boundary is unambiguously fixed as 

defined by the Tribunal Award of 1968.18 

The map indicating ‘Green Line’ is the boundary as claimed by Pakistan, 

whereas the red line is the boundary as claimed by India. However, the black line 

is the undisputed international boundary. The green boundary line ran down the 

eastern side of the creek. However, in the late 1960s, the Indian interpretation of 

the green line led to the re-emergence of the dispute. India has since then 

proposed the pending of formalization of the boundary in Sir Creek so that both 

the countries can share the vast area of the creek. Pakistan’s position on the 

issue is that according to the 1925 map, the whole of Sir Creek belongs to 

Pakistan, and it is not willing to share the area with India. Secondly, Sir Creek 

was originally a main distributary of the river Indus, over which Pakistan has the 

sole rights according to Indus water accord of 1960. 

                                                           
17

Muralidhar Reddy, “Dialogue on Sir Creek begins,” The Hindu, May 29, 2005. 
18

“Kargalisation of Sir Creek,” The Tribune (Chandigarh, India), accessed June 25, 2012. 
http://www.tribuneindia.com/2000/20000307/edit.htm#1.  

http://www.tribuneindia.com/2000/20000307/edit.htm#1
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India supports its stance by citing the Thalweg Doctrine in International 

Law. The law states that river boundaries between two states may be, if the two 

states agree, divided by the mid-channel. Though Pakistan does not dispute the 

1925 map, it maintains that the Doctrine is not applicable in this case as it only 

applies to bodies of water that are navigable, which the Sir Creek is not. India 

rejects Pakistani stance by maintaining the fact that the creek is navigable in high 

tide, and that fishing trawlers use it to go out to sea. Another point of concern for 

Pakistan is that Sir Creek has changed its course considerably over the years. If 

the boundary line is demarcated according to the Thalweg principle, Pakistan 

stands to lose a considerable portion of the territory that was historically part of 

the province of Sindh.  

The disputed area came to prominence in April 1965, when India and 

Pakistan fought a limited war for the control of the area. The outcome of the 

battle remained inconclusive, and situation remained tense until British Prime 

Minister Harold Wilson intervened and set up a tribunal to resolve the dispute. 

According to the verdict released in 1968, Pakistan only got 10 percent of its 

claim of 9,000 km² (3,500 sq. miles).19 

The disputed region drew attention of the international community once 

again during the Atlantique incident20 as it came just weeks after the 1999 Kargil 

                                                           
19

The Indo-Pakistan Western Boundary (Rann of Kutch) between India and Pakistan (India, 
Pakistan), February 19, 1968, Volume XVII, 1-576, and also see Farzana Khan, “The Rann of 
Kutch Award,” Pakistan Horizon, 21, no. 2 (Second Quarter, 1968): 123-133.   
20

The Atlantique incident, in which a Pakistan Navy's Atlantique patrol plane, carrying 16 people 
on board, was shot down by the Indian Air Force for alleged violation of airspace. The episode 
took place in the Rann of Kutch on August 10, 1999. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thalweg_Doctrine
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Law
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Law
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/High_tide
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/High_tide
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/British_Prime_Minister
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/British_Prime_Minister
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Harold_Wilson


103 
 

conflict.21 India claimed that the plane had strayed into its airspace, which was 

disputed by Pakistani Navy. 

There have been twelve rounds of talks between the military and civilian 

officials of the two countries without any significant breakthrough.22 Neither side 

is willing to climb down from their traditional stances. India seems interested in 

the demarcation of the maritime boundary, whereas Pakistan proposes to resolve 

the boundary dispute first. Pakistan has proposed for international arbitration to 

which India does not agree to, because India has consistently argued that all 

bilateral disputes should be resolved without any third-party intervention.  

Although India did accept the 1968 Tribunal Award set up after Rann of Kutch 

conflict in 1964,23 perhaps in line with the precepts of offensive realism. 

 

During the 12th round of talks on Sir Creek, held in New Delhi on 18-19 

June 2012, Pakistan emphasized the need for resolution of the dispute in totality 

and reiterated its position regarding demarcation of land boundary on the 

horizontal and the vertical segments in accordance with the historical and legal 

documents. The Indian delegation emphasized a seaward approach for 

delineating the maritime boundary. It has been observed that there is keenness 

                                                           
21

Northern Light Infantry (NLI) troops disguised as Kashmiri Mujahideen intruded into Indian Held 
Kashmir (IHK) in Kargil sector and occupied posts which had been vacated temporarily by Indian 
troops during the winter season. 
22

Discussion with Rear Admiral Farrokh of Pakistan Navy, who had participated in official parleys 
with Indian delegations. (Discussion held on May 22, 2014 at NDU, Islamabad). 
23

The matter was later on referred for arbitration brokered by then British Prime Minister Harold 
Wilson to head the UN Tribunal to help resolve the boundary dispute. India accepted the 
Tribunal’s decision as it heavily favored it as Pakistan only got ten percent land of its claim and 
India got nearly 9000 sq km of the area in the Rann of Kutch. 
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on the part of India on the resolution of Sir Creek without showing any flexibility in 

its position.24 

 

This research argues that Sir Creek is doable, requiring political will. 

Pakistan’s position is based on principle and is supported by historic evidence. 

Yet, Pakistan is willing to provide innocent passage through Sir Creek to facilitate 

to non-military craft to the Pir Sanai Creek in India.25  

 

Sir Creek dispute, apparently territorial in nature, is actually economic in 

its essence. It encompasses 133 sq km of land and 1307 sq km of Sea, which 

undeniably is a significant amount of area. Besides being sovereign Pakistani 

territory, Sir Creek marshlands are estimated to be rich in hydrocarbons and 

control over the Creek would have a huge bearing on energy potential of each 

nation.26 The prospects of energy resources, presence of schools of fish in 

continental shelf off the coast of Rann and associated delimitation of maritime 

boundary makes the dispute very significant for both countries. Delimitation of 

maritime boundary will also help in determining the limits of Exclusive Economic 

Zones (EEZ) and Continental Shelves between two countries, which are 

subjected to commercial exploitation. Pakistan’s maritime boundaries are 

depicted in Map-3.2. 

 

                                                           
24

Discussion with Director General Foreign Services Academy, Islamabad on 18 July 2013 at 
1100 hrs.  
25

Ibid. 
26

See Rashid Ahmad Khan, “Sir Creek: The Origins and Development of the Dispute between 
India and Pakistan,” IPRI Journal (Summer 2007), Islamabad.  
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Map-3.2 - Pakistan Maritime Boundaries27 

 

India, an offensive realist state, with ambitions to turn the entire Indian 

Ocean region as its unchallenged area of influence, is deliberately employing the 

strategy of pendency and shows no urgency in resolving the issue. Perhaps, 

India aims to deny Pakistan any meaningful benefit through the peaceful 

settlement of the dispute. Neorealism suggests that an offensive realist state 

would continue to acquire the resources to expand its area of influence in its 

immediate neighborhood till it has been accepted as a regional hegemon. Same 

became evident when in 2012, Gujrat Chief Minister Narendra Modi wrote a letter 

                                                           
27

Map was prepared by the research group of Pakistan Navy officers of NDU Course 2011-12. 
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to Federal Government, warning about any settlement of Sir Creek dispute with 

Pakistan. Modi wrote: 

I am of the firm opinion that Kutch, Saurashtra and north Gujrat have a 
vast potential of oil and gas, both offshore and onshore. Handing over Sir 
Creek to Pakistan will endanger our energy security from these potential 
oil and gas reserves in future……Any attempt to hand over Sir Creek will 
be a strategic blunder, considering the history and sensitivity of the 
region.28 

 

Whereas the continental shelf, which is an underwater extension of the 

coastal plain, and can be extended beyond EEZ through submission of claim by 

the member states under UN Convention on Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) 1982. 

UN had, however, called upon the members for resolution of all maritime 

disputes prior to submission of claims. Due to delay in settlement of the issue, 

both countries have submitted their claims on April 30 and May 11, 2009 

respectively, with dispute. The strategic importance of Sir Creek area from Indian 

point of view can further be determined due to the fact that Kandla and adjoining 

ports in Gulf of Kutch are handling more than fifty percent of India's oil imports. 

These imports are expected to increase to seventy percent in years to come. 

Construction of jetties at Sikky post just 12 NM from Sir Creek, stationing Marine 

Commandos (MARCOS), Anti Air Guns / Missiles at the posts adjacent to Sir 

Creek,29 and laying of 75 km long gabion box or floating fence30 duly anchored 

                                                           
28

Manoj Joshi, “The troubled waters of Sir Creek: Gujrat CM’s demand for a freeze on the 
disputed creek complicates issue,” India Today, December 16, 2012, accessed November 16, 
2014, http://indiatoday.intoday.in/story/sir-creek-dispute-gujrat-chief-minister-narendra-mod-rann-
of-kutchmaritime-boundary/1/237992.html.  
29

Discussion with Study Panel of NDU on 2 September, 2012. 
30

“India to erect floating fence along Sir Creek border with Pakistan,” The Economic Times 

(December 2, 2012). 

http://indiatoday.intoday.in/story/sir-creek-dispute-gujrat-chief-minister-narendra-mod-rann-of-kutchmaritime-boundary/1/237992.html
http://indiatoday.intoday.in/story/sir-creek-dispute-gujrat-chief-minister-narendra-mod-rann-of-kutchmaritime-boundary/1/237992.html
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using submerged metallic mesh in proximity of Sir Creek are some of the Indian 

efforts to establish control in the area.  

 
 

Map-3.3 – India and Pakistan’s Claims on Sir Creek31 

 

Pakistan’s stance is based on historical evidence of land boundary dispute 

settled between the states of Kutch and Sindh. The verdict of Bombay 

Government was given vide letter of September 1913 (paragraph 10) and 

boundaries were demarcated on Resolution Map B-44 (attached with the letter). 

Pakistan’s stance is further substantiated with Survey of India maps B-15 and B-

16 titled “India and Adjacent Countries Maps published in 1928,” which clearly 

depict the boundary on eastern bank of Sir Creek.  

 

Indian stance is based on their own interpretation of paragraph 10 and 12 

of Bombay Government letter of September 191332 and Thalweg principle. 

                                                           
31

Map was prepared by the research group of Pakistan Navy officers of NDU Course 2012-13. 
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According to India, boundary should follow Blue Dotted Line till it meets with 

Green Line and then runs in middle of the Creek, as argued by Commissioner of 

Sindh (mentioned in same letter quoted above). However, same paragraph (Para 

10) later ascribes that the Creek is tidal and is navigable for country craft only.  

 

Indians do accept Blue Dotted Line and pursue permanent demarcation of 

boundary based on pillars already erected all along Blue Dotted Line. They are 

aware of difference of physical location of pillars vis-à-vis their marked position 

on Resolution Map B-44 but do not want to concede territory (approx. 7.72 km), 

like any other offensive realist state, particularly toward a relatively weaker state.  

 

In case of Green Line, Indians rigidly maintain their stance and declare it 

as a riband on Resolution Map, which according to them, was to be subsequently 

marked in the middle of the Creek. However, they are interested in delimiting 

maritime boundary separately to support their Continental Shelf claim with UN 

and other maritime interests in the region, which is not acceptable to Pakistan.  

 

For delimitation of maritime boundaries, agreed charts of disputed area 

(based on recent survey), terminus points, base line or base points and 

delineation method are essentially required.  In order to address the same, 

certain measures were initiated by both the countries, after series of dialogue.  

                                                                                                                                                                             
32

Pradeep Kaushiva, Vice Admiral (Retd.), “The Sir Creek Imbroglio,” National Maritime 
Foundation (New Delhi), June 12, 2013. Accessed November 16, 2014. 
url:  http://www.maritimeindia.org/Commentries/THE-Sir-CREEK.html. 
 

http://www.maritimeindia.org/Commentries/THE-Sir-CREEK.html
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For instance, as agreed in 7th session of Joint Talks held in New Delhi in 

early 2004, joint survey of horizontal segment (Blue Dotted Line) was carried out 

in January 2005 to prepare fresh maps of the area and identification of pillars’ 

location on ground. In 1922-24, 67 pillars were laid all along Blue Dotted Line. 

Pillars on Green Line were not laid due to clarity of understanding about eastern 

bank of Sir Creek. Inhospitable terrain and accessibility in the area could have 

also been the reason for non-erection of pillars. Only 38 pillars could be found 

during the survey along Blue Dotted Line. The alignment of pillars is slightly north 

of Blue Dotted Line (attributed to manual calculations/installation of pillars). Last 

discovered pillar (number 46) is on Green Line at the head (start point) of Sir 

Creek. If boundary is accepted on these pillars, Pakistan will lose an area of 7.72 

sq km. Pakistan does not accept these pillars or terminus point (pillar 46) and 

stresses fixing of boundary as per coordinates of Blue Dotted Line.   

 

In January 2007, another joint survey of vertical segment (Sir Creek area) 

was carried out and a joint map was prepared. At seaward side, mouth is yet to 

be established, which will determine seaward terminus of land boundary. 

Terminus points at both ends of vertical segments have, therefore, not yet been 

agreed. Pakistan may agree to consider Pillar 46 as start point of Sir Creek 

(western terminus of Blue Dotted Line as depicted on Resolution Map B-44), if 

India agrees to take it as start point of Green Line and demarcate boundary on 



110 
 

eastern bank of Sir Creek.33 Another creek (Pir Sinai Creek) in proximity of Sir 

Creek and a small island between the mouths of two creeks have also emerged 

(Map 3.3). As per Pakistan’s claim, Sir Creek mouth is 17 km wide, whereas 

India claim its width to be 2 Km. India wants to keep mouth of Pir Sinai Creek 

open, which will be blocked if Pakistan’s stance is accepted (Map 3.3).  

 

It is observed that after the passage of so many decades when the dispute 

emerged as an irritant, no serious effort has been made by India and Pakistan, 

perhaps because the two have learned to live with the active disputes. India does 

not consider it necessary to resolve the dispute, perhaps until it has attained a 

level of supremacy that would guarantee it a resolution as per its own 

prescription. True to its character as an offensive realist state, India does not feel 

compelled to relinquish claim over large areas on land and sea. Perhaps India is 

waiting for the time when Pakistan reaches the state of such negative disparity 

that it is able to get the resolution of the disputes as per its own prescription.  

 

Pakistan, on the other hand, perhaps does not accord Sir Creek the 

priority vis-a-vis Siachen or Kashmir. Also, as a defensive realist state, it is more 

concerned in concentrating on issues of immediate security threats emanating 

from Kashmir or Siachen than a relatively dormant issue of Sir Creek. Moreover, 

Pakistan does not have the wherewithal to force India to resolve the Sir Creek 

                                                           
33

These technical details were gathered by this author during a discussion with Captain Zafar 
Mahmood, Director Hydrographic Department, at PN HQ, Islamabad, in NDU at 1330-1415 hrs 
on March 20, 2014. 
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issue on its own terms in any foreseeable future. Therefore, the issue remains 

unresolved after so many years, though it appears doable in short to medium 

term, through serious dialogue process.  

 

The study finds that India’s claim is not supported by historical facts. But, 

India being the offensive realist state, based on realists’ assumptions, having 

greater ambitions to control the Indian Ocean region, does not seem interested in 

extending any concessions to its relatively smaller neighbours. India’s 

leadership’s behavior suggests that pendency in resolution of disputes with 

Pakistan particularly that of Sir Creek would not have any serious implications in 

its quest to become a regional leader. And, once it has attained that status, such 

issues can be resolved on its own terms. This behaviour by a leading regional 

state like India, in fact is of serious concern for Pakistan which is consistently 

demanding for the resolution of at least the doable issues, such as Sir Creek.  

 

Any territorial dispute between arch rivals, which has been a cause of a 

military engagement in the past, cannot be ignored. It is necessary to mention 

that the paradigm has changed and in the nuclearized environment where the 

relatively smaller state is trying hard to restore that balance of conventional force 

difference with that of strategic weapons of differing yields; no dispute can be 

ignored. The crisis in eastern Ukraine causing extreme stress on relationship 

between Russia and the western powers is a case in point, where it was believed 

that the Cold War is over for good.  
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This research aims to suggest a way forward for a peaceful and equitable 

resolution of Sir Creek dispute in the following chapters.  

 

Siachen Dispute  

Siachen dispute is one such issue that comes under the purview of conflict 

proliferation which has been mentioned in the study before. Saira Khan quotes 

Staudenmaier that “new issues will arise during hostilities that plant the seeds for 

subsequent wars.”34 It is another battlefield where the Indian and Pakistani forces 

have been fighting a losing battle since 1984.35 The research contends that the 

roots of this particular conflict were, perhaps embedded in the ‘non-demarcations 

on the western side on the map beyond NJ9842’36 in the Karachi Agreement.  

Faryal is also of the view that:  

The absence of a boundary line beyond the “dead end” of the Line of 
Control occurring at NJ9842 has led to the existence of a contested 
space in an area where no humans have ever lived, or would wish to live, 
or could live for protracted periods of time even if they wanted to.37 

 

The Siachen glacier is located in the Eastern Karakorum mountain range, 

very close to the Chinese border in the South. It essentially forms part of 

Baltistan in the northern areas of Pakistan, and the same is reflected in major 

                                                           
34

Saira Khan quotes William Staudenmaier from “Conflict Termination in the Nuclear Era,”in 
Conflict Termination and Military Strategy, ed. Stephen Cimbala and Keith Dunn (Boulder: West 
View Press, 1987), 15. 
35

Shamshad Ahmad, “Revising the tide of History: Kashmir Policy- an overview-II,” Dawn 
(Karachi), August 6, 2004. 
36
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world maps.38 The average height of the area is about 20,000 feet. The area 

around the 70 kms39 long Siachen glacier comprises of a triangle formed by 

Indira Koli Pass / SiaKangri in the North West, Karakorum Pass in the East and 

Point NJ 9842 in the South. Siachen Glacier lies on the western extremity of this 

triangle. It is about 72 kms long and varies in width from 3.2 to 5 kms. 

Topography of the disputed triangle of the Siachen Glacier is extremely 

inhospitable. It is flanked by Saltoro Range in the western side, which controls 

access to the Glacier through different passes, namely Sia La, Bilafond La, 

Gyong La and Chulung La (Map-1).40 

 

Map- 3.4: Siachen Glacier Area 

Map – 3.4: Map showing the area of Siachen. Under the Karachi agreement the border extended 
to a point known as NJ9842 ‘and thence north to the glaciers’. Map: 
https://www.flickr.com/photos/amapple/6953772490/in/photostream/. Accessed on July 30, 2014. 
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The important ranges around Siachen glacier are Saltoro Range in the 

northwest and Teram Kangri Group in the north / northeast with heights varying 

from 18,975 – 24,007 feet. Villages of significance in the area are Dansum, 

Goma, Gyong and Gyari on Pakistan side and Dzingrulma, Nubra and Warshi on 

Indian side (Map-3.4). The Saltoro Range is a watershed line and southern 

offshoot of the Karakoram Range. It can be divided into three sectors. In the 

northern sector, Conway Saddle separates the Siachen and the Baltoro Glaciers. 

All famous peaks of mountaineers’ interest in the BaltoroKangri (also known as 

Golden Throne) are to the north and the northwest of Conway Saddle. Pakistan 

controls access to K2, Gasherbrum, and Masherbrum groups of peaks. This 

sector also houses the International Himalayan Expedition Camp (IHEC) that 

serves civilian climbers. The central sector has the Sia La (7,300 m) and Bilafond 

La (6,160 m) passes through the Saltoro Range that provides access to the 

Siachen Glacier from the west. The Bilafond and Chumik Glaciers are the major 

glaciers to the western side of the Saltoro Range. The Southern sector 

encompasses Gyong La (5,640 m), Yarma La (6,100 m), and Chulung La (5,800 

m) passes and extends to the base of the Siachen Glacier where the Nubra River 

emerges.41 

 

Soon after their independence, Pakistan and India clashed militarily over 

Kashmir in what is usually referred as first Indo-Pak war of 1948. However, a 

cease fire line was established between the two as the outcome of UN-brokered 
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negotiations. The agreement, usually referred as Karachi Agreement, was signed 

in July 1949, and accordingly the Siachen Glacier formed part of Pakistan’s 

Northern Areas.42 

 

Neither the Karachi Agreement of 1949 nor the Simla Agreement of 1972 

considered formalizing the territorial boundary between India and Pakistan 

beyond the geographical reference of NJ9842. On both occasions, the 

participants of the negotiations presumed that the area was not feasible for 

human living or any useful purpose.43 The July 27, 1949, Karachi Agreement 

established a Cease Fire Line (CFL), which after minor modification became the 

Line of Control (LOC) under the 1972 Simla Agreement.44 

While Karachi Agreement was signed following the first Kashmir War of 

1948, the Truce Subcommittee of the United Nations Commission for Indian and 

Pakistan did not delineate the CFL up to the international border with China. The 

agreement defines the CFL up to Khor, from there on it only gives the general 

direction i.e. thence north to the glaciers, a generalized statement that created a 

no-man's land. However, while actually marking it on the maps the CFL was 

marked up to Point NJ9842 as the terminus in the north. The CFL beyond Point 

NJ9842 was to be demarcated on the basis of the factual position, as on July 27, 
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1949, by the local commanders assisted by the UN Military Observers (UNMOs). 

This was, however, not undertaken since there was no deployment of troops in 

this area. According to Indian analyst Bharat Bhushan: 

The descriptive explanation of the boundary line beyond NJ9842 ‘thence 
north tothe glaciers’ has created confusion. India believes that the 
boundary would go north through the nearest watershed, the Soltoro 
ridge. Pakistan draws a straight line from NJ9842 going northeast to the 
Karakoram pass. The former interpretation gives control of the glacier to 
India, the latter to Pakistan.45 

 

In March 1963, Pakistan signed a border agreement with China and 

demarcated its boundary in the Northern Areas up to Karakoram pass as the last 

point in the ‘easterly’ direction. Although no physical demarcation was done but 

the line joining Point NJ-9842 and Karakoram Pass was assumed to be the 

extension of CFL up to the Chinese Border i.e. Karakoram Pass. Under the 

agreement, Pakistan transferred to China 5180 sq kms of territory in Pakistan-

controlled Kashmir just north of the Siachen area. The Sino-Pak Border 

Agreement is provisional. India strongly protested to the signing of the agreement 

as options in light of W.H. Johnson Line and McMahon Line (Map-3.5) had to be 

decided between India and China.46 India continues the raise this issue with their 

Chinese counterparts during formal discussions.47 
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Map- 3.548 

Indian intrusion in the Siachen area was a clear violation of the Simla 

Agreement signed between India and Pakistan in 1972.49 According to the Simla 

Agreement the LoC at the time of ceasefire of December 1971, would be 

respected and “neither side shall seek to alter it unilaterally, irrespective of 

mutual differences and large legal interpretation.”50 Pakistan did not initially take 

Indian intrusion in the Siachen area seriously in the political dimension and 

President Zia declared the area as ‘ice-desert’ where “even a blade of grass 

                                                           
48

Saurabh Shukla, “India 'ready to let China keep Aksai Chin' if neighbour country drops claim to 

Arunachal Pradesh, Mail online India, November 28, 2013, accessed May 25, 2014. 

http://www.dailymail.co.uk/indiahome/indianews/article-2515187/India-ready-let-China-Aksai-

Chin-neighbour-country-drops-claim-Arunachal-Pradesh.html. 
49

Nasim Zehra,“Pak-India détente: the irreversible process,” The News (Islamabad), June 3, 
2004. 
50

Article 4 (ii) of Simla Agreement between The Government of India and The Government of 
Pakistan. 

http://www.dailymail.co.uk/indiahome/indianews/article-2515187/India-ready-let-China-Aksai-Chin-neighbour-country-drops-claim-Arunachal-Pradesh.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/indiahome/indianews/article-2515187/India-ready-let-China-Aksai-Chin-neighbour-country-drops-claim-Arunachal-Pradesh.html


118 
 

couldn’t grow.”51 However, militarily the Pakistan Army responded immediately 

and halted the Indian advance further south.52 

 

Both sides suffered heavy casualties from the very beginning and 

immediately recognised the urgency for talk, which is evident from the fact that 

India and Pakistan held five rounds of talks over the issue between1986-89. The 

two sides, during these talks, remained attached to their stance put forward by 

the respective governments. India’s position was that its troops were defending 

the territory that belongs to her, while Pakistan demanded that Indians should 

withdraw their troops from the glacier to the position agreed in the Simla 

Agreement of 1972. The two sides agreed in June 1989, “to work towards a 

comprehensive settlement of the Siachen issue, based on redeployment of 

forces to reduce the chance of conflict, so as to conform to the Simla Agreement 

and to ensure durable peace in Siachen Area.”53 According to Pervaiz Iqbal 

Cheema, “the two sides reached an agreement which was announced on June 

17, 1989, but this agreement was never implemented because Indians got 

apprehensive of the likely national reaction in India.”54 

Siachen appeared as a territorial dispute in 1984 when Indian Prime 

Minister Indira Gandhi approved55 ‘Operation Meghdoot,’ and Indian Army Chief 
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General Chibber authorized its troops to walk into the empty spaces of the 

glacier.56 Indian troops occupied two passes of Saltoro Range i.e. Sia La and 

Bilafond La and, claimed about 2811 sq kms area around the Siachen Glacier. 

 

Despite being unforgiving, and exceedingly hostile terrain, this highest 

battlefield in the world remains active, polluting the world’s largest non-polar 

glacier. According to Stephen Cohen, “They are there, face to face, for purely 

psychological reasons, testing each other’s will.”57 However, according to TR 

Ramachandran, 

There is no strategic significance to Siachen other than the need to guard 
against Pakistan’s attempt to link Karakoram Pass with the area in 
Shaksgam Valley which Islamabad ceded to China in 1963 and through 
which the Karakoram highway has been built.58 

 

Appreciation by Indian defense analysts highlighted Siachen offering a 

challenge and an opportunity. In a conflict with India, control over Siachen might 

provide Pakistan with an opportunity to launch a pincer movement over the 

Karakoram Range and the Saltoro Ridgeline into northern Laddakh, in sync with 

China, with a view to capturing Leh.59 Control over Siachen would enable India to 

keep watch over the Karakoram highway and the Khunjerab Pass, while fortifying 

                                                           
56

A.R. Siddiqui, “Siachen: coming down to earth,” (July, 2005), accessed November 14, 2014. 
http://www.siachenglacier.com/pakistanperspective.html. 
57

Stephen P. Cohen, Foreword of Lt Gen (Retd.) VR Raghanvan’s Book Siachen – Conflict 
without End (New Delhi: Viking Books, January 2006), quote from vii. 
58

T.R.Ramachandran, “Solution to Siachen not intractable,” Tribune News (New Delhi), April 7, 
2006. 
59

VR Raghavan, Lt Gen (Retd.), Siachen – A Conflict Without End (New Delhi: Penguin Books 
2002), 4. 

http://www.siachenglacier.com/pakistanperspective.html


120 
 

India’s position in border negotiations with China.60 Since the inception of the 

Siachen Conflict in 1984, the Pakistan Army has lost 3000 men, while the Indian 

military has suffered 5000 casualties, not in battle, but due to the severe winter.61 

 

Siachen has remained a focus of bilateral talks between India and 

Pakistan in the last two decades as further talks were conducted in November 

1992 and January 1994, and then again in November 1998.62 Pakistan confined 

its focus on the withdrawal of Indian troops from the Glacier, and demilitarisation 

of the particular zone, pending demarcation of the LoC by a joint commission;63 

whereas Indian effort was to maintain the status quo, while seeking to 

legitimatise the occupation of Siachen.64 

 

Indian leadership believes that despite heavy losses, they are better 

placed through the control of an all-important part of the glacier, the Soltoro 

Ridge, the position that the Indians have dominated since 1984. The Indian Army 

is reportedly not prepared to accept the proposal related to ‘disengagement’; or 

redeployment until Pakistan agrees to ‘Joint Authentication’ of Actual Ground 

Position Line (AGPL).”65 

In view of the rigid positions that the two sides have held over the last 

three decades, like on all other disputes among them, the chances of a quick 
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resolution of the dispute during the ongoing peace process between India and 

Pakistan is a distant possibility. However, the only thing that the two sides have 

agreed to is the holding of a ceasefire along the 150-km AGPL since November 

25, 2003,66 perhaps to keep the losses to minimum. India does not want to 

resolve the dispute as a priority, primarily because the Indian Army is not willing 

to give up the advantageous position that it is maintaining on the Soltoro ridge.67 

Indian domination over the important parts of the glacier and its ability to afford 

the conflict may have led its leadership to believe that it should not concede to 

Pakistani demands to withdraw its troops to the LoC agreed in Simla Agreement 

of 1972. India continues to insist on the demarcation of the AGPL so that it does 

not have to suffer the humiliation of withdrawing its Army to the pre-conflict 

positions. And, in order to minimize the human cost of the conflict, India 

continues to insist on the ceasefire as part of the overall ongoing CBMs.68  

The two sides, reportedly reached an agreement in 1989 on the 

withdrawal of troops to the position agreed in the Simla Agreement, but the same 

was never implemented. Former Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto went on record to 

by stating that the 1989 agreement was scuttled by the Indian Prime Minister, Mr 

Rajiv Gandhi:  
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…reached an agreement with exact locations on the map on where 
everybody was to go to but Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi delayed it 
because he had decided to go in for an early election. Thus India 
publicly withdrew from that agreement saying that it had not been 
concluded.69 

 

Perhaps India, an offensive realist, relatively stronger and powerful state, 

realized that Pakistan, a relatively weaker military and economic power cannot 

take the area by force and can ill afford to maintain its existing position in the 

long term. Theory suggests that offensive realist states do not concede toward a 

defensive realist state which is more concerned for its security and survival and 

ultimately bows down to accept the prescription of resolution offered by the 

superior power.  

 

A series of meetings took place to delineate the LoC in accordance with 

the positions held. The LoC was realigned but Point NJ-9842 remained as the 

mutually agreed terminus. Having secured positions on the Saltoro Range, the 

Indian army named it as Actual Ground Position Line (AGPL) and wants to pull 

back only when these positions are demarcated jointly on ground and map by 

both armies,70 similar to what was done in previous engagements establishing 

the CFL and LoC. 
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The Kargil Conflict of 199971 has hardened India’s stance. India finds it 

extremely difficult to accept verbal assurances that Pakistan Army will not occupy 

posts vacated by the Indian army. Therefore, in India’s view, the natural 

sequence for a final settlement should be; (a) Demarcation of the AGPL on the 

ground and map.72 (b) A joint verification agreement that can be practically 

implemented.73 And (c) Redeployment to mutually agreed positions. 

 

Pakistan asserts its claim of having had de facto control of the Siachen 

area north of the line defined by NJ 9842 and the KK Pass until the Indian 

occupation of 1984.74 Pakistan’s position gains support from Nehru’s address to 

the Indian Parliament on May 7, 1962 acknowledging Pakistan’s de facto control 

up to the Karakoram Pass by stating that, “the defense of which is under the 

actual control of Pakistan.”75 Also, the Government of India’s protest note of May 

10, 1962 in reaction to the Government of Pakistan’s communiqué on May 3, 

1962 regarding entering into talks with China on the boundary dispute. The 

protest note referred to the area west of the Karakoram Pass as “. . . presently 

under Pakistan’s unlawful occupation.”76 Subsequently also, Indian Prime 

Minister Nehru’s address to Parliament on March 5, 1963, again referring to 

Pakistan’s actual control of the area by stating ‘it then reached the Karakoram 
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Pass.’77 Then, refusal to date of China to discuss with India the area west of the 

Karakoram Pass which separated Baltistan (part of Pakistan’s Northern Areas) 

from Indian-controlled Laddakh.78 And, New Delhi’s protest to China, “at this de 

facto recognition of Pakistan’s control of Hunza and Baltistan” in the wake of the 

Sino-Pakistan Frontier Agreement.79 

 

India did not demand delineation of the CFL and LoC beyond NJ9842 

after the Tashkent Agreement (1966) and the Simla Agreement (1972), 

respectively despite India’s strong position. According to Lt Gen M L Chibber 

(Retd.), who planned the occupation of Siachen in 1984: 

India’s military occupation of Saltoro passes in spring 1984 was meant 
only to deter the Pakistanis from getting there first. The Indian Army had 
no plans for permanent occupation. At the end of the day, the Siachen 
conflict was a mistake.80 

 

Lt Gen V R Raghavan (Retd.), a former division commander in the Kargil 

and Siachen sectors and a former Director General Military Operations (DGMO), 

also minimizes the military importance of Siachen.81 Yet, Siachen invokes strong 

passions in India. Bharat Bhushan observed, “For most Indians, Siachen 

symbolizes unparalleled gallantry.”82 The same is undoubtedly true in Pakistan. 

                                                           
77

Ibid. 
78

Ibid. 
79

https://www.yumpu.com/en/document/view/24448725/sand20075670/17, accessed July 30, 
2014. 
80

Maj Gen Sheru Thapliyal, “Strategic Importance of Siachen,” Indian Defence Review. Dispute 

21.1 (2006). 
81

VR Raghavan, Lt Gen (Retd.), Siachen – A Conflict Without End (New Delhi: Penguin Books 
2002), 152. 
82

Brigadier Asad Hakeem and Brigadier Gurmeet Kanwal, “Demilitarization of the Siachen 
Conflict Zone: Concepts for Implementation and Monitoring,” Sandia Report (2007). Accessed 
July 30, 2014. 
url: http://www.sandia.gov/cooperative-monitoring-center/_assets/documents/sand20075670.pdf. 

https://www.yumpu.com/en/document/view/24448725/sand20075670/17
http://www.sandia.gov/cooperative-monitoring-center/_assets/documents/sand20075670.pdf


125 
 

According to Stephen Cohen “both countries have used Siachen to wage a 

propaganda war as well as a shooting war, and have characterized the war as ‘a 

conflict unending caused by states unbending.”83 

 

While the leadership of both countries has acknowledged the human and 

economic costs of the Siachen conflict, all attempts for conflict resolution have 

proved unsuccessful owing to a history of distrust and mutual suspicions. Though 

India’s Prime Minister Manmohan Singh had said that, “How long shall we allow 

such conditions to prevail? Now the time has come for us to make efforts to 

convert this battlefield into a peace mountain.”84 

 However, after years of hostilities, neither India nor Pakistan are any 

closer to achieving their stated objective of acquiring control over adjoining areas 

of Siachen glacier through the use of force. As Riaz Hussain Khokhar stated that, 

“I have attended six or seven of the total 12 rounds of Defense Secretary level 

talks, and the minutes of all of them read almost the same.”85 

 

Policy makers on both sides have examined possibilities of a negotiated 

settlement, partly as a result of the military stalemate and partly because of the 

mounting costs of the conflict in terms of lives and money. Moreover, Siachen’s 
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perceived strategic location makes it an ideal ground for any limited war 

possibility in future as it did in case of Kargil conflict in the past. The probability 

also remains medium to high, considering the hardened stand on both sides. 

Paradoxically, India intruded into Siachen in 1984, the year in which Pakistan did 

have some kind of nuclear weapons capability.86 However, its assumption that 

Pakistan would not expand the conflict elsewhere along the LoC, proved correct. 

Whereas, Pakistan intruded into Kargil in 1999, a year after both India and 

Pakistan had demonstrated their nuclear weapons capabilities through multiple 

tests, first by India and then by Pakistan, on the assumption that India would 

accept it as fait accompli, proved fatal for the ongoing peace process. 

 

According to Jeganaathan, “Even the K. Subhramanyam report on Kargil 

War observes that the ‘Kargil Plan’ of the Pakistani army was to force India to 

demilitarize Siachen by cutting off its supply route.”87 He further adds that, “Lt 

Gen. Paranaik has also averred that Kargil happened because of Siachen (note: 

India hardened its stand on Siachen in 1998).”88 Despite repeated calls from the 

international community, environmentalists, and retired soldiers, for an early 

resolution of Siachen dispute, both countries remain stuck in their stated stance, 

and continue to maintain a ‘wait and see’ approach, which is extremely harmful, 

particularly due to environmental concerns. 
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The resolution of Siachen dispute, like any other conflict, would require 

political will. The political elite, more so in India, tends to justify the status quo in 

the wake of Kargil conflict and Mumbai incident. The reasons given by the Indian 

Army for their venture into Siachen have not passed the test of time and there is 

an emerging awareness in the Indian community over the strategic insignificance 

of the Siachen Glacier and the unlikelihood of a Pakistan-China pincer 

threatening Leh or an outflanking maneuver by Pakistan over the longest glacier 

outside the arctic.89 

 

The two countries not only failed to implement tentative agreements, but 

one or the other side denied that any tangible agreement had been reached on 

either occasion (1989 and 1992).90 The difficulty in reaching or implementing any 

mutually agreeable proposal is due to a number of factors, ranging from domestic 

political constraints to differences over the determination of redeployment 

positions, the demarcation of the proposed demilitarized zone, and ensuring the 

inviolability of such a zone. The significance of the understandings reached in 

1989 and 1992 cannot, however, be understated since they identify potential 
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areas of agreement and discord in any future agreement of the Siachen 

dispute.91 

 

India’s initial urge and the recent reluctance in reaching an agreement are 

indicative of the comfort level of the troops in Siachen after the ceasefire. It can, 

therefore, be historically concluded that India is averse to proceeding to anything 

beyond ceasefire. Ceasefire of 1948 is a case in point.92 Both countries are 

intractably locked on their perspectives.  What is desirable by one is not 

acceptable to the other and vice versa. Neither party is willing to make any 

concessions to the other. An agreement can only come about if both sides agree 

on common interests, which would be served by accommodating each other’s 

minimum needs. Theoretical precepts related to realism suggest that the stronger 

state is less likely to concede. 

 

India, perhaps is aiming to get legitimization of its occupation of Siachen. 

Indian Defense Minister AK Antony was quoted as:  

Pakistan will have to agree to the sequential process of proper 
authentication, delineation and demarcation before any talk of troop 
disengagement from the glacial heights.93 
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The Economic Times report on Siachen quotes the India’s Army Chief 

also:  

The Army chief, however, was clear about the "strategic importance" of 
Siachen-Saltoro Ridge, where 850 Indian soldiers have laid down their 
lives since 1984. "There is no change in our view at all. We must continue 
to hold that area……We have lost lot of lives and shed a lot of blood 
there,''he said. By controlling almost all the dominating heights ranging 
from 16,000 to 22,000-feet on the Saltoro Ridge, Indian soldiers in effect 
prevent Pakistan from the west and China from the east linking up 
through the Karakoram Pass to threaten Ladakh. 

 

The Indian army is against any negotiated solution to the dispute because 

in their perception the politicians do not need to give Pakistan something that 

they are unable to achieve on the battlefield.94 In the words of an Indian defense 

analyst, “of all the disputes governing India-Pakistan talks, it is on Siachen that 

the army has the biggest say”.95 Siachen is considered as a great strategic prize 

owing to:96 

a. Its location at the Pakistan-China-India tri-junction. 

b. Possession of Saltoro Range gives India strategic high ground over 

Gilgit-Baltistan. 

c. Strengthens India’s hand in eventual Kashmir settlement with 

Pakistan based on the status quo in keeping with the maxim that 

“possession is nine-tenths of the law.”97 Siachen should, therefore, 

be the last issue on the table, not the first. 
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d. Indira Koli Pass directly overlooks the Shaksgam valley and 

enables it to “legitimately and effectively dispute the illegal 

presence there.”98 

e. In the words of Vikram Sood, a former RAW chief, “India should not 

repeat the strategic mistakes of the past, like halting our advance at 

Uri in 1948 or capturing Skardu; or giving up Haji Pir in 1966; or 

returning 93,000 troops and territory in 1972.”99 

 

India considers Siachen to be embedded in the Indian public 

consciousness as a symbol of national will.100 Perhaps, only a major change in 

great power policies (US / China) or a serious involvement of environmental 

organizations may convince the Indians to give priority to Siachen dispute to 

reach its logical conclusion. In the obtaining environment, India is on the cusp of 

a rising trajectory and every passing day is adding to its elevation.  
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The precepts associated with neorealist theory suggest that an offensive 

realist state acquires power to enhance its influence over its relatively weaker 

neighbours and does not concede its acquired power. On the contrary, Pakistan 

is muddling through the mires of multifaceted problems. Hence, any offer for a 

solution by Pakistan at this turbulent stage, to the dispute in hand, would 

naturally be construed as stemming from a position of weakness, regardless of 

the nature of leverage exercised.  

 

This research aims to suggest a way forward to resolve this continuing 

and unnecessary conflict which has cost more lives due to extreme weather than 

in combat. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion to the facts and analysis of two disputes, Sir Creek and Siachen, it 

is argued that both these disputes have nothing to do with ideological 

disagreement between India and Pakistan as is the case of Kashmir. These two 

disputes are purely territorial and reflective of India’s behaviour as an offensive 

realist state and guided by realist assumptions. In the particular situation of 

Siachen, India’s behaviour is reflective of a revisionist state which aims to 

maximize its material power and expand its frontiers to exploit relatively weaker 

adversary’s vulnerabilities. 

 

Historical analysis reveals that Pakistan is better placed on the negotiating 

table, but as mentioned earlier that ‘possession is nine-tenths of the law’ and 
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hence India has the advantage. An offensive realist state is not likely to offer 

concessions to its relatively weaker and smaller neighbour who is challenging the 

position and behaviour of its relatively bigger opponent. Also, both these disputes 

are the outcome of incomplete and inconclusive agreements signed between the 

two arch rivals, thereby giving way to an offensive realist state to exploit 

loopholes of certain clauses against a defensive realist state which has been 

striving for its survival since its independence.  

 

On the scale of decision-making, analysis reveals that India follows the 

RAM approach to deal with a defensive realist state, giving no room for 

concessions and compromise. Strategic pendency adopted by India for the 

resolution of ‘doables’ clearly reflects the offensive realist state’s behaviour to 

starve out a defensive realist state, which can ill-afford the continuation of active 

conflicts, particularly the Siachen conflict.  

 

A careful analysis of these two ‘doable’ conflicts reveals that the 

leadership of both India and Pakistan seem to learn no lessons from the theories 

related to constructivism. It is perhaps necessary to reiterate that:  

The international system…… exists only as an intersubjective awareness, 
or a common understanding, among people; in the sense the system is 
constituted by ideas, not by material forces. It is a human invention or 
creation not of a physical or material kind but pure intellectual and 
ideational kind. It is a set of ideas, a body of thought, a system of norms, 
which has been arranged by certain people at a particular time and 
place.101 
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This author is of the view that the leaderships of both India and Pakistan 

have stopped exploring any new ideas for the resolution of these two conflicts. In 

their view, perhaps the human lives lost on the ice desert of Siachen means 

nothing. As well the routine capture of fishermen from both sides poses no 

emotional impact, meaning that both India and Pakistan are looking at these 

conflicts through the lenses of realism alone. This author’s contention gains 

strength from Shoaib’s assertions that application of social constructivism is 

completely missing102 in India-Pakistan relationship matrix, thus depriving the 

people of relief for their emotions.  
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Chapter Four 

India-Pakistan Relations: Instability, Crises, and Rapprochement 

(1983-98) 

Introduction 

This chapter aims to deliberate on India-Pakistan relations in an environment of 

nuclear opacity, marred by a series of offensive and provocative military 

exercises by India. Whereas, Pakistan, concerned for its security and survival 

after being dismembered in 1971 and encroached upon in Siachen, remained 

committed to supporting the indigenous uprising in the Indian Held Kashmir (IHK) 

in early 1990s.  Within the broader scope of the research, this chapter will 

explore and analyze the causes, motivations and processes of decision making 

and external interventions during crises and conflict management.  

Throughout the 1980s, India-Pakistan relations remained tense and 

uncertain, and the two countries came very close to armed conflicts in 19841 and 

1987.2 However, the situation was only averted through some bold diplomacy 

and external intervention.3 Active US involvement in diffusing tension and 

managing crisis, both in the early 1990s and subsequently during the Kargil 

conflict, manifests this researcher’s contention that India accepts external 

facilitations only when it suits its interests and that too either during or after the 
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crisis and conflicts and not in peacetime. India’s behavior during entire period 

clearly remained that of an offensive realist state, where it looked for an 

opportunity to expand its area of influence over a defensive realist state, until 

Pakistan decided to go for its own offensive. 

Exercise Brasstacks (1987) 

Having dismembered Pakistan in 1971 and encroached Siachen Glacier in 1983, 

Indian Armed Forces planned for a large scale military exercise close to Pakistan 

border in 1986-87. The stated purpose of the exercise was to test the new 

armoured equipment that had been inducted into Indian Army, as well as the new 

strategic doctrine which was devised by the new Army Chief General K. Sunderji. 

However, an Indian Lieutenant General P.N. Hoon, Commander Western 

Command later stated that: 

Brasstacks was no military exercise. It was a plan to build up a situation 
for a fourth war with Pakistan. And, what is even more shocking is that 
the Prime Minister, Mr. Rajiv Gandhi, was not aware of these plans.4 

This has also been the view of Pakistani analysts: 

…… Brasstacks was staged by the Indian military high command as a 
deliberate policy of provoking war with Pakistan, so that India would have 
a pretext to attack and undermine Pakistan’s self-confidence and perhaps 
its territorial integrity.5 

 

 The nuclear dimension started to become factor in the India-Pakistan 

enduring rivalry soon after India’s physical occupation of uninhabited Siachen 
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glacier in late 1983. Indian Army Chief General K. Sunderji in 1986 had stated, 

“There are enough indicators to suggest that Pakistan has achieved or is close to 

achieving a nuclear weapons capability.”6 During the mid-1980s, while Pakistan 

was actively engaged in Afghan war as well defending the remaining part of 

Siachen, India decided to carry out one of its largest military exercise close to 

Pakistani borders, codenamed ‘Brasstacks.’ The exercise which nearly took two 

estranged neighbours to war is considered the largest military maneuver in South 

Asia.  

The research contends that possibility of a war with India remains with 

varying degree of probabilities unless the disputes are peacefully resolved; and 

on numerous occasions this hypothesis has proved right. In case of Brasstacks 

also, as Arif puts it, “the possibility of India wishing to impose a military surprise 

on Pakistan could not be ruled out. In fact this appeared very probable to 

Pakistani intelligence.”7 As any offensive realist state would endeavor to put a 

defensive realist state in a constant state of fear of war and conflict so as to draw 

maximum concession for its expansion until it achieves hegemony in the region.   

A military exercise of this dimension, so close to the borders of a nation 

which has already had a number of wars and conflicts with active disputes to be 

decided, could not have been without a political purpose. Perhaps, India wanted 

to impress its smaller neighbour in a rare show of its newly acquired armor and 

mechanized capabilities. According to Arif: 
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The flexing of military muscle was a warning to them to either obediently 
float in the orbit of India’s sphere of influence, or risk the wrath of the 
‘mother’ country which possessed military means and the political will to 
achieve her national goals.8 

 

Nearly all disputes, crisis and conflicts (except 1971 war), had direct or 

indirect connection with Kashmir issue. Contrary to general perception, even 

Exercise Brasstacks had a hidden Indian agenda with northern Kashmir as an 

objective. Arif quotes Ravi Rakhye that, “The political scenario accompanying 

[Brasstacks] envisaged the (Indian) military gaining substantial control over it 

(Kashmir).”9 Ashok Kapur goes a step further and writes: 

The Trident called for an (Indian) attack on 8 February 1987, at 0430 
hours, with Skardu as the first objective and Gilgit as the second….If 
Pakistan chose to keep the conflict limited to the Northern Areas, this was 
fine with India. But suppose Pakistan wanted to retaliate and escalate, 
say by attacking Punjab. Then [Brasstacks], which were originally 
planned as a gigantic strategic deception to focus Pakistani attention on 
Sindh while we went for the Northern Areas, would have been converted 
into an actual operation….10 

 

Pakistan’s academia and practitioners as well as western analysts are 

divided over whether Pakistan had a nuclear capability as an effective deterrent 

against India during the 1980s. According to Pakistan’s former Foreign Secretary 

Abdul Sattar, “Pakistan’s nuclear capabilities had not yet flowered by the time of 
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Brasstacks.”11 However, Cheema is of the view that, “to defuse the Brasstacks 

crisis, Pakistan relied upon its nuclear weapons capability—this being the time in 

the history of the subcontinent that nuclear deterrence was invoked.”12 

This research contends that despite some nuclear capability on both 

sides, the nuclear card per se did not play any significant role in averting a war 

between India and Pakistan. However, a policy of mutual restraint and fear of an 

unnecessary war, complemented by some bold diplomacy led to successful 

management of the crisis. Arif also supports this conclusion that “….the nuclear 

factor remained conspicuously absent throughout the crisis. Neither country 

threatened the use of nuclear weapons during the open arms conflict.”13 

However, soon after these exercises, Pakistan military on its end also carried out 

one of the largest military exercises codenamed ‘Zarb-i-Momin,’ in which it tested 

its new military doctrine of ‘Offensive Defense.’14 

Furthermore, Pakistan expedited its efforts of weaponization and hence in 

March 1987, President Zia ul Haq stated that, “Pakistan can build a [nuclear] 

bomb whenever it wishes. Once you have acquired the technology, which 

Pakistan has, you can do whatever you like.”15 Indian Prime Minister Rajiv 

Gandhi responded quickly, “We intend meeting President Zia’s threat. We will 
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give an adequate response.”16 Ever since the two leaders admitted having some 

kind of nuclear weapons capability, officials and think tanks across the globe 

started to deliberate on the efficacy of deterrence amongst the arch rivals.  

The research observes that by occupying the empty ice desert of Siachen, 

India’s quest for expanding its frontiers, wherever possible, like an offensive 

realist, put Pakistan’s military leadership under immense pressure to respond. 

However, Pakistan once again responded as a defensive realist, which was more 

concerned for its security and survival against a much bigger adversary, then 

take any offensive action elsewhere to force India to retreat. In fact, Pakistan, in 

case of Kashmir, had always tried to keep the conflict limited to the disputed 

territory; as was seen during Operation Gibraltar in 1965, and would be seen 

during the Kargil Conflict in 1999. On the scale of decision making, research 

finds that some bold steps by Pakistan led to averting a near-war situation; 

however these were individual and not institutionalized per se.  

This research contends that possibility of military engagement did exist 

between India and Pakistan during periods of late 1980s, particularly after India’s 

invasion of Siachen. Also, the probability of war increased exponentially due to 

India’s decision to conduct a military exercise of such dimension (Exercise 

Brasstacks) too close Pakistani border with newly modernized armour and 

mechanized forces. However, Pakistan’s policy of restraint and strategy of denial 

by taking adequate safeguard, complemented by some bold diplomacy helped 
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deter India to avoid a land invasion, on which the offensive realist state was 

keenly intent.  

The Kashmir Crisis (1990s) 

First real test of the efficacy of nuclear deterrence in South Asia came in the 

early 1990s Kashmir crisis. Kashmiri freedom struggle got a renewed life with 

active support from Pakistan on multiple fronts: diplomatic, moral, and military. 

On the other hand, India was seen to be “increasing its nuclear preparedness.”17 

It is observed that: 

In 1990, the Kashmir dispute brought India and Pakistan very close to a 
fourth war. It is believed that during the crisis Pakistan had assembled a 
‘crude nuclear device’ which it was ready to use in the event of a war. 
New Delhi also reportedly prepared itself to counter a Pakistani nuclear 
attack in the wake of the crisis.18 

 

During the same crisis, US President Bill Clinton argued that “Kashmir 

was the most dangerous place in the world,”19 and others agreed that, “Kashmir 

has become more important because of its potential as a flash-point between two 

nuclear-capable states.”20 

While the Vale of Kashmir was heating up, primarily with indigenous and 

spontaneous insurgency, Indian Prime Minister V.P. Singh issued a stern 

warning to Pakistan that it could not take Kashmir without going to war with 
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India.21 In order to put further pressure on Pakistan, India started to make military 

moves in the desert sector. Pakistan quickly raised the level of concern and got 

US officials to inquire from India about their motives of such military maneuvers 

so close to its borders, on which India denied of any negative intentions. 

However, Pakistan did not take any chance and started to move its ‘incipient 

nuclear weapons capability’22 perhaps only to deter India from waging a war at 

that stage. The movement was interpreted by Seymour Hersh as real and 

created an unwarranted alarm in the US. Hersh went on to quote Pakistan’s 

Army Chief General Aslam Beg and his military colleagues thought that, “There is 

no way that sending ten F-16s with conventional bombs is going to do it. Only the 

nukes could strike back.”23 

The New Yorker also published a piece written by Seymour M. Hersh in 

which he quoted American intelligence community’s conclusion that Pakistan had 

at least six to ten nuclear weapons loaded on the F-16s.24 Hersh quotes Richard 

J. Kerr, Deputy Director of the C.I.A at the time of crisis, as saying that: 

It was the most dangerous nuclear situation we have ever faced since I’ve 
been in the U.S. government. It may be as close we’ve come to a nuclear 
exchange. It was far more frightening than the Cuban missile crisis.25 
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Hersh maintained that Robert M. Gates also told him the same; “Pakistan 

and India seemed to be caught in a cycle that they couldn’t break out of. I was 

convinced that if a war started, it would be nuclear.”26 

Hagerty quotes senior US diplomats in New Delhi and Islamabad (Clark 

and Oakley) that they did not know of any NSA intercept that Hersh had 

mentioned in his article. Quoting Oakley that: 

so far as I can recall, we never had any credible evidence that the F-16s were 
fitted out to deliver a nuclear device; that Pakistan had a nuclear device that 
could be delivered by an F-16……Nor did we know anything about any nuclear 
devices being moved from point ‘x’ to point ‘y,’ if there were any.27 

 

Hagerty also quotes Colonel Don Jones, the US air force attaché in 

Islamabad at the time, who reacted sharply on Hersh’s article; “the silliest 

allegation I read in the article, and there were lot silly things in the article…. 

Some of the things he said were just on the face of it, ridiculous. It’s not true.”28 

Another research conducted by a panel of eminent scholars also concluded that, 

“Hersh’s account reflects the most alarmist point along the spectrum of American 

views but fails to comport with a number of facts.”29 

Considering the importance of the issue, numerous US think tanks 

conducted studies on the subject with a particular interest to determine how close 

India and Pakistan came to a nuclear exchange in May 1990. Stimson Center 

                                                           
26

Ibid. 
27

Davin T. Hagerty, “Nuclear Deterrence in South Asia: the 1990 Indo-Pakistan Crisis,” 
International Security 20, no. 3 (Winter 1995).   
28

Ibid. 
29

P.R. Chari, Pervaiz Iqbal Cheema, and Stephen P. Cohen, Four Crises and a Peace Process: 
American Engagement in South Asia (Washington D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2007), 103. 



143 
 

study, conducted well after the events of 1990s, concluded that neither India nor 

Pakistan was interested in waging a conventional war, and there was no credible 

evidence to suggest that the two were on the brink of a nuclear war. However, 

study found that US diplomatic engagement was necessary to reduce any 

possibility of increasing the already tense environment; for which Gates’s mission 

proved extremely useful.30 

This author’s conclusion, which is supported by his experience of service 

in the PAF, is that any movement of nuclear weapons or related materials from 

their peacetime locations to areas designated for ‘operational preparedness’ is 

unfounded. However, the deterrence did work by both India and Pakistan against 

each other, and the same has been widely acknowledged by senior civil and 

military officials. As K. Subrahmanyam writes: 

In 1965 when Pakistan carried out its “Operation Gibraltar” and sent in 
infiltrators, India sent its army across the cease-fire line to destroy the 
assembly points of the infiltrators. That escalated into a full-scale war. In 
1990 when Pakistan once again carried out a massive infiltration of 
terrorists trained in Pakistan, India tried to deal with the problem on Indian 
Territory and did not send its army into Pakistan-occupied Kashmir.31 

 

General Sunderji, a former Indian Army Chief is quoted by Hagerty in 

another article that, “because of nuclear deterrence, the menu of Indian 

responses to Pakistani provocation in Indian-held Kashmir no longer includes 
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launching a bold offensive thrust across the Punjab border.”32 In the same study, 

another senior Indian general is quoted as stating, “what the Pakistani nuclear 

capability does is to make sure the old scenarios of Indian armour crossing the 

Sukkur barrage over the Indus and slicing Pakistan in two are a thing of the 

past.”33 

The decade of the 1990s is considered a lost opportunity for both India 

and Pakistan to mend their ways to improve their bilateral relations. After long 

years of military rule, Pakistan had two of its popular civilian leaders ruling the 

country, Benazir Bhutto and Nawaz Sharif, one after the other for relatively short 

tenures, yet through democratic processes of popular politics. While the Vale of 

Kashmir was cooling off after one of its most intense indigenous uprisings 

against India’s oppressive regimes in the disputed territory, the leaderships in the 

two countries did very little to improve bilateral relations beyond usual rhetoric, 

and hence came India’s decision to carry out its nuclear tests, perhaps to check-

mate Pakistan for its nuclear opacity.  

India carried out a series of five nuclear tests within the space of three 

days; May 11 and 13, 1998, amid lot of criticism from across all capitals, 

obviously for fears that Pakistan might follow suit. Interestingly, while India was 

criticized for its decisions to undertake unprovoked nuclear tests, Pakistan was 

being pressurized to avoid responding to India’s initiatives. Since, Pakistan’s 
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nuclear programme was in response to India’s nuclear programme, and 

constituted the most effective way to ensure its survival, there was little chance 

that Pakistan would have responded positively to President Clinton’s call for 

restraint. On top of that:  

The rhetoric of Indian leaders … For example, the Indian Minister of State 
for Science and Technology, Murli Manohar Joshi, announced that India’s 
missiles would be armed and employed? with the country’s new nuclear 
weapons.34 

 

Indian Home minister L.K. Advani explicitly threatened Islamabad and 

vowed to ‘deal firmly’ with Pakistan if it did not stop its proxy war in Kashmir in 

light of ‘the change in the geo-strategic situation in the region.’35 Bhumitra 

Chakma concluded that, “….. No wonder then that Pakistan responded with its 

own tests to India’s nuclear explosions.”36 

Soon after India’s nuclear tests, John J. Mearsheimer supported optimists 

and stated that, “So it is surely in India’s self-interest to build a nuclear 

deterrent—as it will be for Pakistan to follow suit.”37 Pakistan certainly did that 

and it was only when Pakistan settled the scores, did India’s Prime Minister Atal 

Bihari Vajpayee took the initiative of visiting Pakistan to improve bilateral 

relations and undertook the historic ‘Bus Diplomacy’ tour of Lahore in February 

1999. Vajpayee’s visit marked the beginning of a new era of bilateral relations 

between the two now nuclear neighbours in the post nuclearized South Asia. 
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However, this optimism of the new era was short lived due to Kargil 

misadventure by Pakistan in May-July 1999. A separate chapter dealing 

specifically with Kargil conflict has been added in the research to highlight the 

importance, intensity and implications of the events.  

Conclusion 

In conclusion of this chapter, the research contends that the advent of the 1990s 

was accompanied by the intensification of the liberation struggle in Kashmir. The 

success of the heroic struggle of Afghan Mujahideen and perhaps their alleged 

infiltration, gave a new life to Kashmiri freedom movement. Locals joined the 

freedom fighters against the atrocities and brutalities of Indian security forces. 

India’s Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi acknowledged in the early 1990s that, 

“Kashmiris have changed beyond recognition. They have lost fear. Kashmir is 

lost to us.”38 

Historically, India and Pakistan have fought three wars since the partition 

of the sub-continent since 1947, beside quite a few tense conflicts in the same 

period. Nothing has changed on ground for the people of Kashmir and the 

International community continues to watch them from the sidelines. The two 

countries did make a number of agreements, signed treaties, established hotlines 

and undertook a host of Confidence Building Measures (CBMs) all through these 

years of conflict.  However, the reality remains that people of Kashmir have not 

been given their right of self-determination, which they were promised through 

                                                           
38

M. Shafi Khan, “Kashmir,” The Daily Nation (Lahore), November 20, 1992. 



147 
 

the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) Resolutions and for which Kashmiris 

have sacrificed enormously.  

The research finds that the offensive realist state, India changed its 

strategy towards the Kashmir issue, and concentrated more on its economy and 

modernization of its armed forces. However, the policy of pendency toward the 

resolution of protracted conflict remained firmly in place, because the offensive 

realist state was unlikely to compromise with relatively smaller rivals on long term 

ambitions. Likewise, theoretical precepts related to constructivism remain idle in 

the India-Pakistan enduring rivalry as far as conflict resolution is concerned. 

However, it figured out as a policy dictate in concluding a few agreements and 

setting up of hotlines etc. to ensure safety and security of each other’s nuclear 

installations only.    
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Chapter Five 

Post Nuclear Environment: The Kargil Conflict (1999) 

Introduction 

India and Pakistan, since the partition of the subcontinent in 1947, have fought 

three wars mainly on the unresolved issue of Jammu and Kashmir (J&K). India 

maintains that Kashmir is an integral part of the Union whereas Pakistan viewed 

Kashmir as the unfinished agenda of the partition.1 The respective positions held 

by India and Pakistan led to increased animosity, hatred and suspicion between 

the two nations. Pakistan’s effort to internationalise the issue, and calls for 

multilateral intervention were always rejected by India, which insisted that the 

J&K is its internal issue, and could best be resolved through bilateral dialogue.  

 

The continued rivalry between India and Pakistan has not only contributed 

to the growing poverty and backwardness of the region, but also alarmed the 

global community when the two countries carried out the nuclear tests in 1998; 

first by India and then by Pakistan. Kashmir was at once declared a ‘nuclear flash 

point’2 especially because of the series of events that followed the nuclear tests. 

The first of these events was the Kargil Conflict of 1999.  
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After the successful nuclear tests by India in May 1998, “Pakistan’s 

nuclear tests were undertaken in self-defense.”3 Consequently, the leaderships 

of the two countries decided to review their relationship to achieve peace and 

stability in the region. For the purpose, the Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee paid a 

‘Bus Diplomacy’ visit to Pakistan’s city of Lahore.4 While things looked a little 

better, Pakistan’s military leadership thought it appropriate to test the Indian 

politico-military leadership’s resolve by infiltrating the Northern Light Infantry 

(NLI) troops disguised as Kashmiri Mujahedeen into Kargil-Dras sector of the 

Indian controlled Kashmir, perhaps to internationalize the Kashmir issue before 

its lost in an endeavor to improve bilateral relations under the Lahore 

Declaration.5 

The Military Engagement 

Kargil is geographically placed on the LoC in the Northern Areas.6 

Pakistan always had its eyes on Kargil due to its unique location overlooking the 

only Highway between Srinagar-Dras-Kargil and Leh (NH-1) road which served 

as the lifeline to sustain Siachen occupation by Indian troops. According to Altaf 

Gohar: 

An old contingency plan was updated, and after carrying out detailed 
preparations during winter, the operation was launched to coincide with 
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the melting of snow and the opening of India’s National Highway 1A 
linking Srinagar to Leh via Kargil.7 

 

Indian author Paul Kapoor quotes Pakistan’s former Prime Minister 

Benazir Bhutto that a Kargil-like plan was presented to her in 1989 and 1996,8 

with an objective “to oust Indian forces from Siachen Glacier in northern 

Kashmir.”9 

The armed conflict on the Kargil ridges, less than a year after the nuclear 

tests by both countries, first by India and then by Pakistan, and immediately after 

‘Bus Diplomacy’ visit by India’s Prime Minister Vajpayee to Lahore in February 

1999, poses serious scholarship issues in the context of India-Pakistan enduring 

rivalry over the territorial dispute of J&K, which also has religious dimensions. 

Realism proffers that there is nothing more important to a state than its survival,10 

but, in the case of Kargil, Pakistan’s military leadership appeared to have ignored 

this aspect and launched a military campaign on assumptions that India would 

accept it as a fait accompli. Similarly, classical realism proffers that human nature 

plays a more dominant role in pushing for interests over ideologies;11 however 

Pakistani leaders failed to define the interests correctly and were seen willing to 

take greater risks for minor gains thus, defying Waltz’s dictum that “states are not 
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likely to run major risks for minor gains.”12 Wars can be fought in the face of 

deterrent threats, but the higher the stakes and the closer a country moves 

toward winning them, the more surely that country invites retaliation and risks its 

own destruction. “If states can score only small gains because large ones risk 

retaliation, they have little incentive to fight.”13 

Likewise, the deterrence theories were also put to test. For instance, the 

suggestions that nuclear states do not fight wars directly14 came under sharp 

focus but since the conflict did not expand horizontally, other aspects like limited 

wars remain possible15 under the nuclear overhang became more credible. On 

the civil-military relationship also, Pakistan side was found lacking; as the policy 

made by civilian government was that of cooperation, as manifested in the 

Lahore Declaration also, Pakistan’s military should have formulated a strategy of 

denial toward India for any perceived ingress into Neelum Valley. Instead, they 

launched an offensive penetration across the LoC without taking necessary 

safeguards for an impending retaliation by more powerful adversary. According 

to India’s army chief of the time, General VP Malik, “the outbreak of war in Kargil 

also showed that the Pakistan’s political leadership was working out of sync with 

                                                           
12

Kenneth Waltz, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More May Better,” Adelphi Paper, no. 171 
(London: International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1981), Accessed January 30, 2013.  

url: https://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/inter/waltz1.htm.  
13

Ibid. 
14

Zafar Iqbal Cheema interviewed by Zia ul Haque Shamsi at his office in Strategic Vision 
Institute, Islamabad on October 15, 2014 at 1000-1100 hrs. 
15

Ibid. 

https://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/inter/waltz1.htm.


152 
 

the thinking and plans of its military brass.”16 PR Chari quotes Michael Krepon on 

the same issue that: 

Pakistan’s nuclear policy, and, for that matter its defense, as well as its 
Kashmir and India policy are strictly controlled by the Pakistan Army, with 
civilians playing a peripheral role in the decision-making apparatus.17 

Whereas in India: 

The imbalance in civil-military relations and lack of strategic culture on the 
sub-continent has an impact on Indo-Pak security relations….. However, 
it must also be mentioned here that the political leadership has now 
started taking greater interest in national security matters, particularly 
after the Kargil War.18 

 

According to General Malik, some other assumptions and misperceptions 

which led to the Pakistani offensive operation in Kargil were: 

Nuclear umbrella allows “offensive action” without risk; international community 
would intervene or stop the war at an early stage; the coalition government in 
India, weak and indecisive, will either over-react or under-react; India is militarily 
weak and unprepared. Indian frustration will lead to escalation, putting the onus 
of escalation on India; military operation under the grab of “Mujahideen” would 
focus attention on Kashmir and Pakistan would be able to claim this as a 
victory.19 

 

Kargil operations were planned and executed in total disregard to Sun 

Tzu’s warning on waging wars. How correct this great Chinese philosopher and 

                                                           
16

V.P.Malik, General (Retd.), “Indo-Pak Security Relations in the coming Decade: Lessons from 
Kargil for the Future.” Accessed May 29, 2013. 

url: http://www.satp.org/satporgtp/publication/idr/vol_17(1)/VPMalik.htm. 
17

PR Chari, “India, Pakistan and the Nuclear Race: The Strategic Entanglement,” (New Delhi: 
Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies, 4 February, 2013). Accessed November, 2014. 
url: http://www.ipcs.org/article/nuclear/india-pakistan-and-the-nuclear-race-the-strategic-
entanglement-3879.html.  
18

Ibid. 
19

Ibid. 

http://www.satp.org/satporgtp/publication/idr/vol_17(1)/VPMalik.htm
http://www.ipcs.org/article/nuclear/india-pakistan-and-the-nuclear-race-the-strategic-entanglement-3879.html
http://www.ipcs.org/article/nuclear/india-pakistan-and-the-nuclear-race-the-strategic-entanglement-3879.html


153 
 

world history’s first recorded military strategist was when he said, “The art of war 

is of vital importance to the state. It is a matter of life and death, a road either to 

life or ruin; hence under no circumstances can it be neglected.”20 All Sun Tzu 

meant was that wars cannot be waged without thorough planning and wrong 

assumptions. Not only this, Sun Tzu had some very important message for 

Pakistan’s military leadership, which perhaps fits well in the Kargil context where 

the claims and counter-claims whether the plan had the approval by the civilian 

leadership or not, are still debated. Sun Tzu said, “Now, the general is the 

assistant to the sovereign of the state. If this assistance is all-embracing, the 

state will surely be strong; if defective, the state will certainly be weak.”21 So now 

if Musharraf claims that, “it remains a mystery to me why he (Prime Minister 

Nawaz Sharif) was in such a hurry” to an unconditional withdrawal of the forces,22 

the answer lies in Sun Tzu’s precepts that if state establishments are not on the 

same page, state would be weak and political government would not be able to 

withstand the external pressures. According to Bruce Riedel also, “the Lahore 

meeting was a significant step forward…However, Sharif’s new chief of army 

staff, General Pervez Musharraf, was not on the same track.”23  

According to Gurmeet Kanwal, Kargil came at a time when “the 

acceptance of the concept of the LoC as permanent border between India and 
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Pakistan was gaining currency.”24 Fortunately though, “despite the intensity of the 

combat, fighting remained localized to the immediate area of dispute. Pakistan 

did not breach other points of the LOC, and Indian forces did not invade 

Pakistani territory.”25 Regardless, “Pakistan’s risky strategy in Kargil backfired. It 

attracted greater international interest – but no international support for 

Pakistan’s desire to detach Kashmir from India.”26 

 

As the narrative goes, Northern Light Infantry (NLI) troops of Pakistan’s 

armed forces disguised as Kashmiri freedom fighters, occupied the strategic 

Kargil ridges in the Indian Held Kashmir (IHK) in early May 1999 in a surprise 

move. Some shepherds encountered Pakistani infiltrators occupying heights on 

the Indian side of the LoC. Initially Indians did not realize the full gravity of the 

situation and tried to dislodge the infiltrators, who later came to be known as 

‘freedom fighters,’ through launching of piecemeal attacks which failed to achieve 

the desired objectives.  In fact, Pakistani troops had moved into positions 

vacated by Indian troops, seizing an approximately 160-kilometer stretch of 

territory. Once it was fully assessed, India saw that Pakistan’s action significantly 

challenged India’s control of the Srinagar – Kargil main highway in Ladaakh 

region and threatened to strangulate Indian forces on Siachen Glacier which it 

had encroached upon in 1984 in violation of Simla Agreement. India escalated at 
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the points of Pakistan’s attack by pumping in additional forces, concentrating all 

the resources of the army specially artillery and upped the ante by employing 

attack helicopters and air force. The deployment of air assets against Pakistan’s 

entrenched positions could have had far reaching consequences in terms of 

inadvertent escalation of the conflict, both horizontally and vertically.27 

Indian response was swift and unified, politically, militarily and 

diplomatically as well. The conflict had the potential to flare up in a full-fledged 

war between the nuclear-armed neighbours. 

India’s politico-military aim, set by its political leadership, was that of 

‘eviction of intruders and restraint’. General VP Malik’s observation on this aim 

was: 

This adversity was further compounded by the political mandate that LoC 
should not be violated. Nuclear India’s political leadership, despite being 
stabbed in the back, had decided to act with restraint and maturity.28 

 

India sensing its objectives being fulfilled, through its massive military 

response and US intervention, decided not to expand the military operations 

elsewhere in the Vale and along the international border, gained massive support 

of world community in general and US in particular. In his subsequent writings, 

VP Malik outlines the military objectives of Pakistan as well. In his professional 

judgment, the military objectives of Pakistan’s Kargil plan were to:  
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(a) Occupy approximately 700 sq km area on the Indian side of the LoC in 
Kargil-Trutuk Sector. (b) Interdict Srinagar-Kargil-Leh Road. (c) Capture 
Turtuk and cut off Sothern and Central parts of Siachin Glacier Sector, 
and (d) Intensify militants’ activities in J&K, which had received a setback 
after the State Assembly and National Parliament elections in 1997-98.29 

 

For India’s reaction, Malik said that: 

It had to maintain a strategic balance and a deterrent posture all along the 
Indo-Pak front-on the ground, air and sea-should there be a sudden 
escalation. A deliberate decision was taken to continue the political and 
military level dialogue.30 

 

According to Gurmeet Kanwal: 

The strategic aim of the Pakistan army in engineering these intrusions 
under the façade of Kashmir militancy was to provide a fresh impetus to 
the flagging Jihad…..and the military aim was to sever the Srinagar-Leh 
National Highway (NH) 1A to isolate Kargil district….to eventually choking 
supplies....to Indian troops…west of the Siachen Glacier…open up a new 
route for infiltration over the Amaranth Mountains into the Kashmir 
Valley….As an aim plus, the Pakistani army had also planned to 
physically occupy some territory on the Indian side of the LoC in Kargil 
district to use as a bargaining counter subsequently, particularly to seek 
an Indian withdrawal from Siachen Glacier.31 

 

Although after Indian occupation of Siachen, Kargil operation in some form 

was discussed by Pakistan’s political and military hierarchies at least four times 

however was discarded due to various political, diplomatic and military reasons. 

In late 1998 Indian military buildup in Ladaakh, induction of large quantity of 

snow warfare equipment and increased frequency of high profile political and 
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military visits besides intercepted conversation between Command and Corps 

Commanders indicating offensive preparations became immediate raison d’être 

of Operation Koh-Paima.32 Complete secrecy was adhered to during the 

formulation part and only few people were privy to the Plan. On January 29, 1999 

at Skardu, top political hierarchy was broadly apprised of visualized Indian 

offensive and own plan to improve defensive posture by occupying immediate 

watershed.33 

For Pakistan, the political objectives of Operation Koh-Paima were to seek 

international support for the resolution of the Kashmir dispute through third party 

intervention, or at least win a time-bound Indian commitment in this regard.34 

Furthermore, secure a better bargaining position during negotiations with India 

over the Siachen Glacier,35 and as Malik suggests, reinvigorate freedom struggle 

and disrupt efforts towards declaration of LOC as international border.36 

According to Mazari, Pakistan’s military objectives were to preempt a visualized 

Indian Offensive, interdict strategic road linkage between Srinagar and Leh-

Siachen.37 

Certain assumptions for which Pakistan’s military was widely criticized, 

according to defense experts were that the coalition interim government in India 
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being weak and indecisive will under-react and ingress will not be detected by 

Indians till mid to end June and with limited reserves available Indian reaction will 

remain limited leading to fait accompli.38 Simultaneous fillip to Mujahideen 

activities will impinge upon enemy’s freedom of action in IHK,39 and by the time 

Indians launch deliberate counter attacks, Pakistani troops will be well 

established to take on the physical assaults and heavy fire. Indian Army would 

not be able to dislodge Pakistani troops after the occupation of formidable and 

impregnable glaciated heights, and attack by Indians would be casualty 

intensive, hence would create public pressure on a weak coalition government in 

New Delhi to accept ceasefire on Pakistan’s terms,40 perhaps at the end of the 

conflict, Pakistan will be able to retain additional territory across the LOC as a 

bargaining chip for Siachen. 

On the other hand, Indian Plan – Operation Vijay41 was basically a 

reactive plan with a political aim to clear intrusion along the LoC at the earliest 

while staying inside the LOC or international border. India’s military objectives 

included to contain pockets of intrusion and prevent their further build-up and 

consolidation, to evict the intruders and restore Line of Control, and to hold the 

ground so vacated and deny the same to Pakistani forces.42 
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With the advantage of hindsight, it is assumed that probably the Pakistan’s 

military planners never expected India to mount such a determined response in 

terms of internationalizing the conflict while doing everything possible to evict the 

intruders. Though the acquisition of nuclear weapons had dramatically changed 

the circumstances, Kargil war appears to have contained a certain degree of 

mirror imaging of the Siachen Glacier surreptitious intrusion by India in 1984 and 

Pakistan’s response to that intrusion probably unduly influenced her calculations.  

 

Pakistan had attempted to dislodge Indian troops from Siachen for several 

years, but finally realized that evicting the Indian troops would require a major 

offensive which was not feasible due to overbearing commitment on western 

border against Soviet Union. It was, therefore, probably assumed that India 

would draw the similar conclusion regarding Kargil and instead of escalating, 

would prefer to negotiate its settlement through dialogue. Escalation of the 

conflict to the use of aircraft and further possibility that escalation could continue 

to the nuclear level43 was certainly not expected by Pakistan. 

 

About the outcome of the conflict, there has been a lack of consensus 

among Indian and Pakistani observers, as well as the influence of nuclear 

weapons. Pakistan felt that the military victory on the battlefield was lost by the 

politicians at the table; however, the central objective of bringing Kashmir back to 

international attention had been fully achieved. In contrast, India was convinced 
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that Kargil was a victory for it as its forces had prevailed on the battlefield, its 

political leaders had not been intimidated by Pakistan’s nuclear weapons, and 

Pakistan had been portrayed to the international community as the aggressor.  

Though, the present author does not disagree with Peter Lavoy’s 

description of referring Kargil as a conflict,44 but if casualty figures given by 

General VP Singh are taken into account, Kargil could be referred as more than 

a conflict. According to Singh, “The War ended on 26 July, 1999 when all 

Pakistani troops were finally evicted from our side of the LoC. During the War, 

473, Indian soldiers were killed: Pakistani casualties were estimated to be over 

700.”45 Likewise, “The two months of the Kargil war had seen the heaviest 

fighting between India and Pakistan since the 1971 war. Estimates of casualties 

vary widely. Pakistan claims that 690 of its soldiers died in combat, and India 

says it lost 417 of its own. Many sources believe the actual number of casualties 

to be closer to 1000 dead on both sides.”46 

But, this research argues that Kargil episode between India and Pakistan 

was no mean incident by an accident, and by not writing the Kargil as a war or at 

least a battle reduces its significance, and relegates it to a routine cross LoC 

intrusion, which is considered normal in the disputed territory. No other event, 

including 1965 and 1971 wars have triggered so much debate, fear, and changes 
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in the existing systems of conflict management between India and Pakistan, as 

much has the Kargil episode. Therefore this research aims to draw attention of 

the academia to consider referring it as ‘Battle for Kargil,’ and not a routine LoC 

conflict, particularly for reasons mentioned in the following paragraphs. Todd S. 

Sechser reinforces this author’s argument of calling Kargil conflict at least a 

battle, if not a war, as she writes, “The 1999 war in Kargil marked the first time 

two nuclear powers fought a war directly against one another, killing over 1,000 

soldiers in the conflict.”47 However, for the purpose of standardization, until there 

is wider consensus about the title of Kargil episode, events in Kargil would be 

referred as the Kargil conflict.  

Kargil conflict should serve as a watershed for India and Pakistan, 

because it may have changed the mechanics of future wars between the two 

nations. It was unique in many ways as it happened within a year of nuclear tests 

by two countries; thus challenging the theories related to nuclear deterrence. 

Secondly, Kargil conflict occurred soon after Indian Prime Minister’s visit to 

Pakistan during which the historic ‘Lahore Declaration'48 was signed. Moreover, it 

occurred because the leaders of two neighboring nuclear states were willing to 

take risks of direct military clash.49 Then it changed the paradigm of warfare for 
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Indian Military, and compelled them to come up with revised war fighting 

doctrines and strategies.50 

Kargil conflict certainly had the potential to expand horizontally for which 

repeated calls were given by Indian military and Think Tanks.51 During the 

conflict, India used its air force for the first time after 1971 war. While, Kargil was 

the first televised war of India,52 it exposed Indian military, and intelligence 

weaknesses in the Northern Areas.53 On Pakistan side, it exposed the 

weaknesses of planning, coordination, and decision-making mechanism in 

Pakistan’s civil-military institutions. This research contends that Kargil should 

have reminded Pakistan’s military leadership of overlooking the lessons of 1965 

war. Moreover, Kargil may have warned Pakistan that it no longer can alter the 

status quo on the LoC through military engagement; primarily because of acute 

conventional force differential.  

On the diplomatic front, Kargil brought US and India closer, and opened 

the floodgates of summit level visits between the two countries.54 Whereas on the 

political front, Kargil may have led to the ouster of PM Sharif – From Hero in May 

1998 to Zero in July 1999 at the Blair House, Washington DC.55 And, perhaps 

above all, Kargil may have given immense psychological ascendancy to Indian 
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nation in general, and India’s armed forces in particular over its counterparts 

which have been contesting it ever since the two became independent armies in 

1947.  

Kargil planners’ belief that India would not react was probably based on 

their own response of Siachen invasion. President Zia had ignored Siachen take 

over by Indian army in 1984 when he himself was the COAS, and an all 

important ally of US in fighting against Soviets in Afghanistan.56 Vajpayee on the 

other hand categorically asked India’s COAS to evict the intruders from the Kargil 

heights.57 

Moreover, Pakistan’s assumption that India would consider this intrusion 

as a local affair in a disputed area was in sharp contrast to realists’ dictates that 

an offensive realist state would forgo its occupied land without any resistance.58 

Secondly, the deterrence theory that held between the Cold War rivals for 

decades59 was put to test in less than a year in South Asia.    

In less than a year since India and Pakistan went for a tit for tat nuclear 

tests, freedom fighters, later on proved, were assisted by Pakistan army, intruded 

into Indian Occupied Kashmir (IOK) in Kargil-Dras sector. The intrusion achieved 

complete surprise over napping India’s border security forces. While Indian army 
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prepared itself to respond, Pakistan army declined any involvement into the 

incidents of breaching the LoC. Indian leadership immediately launched its 

diplomatic offensive for which Pakistan’s foreign office was ill prepared to counter 

effectively. Kargil planners had wrongly assumed that the incident would remain 

localized, and Indians would swallow it without really escalating the event to 

different levels of conflict. Indian leadership organized a multi-pronged response 

utilizing nearly all of its elements of national power: diplomacy, military, and the 

media. India armed forces also came up with: 

A firm but measured and restrained military operation to clear the 
intruders. Operation Vijay was finely calibrated to limit military action to 
the Indian side of the LoC and include air strike from fighter-ground attack 
(FGA) aircraft and attack helicopters of the Indian Air Force.60 

 

Pakistan remained in the denial mode, and wrongfully disowned the entire 

episode, while India’s foreign office was making inroads in the major capitals 

across the globe including those of Muslim worlds.  On the military front too, India 

did not delay in calling up its Air Force (IAF) in the zone of operations. IAF 

jumped into fray without much consideration initially, and lost two fighter aircraft 

and a helicopter to ground fire in early stages of the conflict.61 However, IAF 

quickly changed its strategy after initial losses, and resorted to stand off precision 

attacks which proved immensely successful in supporting the Bofors artillery 

guns in their effort.  
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V.P. Malik, General (Retd.), Kargil: From Surprise To Victory (New Delhi: Harper Collins, 2006), 

131. 



165 
 

Indian media made up for the initial deficiencies of its military, and 

projected the intrusion, and crossing of LoC as an act of war. Indian electronic 

media ran an effective campaign in mobilizing the nation. The celebrities visited 

the war zones to motivate Indian soldiers in a rare show of soldiering with the 

military. On the other hand, Pakistan media was kept in total dark about the 

unfolding of events. Pakistan’s state owned Pakistan Television (PTV) failed to 

bring the nation on the same page,62 perhaps due to absence of a clear media 

policy and a workable narrative on the issue. 

Pakistan’s Foreign Office (FO) remained disillusioned, and reactive to 

Indian diplomatic offensive, primarily because it had not been taken onboard by 

the military leadership. In fact, the political leadership which took the credit of 

leading the nation in decision-making process for going nuclear in response to 

Indian’s nuclear tests only a year ago, was found lagging on this critical juncture. 

Pakistan’s FO was found wanting in its approach and application.   

Pakistan’s military leadership, while planning the military operations on 

Kargil heights not only miscalculated India’s conventional resolve to hold its held 

territory, but perhaps did not consider the nuclear factor also. Pakistan’s military 

apparently disregarded the lessons learned from history of Operation Gibraltar63 

in 1965; India not only retaliated strongly to Pakistan’s attack in Akhnor sector 
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but also opened new sectors by launching a full scale offensive across the 

international border in Lahore, and Sialkot sectors. According to Bruce Riedel: 

Musharraf apparently gambled that India would sue for peace and agree 
to negotiations on the status of the province. He was much influenced by 
India’s successful grab of Siachen fifteen years before, which he 
regarded as a humiliation requiring redress and as a precedent for his 
own action.64 

 

Kargil is a clear example of Pakistan’s military leadership’s over 

confidence in sub conventional operations, and perhaps over reliance on the 

deterrence mechanism. Deterrence not only dissuades the adversary from doing 

what one does not want it to do, but also the deterrent capability gives a choice 

to the country to choose a course considered in its best national interest which 

may not have been assumed by its adversary. This is where it appears that 

Kargil planners went wrong. Kargil planners did not give any allowance to Indian 

leadership to even consider expanding the conflict horizontally leading to 

possible nuclear use.  

India in 1999 had at least few nuclear weapons on its inventory whereas 

Pakistan had only a year ago carried out firsts of its nuclear tests, and had yet to 

operationalize its capability.65  Although one would tend to doubt this revelation, 

but General Jahangir Karamat seconds Musharraf on this.66 Why did Pakistan’s 

military leadership fail to calculate the risk of a possible expansion of the conflict 
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leading to possible nuclear first strike by India alone or in concert with more 

informed, and more organized extra regional superior forces, needs realistic and 

dispassionate academic investigation? This research would examine these 

aspects in the succeeding paragraphs, and chapters while discussing the nuclear 

factor in the India-Pakistan relations. 

Whereas most analysts have attributed the failure of Kargil to wrong 

assumptions, and miscalculations by Pakistan’s Kargil planners about India’s 

resolve to respond, expand or escalate operations vertically or horizontally; this 

research offers another dimension for further discussions. Kargil planners, 

neither made any assumptions nor calculated for any Indian response upon 

detection of Kargil posts’ occupation by NLI supported Mujahideen. Rather the 

‘foursome’ relied heavily on the factor of probability. The four senior officers 

intricately involved in planning process as discussed by Shaukat Qadir in his 

widely referred article were General Pervez Musharraf, the Chief of Army Staff 

COAS), Lieutenant General Muhammad Aziz, Chief of General Staff (CGS), 

Lieutenant General Mahmud Ahmed, Commander 10 Corps, and Major General 

Javed Hassan, General Officer Commanding (GOC), Force Command Northern 

Areas (FCNA).67 

According to Bruce Riedel: 

Musharraf apparently gambled that India would sue for peace and agree 
to negotiations on the status of the province. He was much influenced by 
India’s successful grab of Siachen fifteen years before, which he 
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regarded as a humiliation requiring redress and as a precedent for his 
own action.68 

 

From the Pakistan side, since there were far too few involved in planning 

and execution of the Kargil plan, and perhaps in their own reckoning they 

assumed that there was a low probability of India escalating the conflict 

horizontally or vertically. It may have been safely concluded, that there is no 

chance of intrusion being detected in an early timeframe, and there was no 

chance of conflict to escalate into a general war leading to nuclear exchange. So 

a chance was taken with a belief that a fierce response would not come, and 

India would behave as a responsible nuclear weapon state.  

Every army has a contingency plans ready, and Kargil plan has been on 

the cards for a long time, and had been twice rejected in Zia’s regime.69 Altaf 

Gauhar has been widely quoted that Foreign Minister Sahibzada Yaqoob showed 

his reservations about the plan, and hence it was shelved.70 The operation was 

perhaps Pakistan army’s response to their Indian counterparts for their action in 

Siachen in 1984. Prime Minister Sharif approved the plan before Prime Minister 
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Vajpayee’s visit was planned, however, after successful Lahore Declaration, he 

did not call off his approval.71 

Kargil should serve as a watershed for both, India and Pakistan, because 

it may have changed the mechanics of future wars between the two nations. 

Efforts must be made to avoid any kind of military engagements; no matter how 

limited the operation is, to preclude any possibility of nuclear fear. This might 

appear too idealistic in South Asian environment in the presence of Kashmir 

dispute, but a beginning must be made.  

According to Strobe Talbott, “Pakistan was almost universally seen to 

have precipitated the crisis, ruining the promising peace process that had begun 

in Lahore and inviting an Indian counteroffensive.”72 

Kashmir was at once declared ‘nuclear flash point’73 especially because of 

the series of events that followed the nuclear tests. Its timings, assumptions, 

objectives, preparations, execution and exit were all questioned by not only 

international observers but by our own polity and the sister services. Even a two 

time Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto wrote that the outcome of the Kargil war “was 

the most humiliating moment for the military since the fall of Dacca. A blame 
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game started, and it was just a matter of time as to who would move first against 

the other.”74  

As per Strobe Talbott’s account of Prime Minister Sharif’s meeting with 

President Clinton: 

The conversation had already convinced Clinton of what he feared: the world 
was closer even than during the Cuban missile crisis to a nuclear war. Unlike 
Kennedy and Khrushchev in 1962, Vajpayee and Sharif did not realize how close 
they were to the brink, so there was an even greater risk that they would blindly 
stumble across it.75 

 

On June 16 Sandy Berger, the national security adviser, met with his 

Indian counterpart, Birjesh Mishra. According to Malik, Mishra informed Berger 

that “India would not be able to continue with its policy of ‘restraint’ for long and 

that our military forces could not be kept on a leash any longer.” Berger got the 

message and Washington went on full alert. The administration’s public 

statements, which made it clear from the beginning that Clinton blamed Pakistan 

for starting a dangerous conflict, now demanded an unconditional Pakistani 

withdrawal to the line of control.76 
While US was genuinely concerned once the conflict escalated vertically, 

due the presence of nuclear weapons on the inventory of both India and 

Pakistan, the study finds that US played a dominant role in forcing Pakistan to 

withdraw toward its side of the LoC on behalf of India, whereas the reason for 
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restraint in horizontal expansion lies somewhere else. As mentioned above, India 

gained immensely for exercising restraint by projecting herself as a responsible 

nuclear weapon state, concurrently putting a question mark on Pakistan in the 

same domain. Moreover, India denied Pakistan any chance of using its nuclear 

card to finish the battle, with its troops inside Indian LoC. 

Kargil has dented Pakistan’s efforts for the resolution of Kashmir dispute, 

particularly after 9/11, but by no means has concluded the issue. Nuclear 

weapons, and growing asymmetry between the two rivals, may have made it 

more complex, but the return of the ghost of Kargil remains a possibility, though 

with sharply reduced probability.77 Many others also view that Kargil-like 

situations cannot be ruled out.78 Kargil-like situations may occur at regular 

intervals until and unless the Kashmir dispute is resolved for which India would 

have to engage itself “at the highest level.”79 

The research contends that this is a dangerous situation. Even if the 

return of Kargil is least probable but possible, the two nations must act to 

eliminate its chances. Overdependence on US intervention or the presence of 

nuclear deterrent may not be enough to avert similar situations in any future 

conflict, because no two conflicts carry the same characteristics, and hence 

cannot be fought or terminated with previous outcomes.   
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India and Pakistan have not been able to resolve their deep-rooted 

disputes; rather the agenda items have increased over the years and therefore, 

the possibility of another military engagement cannot be ruled out. Nuclear 

weapons on the inventory of the two adversial neighbours have done little to 

deter them from pitching their forces on the battlefields.  In the presence of deep-

rooted unresolved disputes between India and Pakistan, possibilities of the likes 

of Kargil remain, despite the nuclear overhang. Therefore, the need for peace 

and stability in South Asia cannot be over emphasized. 

According to Bruce Riedel: 

The problem was that Musharraf did not have a plan B……If the Indians 
decided not to talk and to fight instead,…..India could widen the war. If it 
did, then Pakistan would find itself facing a broader military campaign and 
blamed for starting a dangerous new conflict. And that is what 
happened.80 

 

Despite Pakistan’s initial success due to perfect surprise and deception 

maneuvers, Indian armed forces were able to respond with full force in all military 

dimensions. Concurrently, India’s leadership executed a carefully orchestrated 

exterior maneuver through media and its diplomats, and in days Pakistan was 

labeled as an aggressor and even China started to call for settling all disputes 

through peaceful means. US President Clinton, fearing that conflict may spread 

horizontally leading to possible nuclear exchanges, intervened on Prime Minister 

Nawaz Sharif’s request, and after getting firm commitments from him that 

                                                           
80

Bruce Riedel, “On the Brink,” Extracted from Avoiding Armageddon: America, India and 
Pakistan to the Brink and Back (HarperCollins), 248. 
 
 



173 
 

Pakistan would withdraw to previously held locations, asked Prime Minster 

Vajpayee to accept Pakistan’s withdrawal without further escalating the conflict.  

Analysis 

Putting Kargil conflict to test on the P2 model, the research finds that such an 

event was possible ever since the Siachen was occupied by India in 1983, 

particularly since the India’s refusal to adhere to the agreed conditions of the 

resolution of the issue. Moreover, its probability was also medium to high after 

the overt nuclearisation of South Asia in 1998 because from that moment 

onwards people had started to assume that now there could be no war between 

the two nuclear neighbours.  

 Since India’s political leadership was engaged in launching a diplomatic 

initiative, it did not have a clear policy to deal such an eventuality. Likewise, 

India’s military also did not have a well thought out strategy to deal with such a 

situation and was largely criticized for being negligent and reactive. However, no 

sooner the intrusion was discovered, it was India’s political leadership which set 

out the policy of getting the Kargil ridges clear of Pakistan’s troops and outlined 

specific guidelines for its military to accomplish the task without violating the LoC 

or the international border to keep the military engagement limited to the disputed 

territory.  

 Following Sun Tzu’s precepts strictly, India’s military ensured that it 

adhered to political objectives set out by its civilian leadership. 
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On the contrary, Pakistan’s actions on P2 model reflect a complete 

disregard of all the basics set forth by Sun Tzu. Neither was Pakistan’s political 

and military leadership on the same page, nor were all the elements of national 

power ever synergized before undertaking a military campaign, no matter how 

limited it was to be in scope or intensity.  

 

The possibility of India’s as well as the international reaction was not taken 

into consideration and hence the diplomacy lacked a coordinated response. 

Since the probabilities of India’s military response were not calculated, therefore 

own military’s reaction was also not in line to the initial plan and hence the 

reinforcements were never provided to the initiators.  

 

Likewise, the exit strategy either did not exist or was not put in place 

because the conflict ended under US pressure and was not brought to its logical 

conclusion. 

  

 Kargil Conflict, when placed on the P2 model for evaluation, clearly 

reflects that both India and Pakistan lacked a comprehensive policy to move 

beyond the nuclear testing phase, and hence the absence of a strategy to deal 

with conflict and crisis situation was not a surprise.  
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Kargil Conflict on P2 Model 

 Pakistan India 

At Policy Level Did not see the possibility 

of Indian response, 

hence did not have the 

policy to deal with the 

situation. Political 

leadership could neither 

guide the military nor 

other Elements of 

National Power (EoNP) 

Did not see the possibility 

of Kargil-like intrusion, 

because Pakistan had not 

violated the sanctity of 

Line of Control (LoC), 

since it was reestablished 

in the Simla Agreement of 

1972. Hence did not have 

a policy to deal with the 

situation. 

At Strategy Level In the absence of political 

ownership at the policy 

level, military did not 

have the strategy, either 

to fight or to exit, 

because it did not 

calculate the probabilities 

of India’s response. 

Indian military was 

surprised with Pakistan’s 

initiative and could not 

respond initially because 

it had not calculated the 

probability of such an 

action and therefore took 

time before the political 

objectives were set forth. 

Table- 5.1 
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Conclusion 

Kargil conflict ended in less than three months, but the episode reinforced 

the theoretical aspects of deterrence that it may not work on the periphery where 

the states’ vital interests are not threatened, and a limited armed conflict is 

possible under the nuclear overhang. Secondly, India, an offensive realist state 

with ambitions to become a regional hegemon would never allow any of its 

smaller neighbors any gains or concessions particularly in context of sensitive 

territory.  

Pakistan on the other hand, a defensive realist state must therefore 

understand that it can no longer alter the status quo to resolve its disputes with 

its relatively bigger adversary through the military means and therefore insist on 

embracing conflict resolution mechanisms instead of conflict management only. 

Moreover, for both India and Pakistan, it is essential to avoid overdependence on 

nuclear deterrence as an instrument and approach to peace and stability until the 

Kashmir dispute is resolved peacefully.  

In the absence of both policy and strategy by both belligerents, due to lack 

of appreciation of possibilities of either the attack by one, or the kind of response 

by the other, and the absence of strategies by both militaries for the want of 

calculations of probabilities for the same, perhaps both took time to recover. 

However, the one which came to accept the ground realities first, perhaps 

achieved its political objectives in a more apt manner on the occasion.  
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The events and outcome of Kargil conflict should serve as a warning, not 

only to India and Pakistan but also the international community and proponents 

those who assume that nuclear powers do not fight wars. Perhaps, it is time that 

major international players and institutions take stock of the situation in South 

Asia and play their due to resolve the protracted conflicts between India and 

Pakistan because the possibilities of a nuclear war in South Asia has not been 

ruled out, however its probabilities keep varying with evolving environment.  

 

Kargil conflict on P2 model reflects that both India and Pakistan did not 

see the possibility and probabilities of the unfolding of events and hence did not 

have the requisite policy as well as the strategy to deal with evolving situation. 

 

On the scale of decision-making, this research draws a comparison 

between the two arch rivals. In the post Exercise Brasstacks environment, when 

nuclear equation was yet to play any significant role, Pakistan launched ‘cricket 

diplomacy’ mission to defuse the tension, whereas in the post nuclearized 

environment after 1998 nuclear tests, it was India which unfolded the ‘bus 

diplomacy’ to normalize the situation. The difference was that in the earlier 

events, Pakistan was led by a military leader and was able to persuade the 

Indian leadership to desist from aggressive designs. Whereas, in later case, 

Pakistan’s civilian leadership before 1999 was unable to control its own military 

leadership from launching Kargil, clearly showing weakness in institutional 

decision-making processes.  
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Chapter Six 

Post 9/11 Environment: Crises and Rapprochement  

Introduction 

This chapter aims to investigate the dynamics of India-Pakistan relations in the 

post 9/11 environment; the period, when a war between the two nuclear armed 

neighbours looked inevitable. Paradoxically, the same period also saw some bold 

diplomacy and sincere efforts of rapprochement on part of Pakistan; a shade of 

volunteerism that this research is proposing. 

 

Since the overt nuclearisation of South Asia in May 1998, the frequency of 

major events at regional level, either due to domestic inputs or international 

interventions witnessed an increase both in frequency as well as intensity. 

Immediately after Kargil conflict, India shot down Pakistan Navy’s Atlantique 

reconnaissance aircraft in Creeks area.1 The incident led to heightened tension 

between India and Pakistan, but went into background perhaps due to tragic 9/11 

events.2 These events had an extremely adverse effect on Pakistan’s socio-

political environment, besides negatively impacting the just cause Kashmir 

freedom struggle. The Kashmiri freedom outfits were at once placed on the 
                                                           
1
The Atlantique incident was an event in which a Pakistan Navy's Atlantique patrol plane, carrying 

16 people on board, was shot down by the Indian Air Force for alleged violation of airspace. The 
episode took place in the Rann of Kutch area on August 10, 1999. 
2
“On September 11, 2001, 19 militants associated with the Islamic extremist group al-Qaeda 

hijacked four airliners and carried out suicide attacks against targets in the United States. Two of 
the planes were flown into the towers of the World Trade Center in New York City, a third plane 
hit the Pentagon just outside Washington, D.C., and the fourth plane crashed in a field in 
Pennsylvania. Often referred to as 9/11, the attacks resulted in extensive death and 
destruction….. Over 3,000 people were killed during the attacks in New York City and 
Washington, D.C., including more than 400 police officers and firefighters.” Accessed June 7, 
2014. url: http://www.history.com/topics/9-11-attacks. 
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category of terrorism as was done to the legitimate Afghan government of 

Taliban.3 

 

As US went onto take revenge against Al Qaida for its alleged involvement 

in 9/11, and in turn invaded Afghanistan because its leadership was hiding there, 

another offensive realist state, India saw it as an opportune moment to declare its 

own war on Pakistan for its alleged support to Kashmiri freedom struggle. The 

2001-02 military standoffs between India and Pakistan appeared to be a 

replication of 9/11. 

Twin Peak Crises (2001-02) 

The crisis began on December 13, 2001 when terrorists attacked India’s 

parliament building,4 killing a number of guards there. The Indian leadership 

portrayed the attack as an attempt to kill or take hostage senior politicians and 

projected that as an assault upon the very foundations of Indian democracy. 

Without waiting for the outcome of any investigations, India’s political leadership 

was quick to blame Pakistan for these terrorists’ acts.5 Although Pakistan had 

immediately condemned these attacks, yet India thought it appropriate to mount 

a huge military buildup on its borders with Pakistan to coerce it into taking some 

concrete steps against Lashkar-e-Tayyaba (LeT) and Jaish-e-Mohammad 
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(JeM).6 Blaming it for the terrorists’ attack, India demanded that Pakistan must 

end the activities of these two organizations, arrest their leadership and freeze 

their financial assets, implicitly accusing Pakistan of fomenting militancy in India.7 

India also demanded extradition of some twenty alleged criminals who 

were on its wanted list and had allegedly been given asylum in Pakistan. In the 

absence of any concrete evidence which was demanded from India, Pakistan 

obviously refused to hand over its citizens to latter, however Pakistan did initiate 

a number of steps to harness the activities of the blamed organizations to calm 

the things down. Declaring these steps as inadequate, India consequently cut 

many diplomatic links with Pakistan and mobilized its armed forces to levels 

unprecedented since the Exercise Brasstacks in 1987. However, Indian army, 

still following the Sundarji Doctrine, was painfully slow in mobilization and was 

comprehensively outpaced by the quick mobilization of Pakistan Army which 

nearly foreclosed the prospects of any quick or worthwhile gains on the 

prospective battlefield. Similarly, Pakistan Air Force (PAF) also moved at an 

amazingly fast pace and completed the requirements of wartime deployments 

within 48-72 hours.8 

Pakistan, sensing the possibility of an attack across international borders 

for which the probabilities were also very high following the massive mobilization 

of India’s armed forces, responded swiftly through counter-mobilization by its 
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armed forces. Once the troops were in position, the fuel was provided by the 

rhetorical statements from both sides. BJP parliamentary spokesman Vijay 

Kumar Malhotra asserted: 

If the terrorist attack in Parliament yesterday is sending the message that 
India is a soft state, we certainly want the government to take to hot 
pursuit so that their camps in PoK can be destroyed. That will teach them 
a lesson and also underscore that the government’s might cannot be 
challenged in so defiant a fashion.9 

 

Operation Parakram10 launched by India, posed a great challenge to 

Pakistan of dire consequences, because nearly all the necessary steps were put 

in place to initiate a war.  India deployed more than half a million men along the 

Line of Control (LoC) and the international border including its three strike 

corps.11 Mines were laid and troops deployed with their full war time complement 

of equipment and ammunition. Indian Air Force activated its Forward Operational 

Bases (FOBs), and naval assets were shifted from the Bay of Bengal to north 

Arabian Sea.  

The events of 2001-02 between India and Pakistan are seen as the most 

dangerous military situation between the two nuclear neighbours, perhaps 

because the respective nuclear capability particularly the developments in missile 

technology were reaching a level of maturity. Moreover, the duration of crises 

was causing lot of stress on troops from both sides and chances of unforeseen 
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triggers remained a distinct possibility with very high probability. According to 

Zafar Cheema also, “It was an ominous time for peace and stability in the South 

Asian region in which India and Pakistan went closest to war.”12 

Pakistan perhaps was facing its most difficult times in history. In its west, 

US and its Allies were pounding daisy cutter bombs on Tora Bora mountains in 

Afghanistan on Al Qaida hideouts, and on its eastern borders at least five times 

larger conventional forces were only a trigger action away from a full scale 

conventional war with nuclear capabilities on both sides in waiting to seal the fate 

of 1.2 billion people of the subcontinent. Pakistan’s politico-military leadership 

under General Musharraf, though conceding some of India’s demands about the 

alleged terrorists’ networks, remained defiant when it came to its own territorial 

integrity. Speaking on the occasion of Pakistan’s Resolution Day, in a 23 March 

2002 speech to the nation, Musharraf stated: 

By Allah’s Grace Pakistan today possesses a powerful military might and 
can give a crushing reply to all types of aggression. Anybody who poses 
a challenge to our security and integrity would be taught an unforgettable 
lesson.13 

 

Throughout the crisis which continued for over a year, Musharraf kept on 

giving unambiguous warnings of dire consequences for any Indian intrusion 

across Line of Control (LoC).14 Not only Musharraf, but other generals also 
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Zafar Iqbal Cheema, Conflict, Crisis and Nuclear Stability in South Asia, 12. Accessed 
December 13, 2014. url: http://www.sassu.org.uk/pdfs/Cheema.pdf. 
13

Pervaiz Musharraf’s nationwide speech. Accessed November 8, 2013. 
url: http://www.infopak.gov.pk/President_Addresses/Pres_23Marc.htm.  
14

“Musharraf vows to ‘unleash a storm’ if India attacks,” The News (May 30, 2002). 

http://www.sassu.org.uk/pdfs/Cheema.pdf
http://www.infopak.gov.pk/President_Addresses/Pres_23Marc.htm


183 
 

issued warnings of dire consequences in case of any conventional attack by 

India on Pakistani territory; “If Pakistan is being destroyed by conventional 

means, we will destroy them using the nuclear option.”15 Verbal onslaught was 

not one sided. India’s Defense Minister George Fernandes on 30 December 

2001, at the peak of the crisis stated, “We could take a strike, survive and then 

hit back. Pakistan would be finished.”16 Not only this but the pre-Kargil peace 

initiatives taken by Prime Minister Vajpayee, like Lahore-New Delhi bus service 

as well as Samjotha Express train services were discontinued on 1st January 

2002.17 

Indian Chief of the Army Staff General S. Padmanabhan also issued a 

strong statement regarding nuclear posturing by India.18 Such provocative 

statements from both sides supported by intelligence reports made international 

community increasingly concerned on the ongoing crisis. CIA Director George 

Tenet, “argued that the probability of war between India and Pakistan was higher 

than at any point since 1971.”19 

The ‘Second Peak’ during 2001-02 crises occurred when on May 14; 

some identified armed men carried out a cowardice attack on the town of 
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Kaluchak in Jammu, killing some 31 innocent people. This attack proved 

counterproductive to international efforts to convince India to pull back its troops 

to peacetime locations. Prime Minister Vajpayee visited his troops on the front on 

22 May, and stated that, “No one should think that we would indefinitely go 

tolerating things……. Our aim should be victory – as the time has come to fight a 

decisive battle.”20 Pakistan, seeing the war clouds getting darker raised the 

nuclear alarm and its Ambassador to the United Nations, Munir Akram 

“reaffirmed Pakistan rejection of a ‘no first use’ nuclear doctrine.”21 Before this 

Musharraf had been quoted as saying that, “… If the pressure on Pakistan 

becomes too great, then nuclear weapons use (is possible) as a last means of 

defense.”22 

Strong messages from Pakistan, supported by international intervention 

largely helped defuse the crises but only after one of the most expensive and 

tense military expeditions. As Usman suggests that, “Pakistan’s nuclear posture 

openly and effectively shaped Indian decision of not starting a full scale 

conventional war”23. President Musharraf had to make a second speech 

reiterating that, “….Pakistan will never allow the export of terrorism anywhere in 

the world from within Pakistan.”24 US became increasingly concerned and 
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launched a Robert Gates’s type mission25 through Deputy Secretary of State 

Richard Armitage to the region. Armitage’s visits to Islamabad and New Delhi in 

June 2002 were followed by US Secretary of Defence Donald Rumsfeld, 

indicating the seriousness on part of international community particularly the US 

to break the impasse. Such high level visits proved productive and war became 

“less likely.”26 Soon after September-October elections in the state of Jammu & 

Kashmir, India announced the end of Operation Parakaram and asked its troops 

to initiate ‘strategic relocation.’27 

This author was deployed on an operational Base, where the fighter jets 

were made ready to undertake retaliatory strikes on 24/7 basis, and this state of 

readiness was maintained until the Indian deployments continued.  

The relations between India and Pakistan steadily improved after 

demobilization of troops by both sides and certain CBMs were instituted including 

cross-LoC cease-fire, resumption of trade, transport and above all the dialogue 

process on the disputes including Kashmir. However, the role of nuclear 

deterrence in relatively normalized relations does not appear to be too apparent, 

rather it instigated India in reviewing its existing war doctrines and come out with 

more aggressive and proactive doctrine of Cold Start. The Cold Start Doctrine 

announced in 2004 was aimed at quick mobilization of Army units, and launch 
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retaliatory strikes against Pakistan’s provocative moves in Kashmir without much 

delay. The conception of Cold Start marked the departure from Sundarji Doctrine 

of the 1980s, which was based on seven ‘holding corps’ and three ‘strike corps’, 

which would “penetrate deep into Pakistan’s territory to destroy the Pakistan 

Army’s own two strike corps through deep sledgehammer blows in a high-

intensity battle of attrition.”28 Although Sunderji Doctrine served India’s military 

well over a decade but could not fulfill the emerging requirements of quick 

response due to its inherent mobilization delays. Therefore, it had to be reviewed 

thus paving the way for the foundations of Cold Start, which is thought to give 

India’s military an instant response against any provocative incident emanating 

from Pakistan. 

This research contends that an offensive realist India went back from the 

borders only once its objectives, though partially were achieved; sanctions on 

Kashmiri organizations, and Pakistan’s assurance that its territory would not be 

allowed to be used for any terror acts against India. On the scale of P2, an all-out 

conventional war with or without a limited nuclear exchange was possible and its 

probability was also very high, because the two armed forces faced each other 

for over a year in a ready state. However, nuclear deterrence did play its part far 

more effectively than during the Kargil conflict, because this time the scale of 

military deployment was too large, and the risk of accidental outbreak of 

hostilities were too high.   
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Air of Change: Need or Compulsion  

The respective leaderships of India and Pakistan, since the partition of the Indian 

subcontinent in 1947, have adopted different approaches to the issues that they 

confronted or inherited. It is in this context, there is no single definitive academic 

model to describe or examine the behaviour of the two states. The list of 

contentious issues has continued to grow ever since, with no signs of flexibility by 

any one on any of the issues. The inherited issues were those of Kashmir, water 

distribution, resources distribution etc. Whereas the continued antagonism added 

the issues like Siachen Glacier, border demarcation in Sir Creek, state terrorism, 

cross border infiltration of the militants’ etc. Numerous rounds of talks have been 

held at all governmental levels and a number of agreements were reached even 

at the summit level but the issue list has continued to swell.  

 

The question is why the two countries failed to resolve their differences 

and why have they let the number of disputes increase? The answer cannot be 

found in simplistic phrases like the leadership was not sincere or they did not 

show enough determination to resolve the issues. The fact of the matter is that 

each saw the other with suspicion and mistrust and the unfolding events kept on 

piling up issues. Perhaps, the answer lies in the theoretical precepts of realism, 

further explained in neorealism’s assumptions of offensive and defensive realism. 

True to its character of being an offensive realist state, India’s behaviour towards 

Pakistan for the resolution of outstanding disputes remains as per its strategy of 

pendency. India’s leadership remains committed to Nehru’s age old precept that: 
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……as we grow in strength, as we are likely to do so, Pakistan will feel 
less and less inclined to threaten or harass us, and a time will come 
when, through sheer force of circumstances, it will be in a mood to accept 

a settlement that we consider fair, whether in Kashmir or elsewhere.
29

 

 

 This is perhaps one reason why India does not feel compelled to resolve 

any of its protracted conflict with Pakistan, and feels contended by managing the 

conflict to a level which can best be labelled as ‘no war-no peace,’ and not a 

stable peace where the two states can engage themselves in some serious talks 

leading to stage needed for conflict resolution. Pakistan, a defensive realist state, 

on the other hand keeps on exploring the options and approaches to bring India 

to the table for talks for resolution of disputes because it can ill afford an arms 

race with India as well as a continued confrontation on its eastern borders, 

particularly when it is actively engaged on its western frontiers in the war on 

terror.  

 

However, in order to determine the factors that have led to the 

rapprochement in the post 2001-02 crises, it would be necessary to look at the 

approaches that the two sides adopted during the last five decades to resolve 

their dispute. Kashmir remains the most contentious issue and without its 

peaceful resolution, an enduring stable relationship between India and Pakistan 

cannot be imagined. Even though India took the Kashmir issue to the UN, it has 

long stated that Kashmir is an integral part of India and any change in its status 
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would mean an amendment to the Indian Constitution, which lists J&K as part of 

the Union.30 

 

Secondly, India’s insistence on bilateralism for the resolution of the 

dispute and Pakistan’s effort to internationalise the issue of J&K has led the 

region to nowhere. It is interesting to note that India accepted the third party 

effort on different occasions as and when it suited her.31 However, India does not 

accept any third party effort on Kashmir because she has been refusing to 

acknowledge the J&K as a dispute. On the other hand, Pakistan is of the view 

that since Kashmir is an international issue and remains on the UN agenda, so 

therefore a third party facilitation could be very useful. However, this has not 

helped because India vehemently refuses to fulfil its international obligations 

regarding the holding of the plebiscite to give the Kashmiri people their right to 

self-determination. The obvious loser is Pakistan and the Kashmiri people 

because India continues to maintain its control over two-thirds of J&K, which 

Pakistan believes should have been her part since the partition of the 

subcontinent.  

 

Pakistan’s insistence on ‘Kashmir first’ and India’s ‘no to Kashmir’ has led 

to other problems exponentially. For instance, the trade between the 

neighbouring countries is dismally low and the visa restrictions have posed 
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enormous difficulties for the people of the two countries. Even the sporting ties 

are marred by politics and 1.2 billion people are often denied seeing their 

favourite cricketers playing against each other for years. Things have continued 

to worsen with few breaks.  

The outcomes of all the previous talks and CBMs were grounded as no 

progress could be made on any of the issues. The primary reason remained the 

differing approaches and inflexible attitude of the politicians as well as the 

government officials. However, some change could be felt since the military 

standoff (2001-02), though without any dramatic outcome. President Musharraf 

surprised Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee when he extended a handshake 

towards him after his speech at the SAARC summit in Kathmandu, Nepal in 

January 2002.32 Musharraf reiterated by saying that, he was ‘determined to 

eliminate terrorism,’ but he insisted that it was important a distinction be made 

‘between acts of legitimate resistance and freedom struggles on the one hand 

and acts of terrorism on the other.’33 Vajpayee’s response was direct and called 

for sincere actions from Musharraf. As reported by T. R. Ramachandran quoting 

Vajpayee: 

I am glad that President Musharraf extended a hand of friendship to me. I have 
shaken his hand in your presence. Now President Musharraf must follow this 
gesture by not permitting any activity in Pakistan or any territory it controls today 
which enables terrorists to perpetrate mindless violence in India. I say this 
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because of my past experience. I went to Lahore with a hand of friendship. We 
were rewarded by aggression in Kargil and the hijacking of an Indian Airlines 
aircraft from Kathmandu. I invited President Musharraf to Agra. We were 
rewarded with a terrorist attack on the Jammu and Kashmir Assembly and last 
month on Parliament House of India. But we would be betraying the expectations 
of our peoples if we did not chart out a course towards satisfying the unfulfilled 
promises of our common South Asian destiny.34 

 

After the Nepal handshake, President Musharraf softened his stance on 

Kashmir dramatically, perhaps only in an effort to get the Indians to the table. He 

first climbed down from Pakistan’s historic stance on Kashmir ‘enshrined in the 

UNSC resolution 91 calling for the holding of a plebiscite in Jammu and 

Kashmir.’35 In addition, by doing so, President Musharraf has taken the first and 

the most difficult step of moving away from ‘Pakistan’s maximalist’36 position on 

Kashmir, which no other leader could think of.37 India on the other hand has also 

moved a little from her maximalist position on Kashmir, which was that, ‘the 

whole of Jammu and Kashmir, including Azad Jammu and Kashmir, were an 

integral part of India.’38 

 

It is important to understand what President Musharraf has achieved, by 

making the Indian leadership agree to talks on the issue of J&K. His frank and 
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bold acceptance is that if the two countries stick to their maximalist positions 

there will be no solution to the Kashmir dispute.39 This kind of flexibility on 

Kashmir by any Pakistani leader is unprecedented in history and when he made 

this offer, he was well aware of the extremist elements on both sides of the 

divide.40 President Musharraf’s insistence on the leaderships of the two countries 

being sincere, flexible and bold to resolve the Kashmir issue became a buzzword 

in the media. But, there is little doubt that if Pakistan had continued its age-old 

Kashmir policy in the post 9/11 and December 13 scenario, Indians would not 

have agreed to the proposed composite dialogue.41 

 

The US role in getting India and Pakistan on the negotiating table cannot 

be ignored. In the post 9/11 environment, the US State Department heavily 

involved itself in sorting out its approach toward India and Pakistan. US 

Secretary of State Colin Powell personally spearheaded the intense diplomatic 

effort to ensure that the two countries did not go to war during the 2002 military 

standoff. Secretary Powell recounts that, ‘he was worried to death that a major 

war would break out between India and Pakistan.’42 Secretary Powell acted as a 

bridge between the Prime Ministers of India and Pakistan felicitating them to start 

their talks by simply making the goodwill calls.43 Since then the US has continued 

to engage itself in the ongoing peace process between India and Pakistan. 

However, on the issue of Kashmir, the US does not formally acknowledge its 
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involvement except by saying that the US is showing is support for the ongoing 

peace process between India and Pakistan.44 

 

CBMs: Past and Present  

It was in 1993, while Pakistan was going through a period of extreme political 

instability, with Benazir and Nawaz Sharif alternating in Pakistan’s Prime 

Ministerial office that Indian Prime Minister Narasimha Rao offered talks on 

Kashmir. However, the talks could not progress because the Pakistani leadership 

could not sort out demands and were unable to take a position that could let the 

process go on.45  

  

 Across the borders also, between 1995 and 1998, the Indian Parliament 

changed a number of Prime Ministers before Vajpayee was able to form a stable 

government in 1998. However, Indian Prime Minister IK Gujral, in 1997 

formulated the ‘Gujral doctrine’ in which he enunciated that India, being a bigger 

power in South Asia should make unilateral concessions towards its 

neighbours.46 Gujral and Nawaz Sharif agreed in 1997 on an eight point agenda 
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covering an entire range of issues from Kashmir, Siachen, and terrorism to 

economic cooperation.47 However, the process could not progress due to the fall 

of the Gujral government in early 1998 and BJPs rise to power opened altogether 

a new era of the nuclear dimension. 

 

It is necessary to mention that Musharraf and Vajpayee had agreed to 

continue the talks on the same agenda items referred to as ‘Composite 

Dialogue’. In fact, the process of bilateral dialogue restarted as soon as India and 

Pakistan overcame the excitement of conducting the successful nuclear tests in 

1998. The venue was Colombo in July 1998 where Prime Minister Vajpayee and 

Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif were attending the tenth SAARC Summit. 

Pakistan’s Prime Minister addressing the inaugural session, proposed to convert 

South Asia into a ‘model of peace, progress and prosperity.’48 The Indian Prime 

Minister responded positively as he said, “India continues to seek good relations 

with all its neighbours and its strong commitment to global disarmament.”49 

 

The two leaders had informal talks on the sidelines of the Colombo 

Summit; however, they could not reach any kind of agreement on the modalities 

of bilateral talks. Prime Minister Sharif minced no words by declaring the 
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outcome of his talks with Indian Prime Minister as ‘zero.’50 Again, the barrier was 

Kashmir because Indians wanted Pakistan to put Kashmir on the backburner and 

work together to increase the bilateral cooperation in other fields whereas 

Pakistan wanted the resolution of Kashmir in a ‘serious and substantive 

manner.’51 

 

The two leaders had another opportunity to meet on the sidelines of the 

Non-aligned Movement (NAM) Summit in Durban, South Africa in September 

1998. However, the opportunity was missed probably because NAM for the first 

time in its history, called for a peaceful resolution of the dispute of Jammu and 

Kashmir offering any kind of help that may be needed to resolve the matter.52 

The Indian response was according to its historical stance that third parties 

should stay out of the Kashmir dispute.53 

 

However, the breakthrough was achieved in September 1998 during the 

53rd UN General Assembly session, when the two leaders met on the sidelines in 

New York. They finally agreed to formulate the mechanism to address all items of 

the agenda agreed in June 1997. The secretarial level talks reopened in October 

1998 and a number of rounds were held to discuss all issues including Siachen, 

Wuller Barrage, Sir Creek, terrorism and economic cooperation, but nothing 
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significant was achieved during the talks, except an agreement to launch a bus 

service between New Delhi and Lahore. The opening of the land route was 

significant in the sense that the Indian Prime Minister paid his first official visit to 

Pakistan by the same bus and was warmly received by his counterpart on the 

Wahga border. During the same period, a delegation of Indian Parliamentarians 

also visited Pakistan for the first time in fifty years urging Pakistani 

Parliamentarians to work together to reduce tension in the region.54 Prime 

Minister Vajpayee’s visit to Lahore in February 1999 was significant in the sense 

that it led to the resumption of bilateral dialogue on all issues including Jammu 

and Kashmir. The Lahore Declaration formed the basis of subsequent rounds of 

talks at the secretarial level. Another agreement that the two countries signed in 

March 1999 during the secretary level talks was regarding the relaxation of visa 

restrictions for businessmen and the release of civilian prisoners.55 

 

Though Prime Minister Vajpayee’s ‘Bus Diplomacy’ was widely hailed by 

all circles, it is necessary to analyse it through the prism of the theoretical 

precepts of proffered by realism. Soon after coming into power, Vajpayee 

government took the initiative of carrying out the nuclear tests, which surprised 

all the domestic and international players and non-proliferation efforts received 

irreversible setback. Soon after these tests, Indian leaders gave extremely hostile 

statements against Pakistan, intimidating it to respond. Until this point, India’s 

behaviour was in line with any offensive realist state, which acquired power to 
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enhance its influence over its immediate neighbours. However, as Pakistan 

responded in kind, India’s behaviour changed and Vajpayee undertook the visit 

to Lahore to pacify the situation. However, Lahore Declaration was significant 

step towards normalisation of extremely strained relations in the aftermath of 

nuclear tests of 1998, no matter what India’s motivation was at that moment. 

 

As things began to look better and the two countries embarked upon 

implementing the MOU signed at Lahore in February 1999, the Kargil incident 

happened. An Indian Army patrol detected some unusual activity on Kargil 

Heights and initiated a retaliatory operation to evict the intruders. Indian 

retaliation was massive and in all dimensions. The Indian Air Force provided 

extensive support to the Indian army on the ground by carrying out concerted air 

strikes against positions occupied by the Kashmiri freedom fighters. Indian Prime 

Minister Vajpayee described the Kargil situation as ‘a war-like situation.’56 

Pakistan repeatedly called for the resumption of dialogue to reduce tension but 

India vehemently refused any contact before the total withdrawal of ‘the 

intruders.’  

 

The Kargil episode was so damaging to the ongoing peace process 

between India and Pakistan that India even called off its cricket team’s tour of 

November 2000. And the two sides did not return to the table until July 2001 

when President Musharraf visited India for the Agra Summit. Although the two 

leaders failed to reach an agreement the sentiments expressed by both the 
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leaders in search for peace and greater cooperation was worth a chance and 

should not be ignored. However, an analysis of failure to reach any significant 

agreement reinforces the argument of this research that the offensive realist 

states do not concede towards relatively smaller and weaker states. India, the 

offensive realist state, would continue to practice the strategy of pendency, until 

Pakistan, the defensive realist state submits to India’s prescription for peace and 

resolution of disputes between the two.  

 

Following the Agra Summit, the 9/11 and December 13 events changed 

the context of India-Pakistan relations. Indian leadership wasted no time in 

concluding that groups supported by agencies in Pakistan carried out the 

December 13 attack on the Indian Parliament. However, President Musharraf 

condemned the attack and quickly moved to ban some of the leading militant 

organisations. But, the Indian leadership ordered its strike formations to assume 

a threatening posture along the LoC and the international border. Pakistan also 

took the defensive positions and almost one million armed men faced each other 

in a combat ready state in one of the largest mobilisation of forces since the 1971 

war.  

South Asia, between December 2001 and June 2002 attracted an 

enormous amount of attention from world leaders who tried to defuse the tension 

in the region. US State Department spearheaded the effort. Intense diplomacy 

supplemented by US pressure to avoid armed conflict led to sanity among the 

leadership of the two countries and a new era of normal neighbourly relations 
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appeared by the middle of 2002. The US entered the scene immediately after 

9/11, the tragic events that not only ended the relative isolation of Pakistan but 

also halted an obvious US tilt towards India. A peaceful South Asia became an 

utmost priority for the US for its war on terror in Afghanistan.57 The US need for a 

stable South Asia has not yet ended and it continues to pressurise both India and 

Pakistan to continue improving their relations to ensure an enduring peace in the 

region.58 

 

The process gained momentum after Vajpayee visited Islamabad to attend 

the SAARC Summit in January 2004. The Musharraf-Vajpayee joint statement of 

January 06, 2004 formed the basis of the on-going peace process. The 

unexpected change in the Indian government following the BJPs defeat in the 

general elections in April 2004 may have apparently slowed the process but the 

two states have since continued to talk. The new Congress-led Indian 

government obviously wanted the talks to be held under the Simla Agreement 

framework, which emphasises bilateralism only. Pakistan has accepted the 

notion because the agenda for talks remains the same as agreed in the Vajpaee-

Musharraf meeting of 6 January 2004. Since then the dialogue has been 

progressing satisfactorily although no agreement has been signed yet. The 

prevalent good will helped to implement some of the CBMs that had been agreed 

earlier but discontinued after the December 13 incident. 
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The formal high level talks between India and Pakistan began in June 

2004 when Pakistan’s Foreign Secretary visited New Delhi. However, prior to the 

Foreign Secretary’s meetings, expert level talks were held on water issues, the 

Siachen conflict, Sir Creek Dispute, nuclear and conventional CBMs and bus-

cum-rail services on different routes. The wide-ranging talks on the ‘Composite 

Dialogue’ were viewed as the first step toward the normalisation of relations 

between the two countries. The two sides agreed to re-establish consulates in 

the two commercial cities of Karachi and Mumbai. On Kashmir, the two Foreign 

Secretaries ‘reiterated the hope that the dialogue would lead to a peaceful 

settlement of all bilateral issues, including Jammu and Kashmir, to the 

satisfaction of both sides.’59 India proposed to make the LoC a line of peace and 

tranquillity whereas Islamabad suggested fixing the timeframe for the dialogue 

process.60 India rejected Pakistan’s demand of the timeframe for the dialogue 

and Pakistan did not pursue its demand. India also proposed cooperation on 

tourism to religious places in country, forest management, people to people 

contact, cross-LoC, and cross-border trade and cultural cooperation.61 

 

The Secretarial level talks also laid the foundation for the Foreign 

Ministers’ talks scheduled for September 2004. The highlight of the Kasuri-

Natwar62 talks held on 5-6 September 2004 included the need to carry out 

                                                           
59

“Indo-Pak Face Off,” Express India (New Delhi) June 28, 2004. 
60

Mariana Babar, “India proposes to make LoC line of peace,” The News (Islamabad) July 5, 
2004. 
61

Ibid. 
62

Khurshid Mehmood Kasuri, Pakistan’s Foreign Minister and Natwar Singh, India’s Foreign 
Minister’s talks were seen as some genuine peace progress. 



201 
 

technical level talks on the proposed Munabao-Khokrapar rail link, speeding up 

the setting up of consulates in Mumbai and Karachi and cooperation in the 

energy sector. On security related issues, the two Ministers agreed to the joint 

survey of boundary pillars in the horizontal segment of the International border in 

the Sir Creek area, discussions between the Indian Coast Guard and Pakistan 

Maritime Security Agency and expert-level talks on conventional and nuclear 

CBMs.  Although there was no breakthrough on the issue of J&K, the two sides 

agreed to continue the ceasefire in force since 25 November 2004.63 The most 

significant development was the reiteration of cooperation in the energy sector 

under which the Indian diesel exports to Pakistan and Iranian gas pipeline to 

India through Pakistan.  

 

The air of goodwill continued throughout the ministerial level talks, despite 

a few unnecessary media statements. In fact, the officials from both sides were 

preparing grounds for the first one to one meeting between President Musharraf 

and Prime Minister Manmohan Singh on the sidelines of the UNGA meeting in 

New York on 25 September 2004. Intense behind the scene preparation were 

also going on between the Indian National Security Adviser J N Dixit, and his 

Pakistani counterpart, Tariq Aziz. 

 

The Musharraf-Manmohan meeting resulted in the historic joint 

communique, which declared the occasion as a ‘historic day’ and a ‘new 
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beginning.’64 The event proved the efficacy of liberal precepts, hence 

reemphasizing on the need to show willingness to resolve the protracted 

conflicts. The two leaders agreed to explore all possible options for the resolution 

of Kashmir dispute. Both the leaders paid a mutual glowing tribute by calling 

each other sincere and forthcoming. As Manmohan Singh said about Musharraf 

he seems to be willing to cover an extra mile and India can do business with 

him.65 The world leaders welcomed the pledge for peace and cooperation by the 

two leaders. 

 

Since the Musharraf-Manmohan meeting in September 2004, the hope 

and expectations of the people and media reached new heights. The academics, 

media personnel and business community have become very active in their 

pursuit for dramatic breakthroughs. The civil societies from both sides are 

actively pursuing their peace agenda with or without any progress on Kashmir. 

The number of high level visits by officials and eminent personalities suddenly 

increased. The former Indian Prime Minister I K Gujral’s visit to Pakistan in 

October 2004 was just one such example. The most obvious beneficiaries of the 

current improved environment were the people from show business. The 

frequency of movement of silver screen stars to each other’s country increased 

many folds. The joint production of TV serials by the private networks and a 

number of live shows by celebrities became the order of the day. In the field of 

sports, the cricket series was followed by a hockey series and golf tours. 
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While the officials from India and Pakistan were busy finalizing the 

schedule for the second round of talks commencing from November 2004, 

President Musharraf called for a public debate on a number of options which he 

had put forward to resolve the Kashmir dispute. He became the first Pakistani 

leader to publicly accept that plebiscite was not workable, and J&K’s division was 

possible. Musharraf had suggested that both India and Pakistan should identify 

the regions, demilitarize them and change their status. In that, Musharraf talks of 

all the seven regions whether they were under Pakistani control or Indian control.  

Now, this was a big call because Pakistan had separated the Northern 

Areas from J&K after the LoC was recognized in the Simla Agreement in 1972. 

No other Pakistani leader has ever talked about this region in association with 

J&K because it is considered strategically important for Pakistan due to its land 

border with China. President Musharraf also talked of an independent Kashmir, 

joint India-Pakistan Kashmir and even a UN supervised Kashmir. In fact, what 

President Musharraf wanted is that something should happen about Kashmir 

now because it is already too late. Many believe that when it came to Kashmir, 

Musharraf was in a hurry.66 

Although President Musharraf’s ideas received a cold response from 

Indian officials the intellectual community has asked the Indian government not to 
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reject the suggestion without due consideration.67 Likewise, Ram Jethmalani, 

who was chairman of Kashmir Committee, claimed that: 

Mr Musharraf came to India with a firm and honest intention. His proposal 
is a fantastic solution to the Kashmir problem. It is a wonderful document 
which should be the basis for a permanent solution of Kashmir. I have no 
difficulty in confessing that his efforts were frustrated by India and not 
Pakistan.68 

 

However, Indian Opposition party BJP rejected the idea outright, saying 

that ‘any suggesting for the transfer of sovereignty or territory is totally 

unacceptable.’69 Pakistan’s Opposition parties have also rejected Musharraf’s 

idea calling it a U-turn on decades old Kashmir policy.70 However, the most 

encouraging thing for President Musharraf was that most of the Kashmiri leaders 

welcomed some of his ideas and called upon Indian leadership to respond 

positively to Pakistani leader’s proposals.71 

In light of the above stated development, one could assume that, ‘the 

contours of a serious negotiation between India and Pakistan on Jammu and 

Kashmir are beginning to emerge,’72 and so was the beginning of a new era in 

Indo-Pak relations. In fact, the CBMs undertaken to improve the general 
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atmosphere seemed to be working and the people of both sides welcomed the 

respective governments’ move to improve the bilateral relations. However, the 

same could not be converted into concrete dispute resolution documents, 

agreements or the treaties, and the unfortunate events in Mumbai (2008) took 

place, derailing the entire process of near normalization of the last few years.  

Mumbai Attacks (2008) 

As the narrative goes, on 26 November 2008, a group of 10 terrorists, who had 

set out by a boat from Karachi, launched a series of attacks in India’s commercial 

capital Mumbai, killing 166 people and holding the city in fear and complete 

paralysis for three days. Those killed also included 25 foreign nationals including 

six Americans. The terrorists mainly targeted two luxury hotels – TajMahal and 

Oberoi-Trident, the Chhatrapati Shivaji Terminus – a railway station heavily used 

by both local commuters and long-distance travelers, a Jewish cultural centre, 

Chabad House, located in a building called Nariman House, and Café Leopold – 

a popular restaurant frequently visited by foreign tourists as well as locals. 

Moreover, a hospital, a petrol pump, the surroundings of a cinema and two taxis 

were also attacked. At the time of attacks, Pakistan’s Foreign Minister Shah 

Mahmood Qureshi was on an official visit to India to discuss important issues 

relating to the ongoing dialogue process including Kashmir, water disputes and 

trade ties between the two countries. The events were televised live throughout 

the world and were immediately condemned by international community in 

general and Pakistan in particular.  
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A brief review of events leading to Mumbai Attacks reveals that Peace 

Process initiated in 2004 had stagnated due to the weakening political position of 

President Musharraf. The Composite Dialogue which had commenced in January 

2004, aimed at softening the LoC in Kashmir, had begun to take on the 

characteristics of a ‘soft’ border as travel and trade across it was accelerated, 

and earthquake of 2005 further cemented these opening moves. Most 

importantly, both sides had begun to move away from their zero sum positions on 

Kashmir.73 However, movement was slow and, as President Musharraf’s political 

position became increasingly vulnerable, owing to domestic difficulties due to 

Lawyers Movement for the restoration of deposed judiciary; the negotiating 

process ground to a virtual halt.  

Lal Masjid74 operation brought in its wake a rapid rise in terrorist attacks, 

including a spate of suicide bombings. Lawyers Movement added fuel to the fire 

leading to marked erosion in the popularity of President Musharraf which made 

India increasingly skeptical of his ability to forge a national consensus to 

implement his ‘out of the box’ thinking on Kashmir. The assassination of Benazir 

Bhutto on 27 December 2007 further exacerbated the political instability and 

subsequent events saw political parties joining hands to impeach President 

Musharraf,75 and the move ultimately led to his resignation on August 18, 2008. 

With political instability in Pakistan and President Musharraf gone, the peace 
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process was pushed into a state of uncertainty as the fragile new political setup 

in Pakistan was not expected to hammer out a national consensus on an 

arrangement started by their political rival.  

The Mumbai attacks had a spoiler effect on the ongoing dialogue between 

India and Pakistan and the threat of another crisis loomed large on the horizon. It 

was, therefore, the immediate worry of the peoples of both countries that region 

would again be pushed into a new phase of confrontation which may probably 

lead to war. Consequently, ongoing composite dialogue between the two 

countries was suspended by India.76 The traditional mutual acrimonious 

environment marked by fiery statements quickly returned77 and all the progress 

achieved so far through the peace process, seemed to evaporate. Under 

immense domestic pressure, possibility of surgical strikes by India became 

imminent which could only be held at bay by the threat of a matching and 

befitting response by Pakistan. On 14 December 2008, Indian Air Force (IAF) did 

undertake provocative flights which were effectively deterred by the alertness of 

Pakistan Air Force (PAF). 

This author was in Command position at that time and can confirm with 

authority that PAF moved swiftly to thwart any aggressive maneuver that IAF 

may have contemplated.  Furthermore, Pakistan Army was also prompted to take 

necessary safeguards by shifting some of its elements from western to eastern 
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border to counter the movements of Indian troops. Pakistan was subjected to 

intense pressure by international community to decisively act against militant 

cum extremist organizations and curb their activities.78 

The Mumbai Attacks crisis, which remains unfinished till-date, led to 

traditional rhetoric containing accusations and counteraccusation by both 

countries. Initially, India did not blame Pakistan for any complicity, but accused 

the LeT of perpetrating the attacks. But Pakistani responsibility was underlined 

by Minister for External Affairs Pranab Mukherjee, who held “some elements” in 

Pakistan for being responsible and demanded that its government not permit the 

use of its territory for terrorism against India.79 On December 1, India handed 

over two demarches to Pakistan. In the first demarche, India accused “elements 

from Pakistan” of carrying out the terrorist attack in Mumbai and said it expected 

Islamabad to “match its sentiments with deeds by taking stern action against the 

groups that could have been involved in the attack.”80 The second demarche was 

more specific and sought the extradition of three wanted persons—Maulana 

Masood Azhar, Tiger Memon and Dawood Ibrahim. It also urged action against 

the Jamaat-ud-Dawa (JuD).  

 

Pakistan demanded concrete evidence in this regard and discounted any 

possibility of handing over of any Pakistani citizen to India; however, categorical 

assurances were given that in the event of involvement of any Pakistani, he 

                                                           
78

Ibid. 
79

“Mumbai Attacks to Hurt Indo-Pak Ties: Pranab Mukherjee”, Times of India, November 28, 
2008. 
80

“India Demands Strong Swift Action,” The News, December 2, 2008. 



209 
 

would be tried in Pakistan.81 Nonetheless, the crisis did not escalate to the level 

of Twin Peaks Crisis of 2001-02. 

 

Pakistan immediately condemned82 the attacks as “detestable” and 

“heinous”, while Foreign Minister Shah Mahmood Qureshi, who was on a visit to 

India when the attacks occurred, described the attacks as a tragedy and 

"expressed deep condolences with the bereaved families."83 Pakistan offered 

every possible assistance including the offer of joint investigation, and carried out 

crackdowns on elements of banned organizations, alleged to be involved in the 

attacks, and their leaders were arrested. Later, based on the evidence shared by 

Indians, cases were registered against those alleged to be involved and their 

cases are being prosecuted. However, in spite of repeated requests by Pakistani 

authorities for provision of concrete evidence capable of standing scrutiny of law, 

this remains short of fulfillment despite the exchange of number of dossiers 

between the two countries – hence the crisis remains unfinished to date. 

 

US timely and effectively intervened to avert the ballooning of the crisis 

into a possible war between the two nuclear armed countries, and urged them to 

seek its solution through peaceful means. Details of US diplomacy in this regard 

are covered in the ensuing part of the study.   
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The decision-making processes in both, India and Pakistan appeared 

vastly different from previous occasions as mentioned in the study before. On the 

Indian side, the Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS), now headed by Prime 

Minister Manmohan Singh, was found grappling with sharp differences over the 

use of military instrument over diplomacy. Incidentally, External Affairs Minister 

Pranab Mukherjee was pushing for a military response, while the Prime Minister 

was counseling restraint.84 

In Pakistan, the nascent democratic set-up was still grappling with the 

after effects of the yearlong political instability plaguing the country. There was 

diffusion of power within the country and visible lack of cohesion among the 

decision makers with regard to the response to the crisis. Confusion about the 

dispatch of Director General Inter-Services Intelligence to India, resignation of 

National Security Advisor and identity of lone survivor of the militants spoke ill of 

the coordination among the decision makers.  However, the political government 

slowly picked up the pace, held All Party Conference to develop consensus on 

the course of action to be followed while President Zardari launched a diplomatic 

campaign aimed at seeking the help of other countries for crisis management. 

Initial responses notwithstanding, later the decision makers harmonized their 

efforts and cobbled a cogent response in the backdrop of ground realities which 

greatly contributed in mitigating the crisis. 
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Indian leadership, under immense domestic pressure, articulated the 

possibility of surgical strikes85 against Pakistan. The IAF conducted provocative 

flights on India-Pakistan international border on December 14, 2008 but alertness 

of PAF effectively deterred them from undertaking any adventure.  

Despite extremely tense environment, India did not mobilize its forces on 

Pakistani borders, like in the events of 2001-02 crises, perhaps learned the right 

lessons from previous deployments. However, India concentrated on mobilizing 

international community for outright intervention in its support, which was readily 

available to it. US Secretary of State categorically asked Pakistan to do more.86 

From realist point of view, the state always struggles for power in order to 

preserve/maximize its security or further enhance its power. Pakistan as a 

defensive realist, in this regard has acquired the nuclear capability in order to 

survive in the volatile region, whereas India, an offensive realist, has always tried 

to create its hegemony and create its dominance in the region. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, this research finds that the period at the turn of the new millennium 

was unique in the history of India-Pakistan enduring rivalry. Analyzing India’s 

actions in the post 9/11 environment, it appears as if the offensive realist state, 

India had been waiting for such an opportunity. For instance, India immediately 
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correlated attacks on India’s Parliament on January 26, 2001 with those of 9/11 

attacks on the US, and embarked upon the longest military standoff with 

Pakistan, looking for an opportunity to thrust itself into Pakistan’s territory. The 

situation could only be defused after the defensive realist Pakistan, extended 

some concession under India’s and US’ intervention.  

 Likewise, Mumbai attacks in 2008 were used by India to derail all the 

progress made during Manmohan-Musharraf period, which saw improving ties on 

fast track between the two countries. But, sincere efforts by Pakistan were not 

reciprocated by the offensive realist, India and the same had been acknowledged 

by Ram Jethmalani, chairman of the Kashmir Committee of the Indian 

Parliament.  

On the scale of decision-making, Indian leaders remain slaved to their 

strategic culture of clinging onto traditional stances. Whereas, on Pakistan side, 

Musharraf broke the shackles and was willing to do things differently, only to be 

denied by India, perhaps to follow the strategy of pendency and wait for an 

opportune time where India gains everything without losing anything.    

Analyses of India-Pakistan relations during the post 9/11 period reflects 

relatively more deployment of the theoretical precepts related to constructivism. 

Newer ideas to complex issues including that of J&K were put on table and 

deliberated by both sides. Human sufferings, particularly those from IHK were 

given due considerations and trade routes were opened to increase mutual 

interactions of the Kashmiri people on the both sides of the unnatural divide. A 
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hope was there until the unfortunate Mumbai attacks of 2008 occurred, derailing 

the entire process of rapprochement, and once again the realpolitik took the 

precedence over new ideas toward the resolution of protracted conflicts.      
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Chapter Seven 

Role of Nuclear Deterrence in Conflicts and Crises 

Introduction 

This chapter aims to revisit India-Pakistan conflicts and crises from the 

perspective of nuclear deterrence as a conflict management mechanism to 

determine its efficacy or otherwise. In the process, the research would endeavor 

to investigate following questions: 

1. How has the concept of deterrence evolved in South Asian nuclear 

environment? 

2. What has been the impact of nuclear deterrence during India-Pakistan 

conflicts and crises? 

3. How much of influence has the United States (US) had in managing 

the conflicts and crises during the period of nuclear opacity and since 

the overt nuclearisation?  

Lawrence Freedman writes that, “The first words used, spoken by God to 

man, contain a deterrent threat.”1 Likewise, Muslim Holy Book Al-Quran also laid 

great emphasis about the utmost preparation to respond the infidels.2 Sun Tzu 

also laid emphasis on the preparation of such defensive mechanisms that enemy 

does not even contemplate an offensive action for the fear of unfavorable 
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Al-Quran Ul Kareem, Surah Anfal (8), Verse 60, (Madinah Munawwarah: Shah Fahad Quran 

Sharif Printing Complex, 1993), 244. 



215 
 

consequences.3 But the age old concept became a central piece to academic 

writings and military preparedness with the introduction of nuclear weapons as 

an instrument of threat to deny the enemy the use of military power in the 

nuclearized environment.4 Hence the race to acquire nuclear weapons’ capability 

began when the world saw its immense destructive power over the Japanese 

cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki on fateful days on August 6 and 9, 1945. 

According to Ward Wilson, “Deterrence is persuading an adversary 

(usually by threat) not to take action.”5 Deterrence is an attempt to force the 

adversary into inaction. Pre-requisites of an effective deterrent posture are the 

clear and careful communication to the adversary of what is prohibited and the 

kind of price he might have to pay for disregarding the prohibitions. The object of 

deterrence is to prevent an opponent from taking the decision to use military 

instrument; putting it in more general terms, this means persuading him when 

faced with a given situation, to act or react in the light of the existing set of 

dispositions which constitute an effective threat.  The result it desires to achieve 

is, therefore, a psychological one and it is sought by means of threat.   

According to Saira Khan, “studies revealed that the motivations for 

acquiring nuclear weapons derive from systemic, domestic, and individual 

factors…..that security was the primary driving force for most states’ tendency to 

                                                           
3
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proliferate.”6 India, an aspiring regional leader, claims to have acquired the 

nuclear weapons to counter China’s rise as a global leader whereas empirical 

evidence suggests that offensive realists’ characteristics in India’s state structure 

had motivated it to acquire the nuclear weapons. On the other hand, Pakistan 

which had been broken from the status of the largest Muslim state into two 

separate countries as Pakistan and Bangladesh in 1971 had to acquire the same 

capability to ensure its survival as a political entity. Perhaps: 

because the outbreak of war remains a high probability between them, 
actors make efforts to acquire defensive and offensive weapons to ward 
off possible attacks so as to be prepared to fight back in case of an 
attack. In the nuclear age, most enduring rivals have either decided to 
obtain the guarantee of a power capable of providing them with a nuclear 
umbrella to deter war with their adversary, or have taken the risks of 
developing the weapons upon themselves.7 

 

Theoretical writings also conclude “that nuclear weapons make war 

unwinnable if both sides have a second strike capability, since either side could 

utterly destroy the other after absorbing an attack.”8 Because: 

Deterrence depended on the ability to convince aggressors that a military 
offensive, in the form of a blitzkrieg, would be frustrated. Samuel 
Huntington suggested that denial would not be enough and that an 
element of retaliation would also be needed to boost the threat.9 

 

                                                           
6
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Deterrence aims to prevent adversary from planning and organizing, acts 

of violence and war of any kind due to the fear of such consequences that it 

could ill afford. The meaning of deterrence needs to be redefined in the changed 

paradigm. The traditional meaning and concept of deterrence worked well 

between the Cold War adversaries, but for the South Asian adversaries it needs 

to be deliberated under a new paradigm. India has declared that it has plans of 

massive retaliation against any use of nuclear weapons against its forces, 

whereas Pakistan does not rule out a first use option, in case of conventional war 

also, perhaps due to ever increasing force differential. This is a dangerous 

situation and needs to be deliberated at all levels.  

James Lo also argues that: 

New nuclear states such as India and Pakistan are, inevitably, drawn 

towards nuclear war by their need to undertake low level aggressive 

actions to maintain the credibility of their nuclear forces. Such actions, 

however, are in sharp contrast to the distant battles that were fought 

between the US and the Soviet Union during the Cold War, and these 

actions have a significantly higher probability of triggering a catastrophic 

deterrence failure.10 

 

Traditionally the deterrence meant the dissuasion of hostile activities by a 

country against the other for the fear of unbearable consequences. Both the 

super powers in the Cold War era accepted and understood the concept in its 

essence and did not challenge each other directly militarily even when the era of 

new cold war began with Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. 
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 Secondly two superpowers did not have a direct territorial dispute. The 

differences lay in their systems of economy and power politics. Whereas in South 

Asian context, both India and Pakistan are engaged in one of most complex 

disputes over Jammu and Kashmir, which has an ideological, territorial, strategic 

and economic dimension. They also have other territorial disputes on Siachen 

and Sir Creek. Water dispute is another aspect which may lead to Pakistan’s 

agriculture’s survival in the years to come.  

In an environment of active and protracted conflicts, disputes; introduction 

of nuclear dimension, arsenal on both sides is seen by some, as a stabilizing 

force. Perhaps, because the two states have not fought an all-out conventional 

war since 1971, though the two nations came to the brink of war on at least four 

occasions. However, if the sole purpose of acquiring the nuclear weapons was to 

avoid a conventional war, then it has served that purpose well until now and 

perhaps in the near future also. But India is increasing the conventional 

asymmetry through massive induction of modern weapon system in its armed 

forces Vis a Vis Pakistan, who can ill afford an arms race of that dimensions. 

Also, India does not consider it appropriate to discuss any of the outstanding 

disputes toward its logical resolution and hence concentrating more on 

enhancing the trade and economic integration.   

The author’s contention that why would Pakistan want to lose its extremely 

precious fighter aircraft and naval vessels while facing numerically superior 

opponents and not use even its LYWs to reestablish nuclear deterrence during a 

conventional war with India. Prime Minister Bhutto had long before (December 
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1974) laid out Pakistan’s first nuclear policy in these words, “Ultimately, if our 

backs are to the wall and we have absolutely no option, in that event, this 

decision about going nuclear will have to be taken.”11 

Waltz also had much earlier argued the same that: 

Early use of very small warheads may stop escalation. Defensive 
deployment, if it should fail to dissuade, would bring small nuclear 
weapons into use before the physical, political and psychological 
environment had deteriorated. The chances of de-escalation are high if 
the use of nuclear weapons is carefully planned and their use is limited to 
the battlefield.12 

 

Should Pakistan do what Waltz had argued, imagine the consequences in 

light of India’s stated nuclear doctrine of massive retaliation against any first use 

of deadly weapons against its forces. Or else, India’s preemption against 

Pakistan’s perceived first use of LYWs in case its conventional forces are unable 

to put up the requisite effort.   

The traditional meaning of deterrence mainly focused on the cost-benefit 

analysis; capability, intent and communication remained the most vital pillars of 

the concept of deterrence and perhaps would remain so in the future also. The 

concept of deterrence served its efficacy by preventing the two super powers US 

and USSR from directly engaging themselves in an armed conflict during the 

entire Cold War era. 
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The traditional meaning of deterrence seems to have lost its relevance in 

the India-Pakistan context where both the nuclear states continue to engage 

themselves in acts of subversion, propaganda, sabotage, alleged support for 

extremism and terrorism, preparation for limited war, military standoff and sub 

conventional warfare etc. 

 In the South Asian center also, the meaning of deterrence served its 

purpose during the period of nuclear opacity. However, since the overt 

nuclearisation in 1998, a paradigm shift has taken place. Both India and Pakistan 

have not only claimed the status of nuclear weapons status but India has also 

started to earn benefits of this status through Indo-US nuclear deal and NSG 

concession. Pakistan on the other hand is also trying to earn the same either 

from the US or China. 

 Secondly, both India and Pakistan do not hesitate in engaging themselves 

directly either through non-kinetic means or violent physical contacts across the 

LoC. The Kargil conflict, soon after the nuclear test of 1998, though did not 

escalate horizontally due to active US involvement, but had all the ingredients to 

develop into a full scale conventional war leading to a nuclear exchange.  

Again in 2001-02, the military instrument of India and Pakistan faced off 

each other following the attack on the Indian Parliament by non-state actors. 

Moreover, both India and Pakistan are planning and evaluating new doctrines, 

formulating new strategies to face off each other in their next possible encounter, 
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which remains probable due to non-resolution of any of the protracted disputes, 

in the changed paradigm.  

 In the South Asian context, the concept of deterrence and its dividends 

are a relatively new phenomenon. During the pre-nuclear era both India and 

Pakistan did engage themselves in violent conflicts leading to all out conventional 

wars in 1947-48, 1965 and 1971. Whereas since the mid-1980s when the 

respective nuclear capability was still in the incipient stage, the two countries had 

exercised restraint even in near war and serious crises like Siachen conflict, 

Exercise Brasstacks,13 1990 crises,14 Kargil conflict of 1999, Twin Peak crises of 

2001-02 following an attack on Indian Parliament15 and Mumbai Attacks of 

2008.16 

Saira Khan further adds: 

The possession of nuclear weapons by India and Pakistan has changed 
the pattern of the relationship between crisis, conflict, and war in South 
Asia. In the first three decades of the two states’ independence, crisis 
escalated to war on three occasions.....The 1986-7, 1990, and 2001 
crises substantiate the belief that serious crisis may not escalate to all-out 
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war…. However, these frequent crises during the nuclear period also 
confirm that peace between the two countries is unlikely.17 

 

According to Baya Harrison, “states with nuclear weapons do not go to 

war with each other.”18 Soviet and Chinese troops skirmishes along the Ussuri 

River19 and the Kargil conflict between India and Pakistan could hardly be termed 

as real threats to this theory that the nuclear powers do not fight wars directly. 

However, this may also to be true that the nuclear weapons do provide security 

for the survival of the state but do not help in resolving the deep rooted territorial, 

ideological, and complex disputes between the states.  

As Lodhi contends, “deterrence is not always a factor for stability as 

claimed by some.”20 It is this reason that Indo-Pak strategic environment must 

not be practically compared with that of US-Soviet relations during the Cold War 

era. The two super powers may have had different ideologies in terms of 

economic models but they did not have internal complexities in their relationship 

caused by the disputes such as J&K between India and Pakistan. Therefore, 

while the Cold War era references would help in correlating theoretical 

foundation of various theories, the ground realities in South Asia would be given 

due importance in the determinations of causes of conflict, and the possible way 

forward in each of the emerging or existing situation. Whereas the probability of 
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an all-out conventional war between India and Pakistan, under the nuclear 

overhang is low, its presence by any degree would make the possibility of peace 

in the region less likely.  Therefore, in order to increase the probabilities of 

peaceful settlement of the existing disputes, the possibility of a military 

confrontation would have to be marginalized; for which Pakistan and India would 

have to enter into a new paradigm of CBMs. 

According to Khan: 

Nuclear weapons have attracted enduring rivals at the systemic and sub 
systemic levels because of their deterrent value. When wars are more 
probable in a conflict setting, which is the case with most enduring rivals, 
rivals tend to attach more importance to the acquisition of nuclear 
weapons for war-avoidance purposes.21 

 

Since the overt nuclearisation of South Asia in May 1998, the region had 

been in the sharp focus of the international community. In fact many observers 

declared it as, “This is a second nuclear age. …. The first nuclear age that was 

defined and driven by Soviet-US superpower antagonism definitively is dead.”22 

According to some, “India and Pakistan’s overt nuclear tests in May 1998 marked 

the actual beginning of the new nuclear era.”23 

As Chakma states: 

In the process of the gradual rise of the second nuclear age, the nuclear 
tests of India and Pakistan marked the watershed because those 
explosions challenged the established nuclear order based on Nuclear 
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Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Indeed, those tests threw the NPT into a 
state of crisis.24 

 

The nuclear dimension started to factor in the India-Pakistan enduring 

rivalry soon after India’s physical occupation of uninhabited Siachen glacier in 

late 1983. Indian Army Chief General K. Sunderji in 1986 had stated, “There are 

enough indicators to suggest that Pakistan has achieved or is close to achieving 

a nuclear weapons capability.”25 However, it is necessary to reiterate, as 

Shamshad puts it that, “… one thing is clear. It is India, not Pakistan that 

‘inducted’ the nuclear dimension into the volatile security environment of South 

Asia.”26 

From Pakistan side, it was Dr Abdul Qadeer Khan’s (AQ Khan) interview 

to Indian journalist Kuldip Nayyar on January 28, 1987.27 This led to Pakistan’s 

nuclear capability revelations to spring into endless debate, particularly in the 

west. This was followed by President Zia’s famous cricket diplomacy tour to 

India, during which he surprised India’s Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi.28 

This research contends that first real use of nuclear equation between 

India and Pakistan came into play during the Kashmir crises of the 1990s. 
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Seymor Hersh’s revelations about Pakistan’s weapons may have been discarded 

by most analysts in their post-event studies, but it did raise the alarm bells in 

major world capitals at the time. This perhaps is the essence of nuclear 

deterrence, particularly during the period of opacity, that even the external actors 

felt deterred from the prospective use of the nuclear weapons. According to 

Lodhi also, “fear of nuclear escalation prodded Washington to intervene leaving a 

question mark over whether the mutual fear of escalation between two nuclear 

armed states moderated their behavior.”29 

Bruce Riedel is of the view that, “[h]aving lost four wars to India since 

1947, the Pakistani military sees the bomb as an equalizer and deterrent against 

its bigger neighbor….”30 Analysis to Riedel’s assertions reflect Pakistan’s 

military’s optimism in its nuclear capability as a guarantor for its survival but not 

an instrument of peace and stability, until the protracted conflicts are resolved.  

Pakistan’s over reliance on the presence of nuclear weapons in South 

Asia seems to have convinced its leadership that nuclear deterrence would 

always sustain stability, and there would be no war between the two countries; 

also, that China and US would always be there to prevent an all-out conventional 

war, and a nuclear exchange would remain a far cry. Whereas the deterrence 

may not be effective on relatively shallow objectives and limited military 

engagements on the periphery are possible under the nuclear overhang.  
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The misplaced faith in nuclear deterrence seems to have prevented both 

sides, more so on Indian part, from making serious, and sincere attempts on 

conflict resolution processes. However, it suddenly became a cause of serious 

concern when the news of an infiltration by irregular troops into an inhospitable 

terrain of Kargil- Dras sector of the Indian controlled Kashmir broke out in early 

May 1999. India reacted sharply and with full force utilizing all elements of its 

national power; diplomacy, media, military etc.  

On the Pakistani side, efforts continued to deny any active participation in 

the intrusion and thus the requisite support both; military and diplomatic did not 

come to fore. Therefore, the initial gains achieved through surprise and 

deception, were quickly lost. Pakistan’s self-realization of a grave error or the 

fear of horizontal spread of the conflict leading to possible exchange of nuclear 

weapons may have prevented the escalation of the conflict into a general war. 

However, the role of international community, particularly the US, cannot be 

ignored in forcing Pakistan to withdraw to the original boundaries.  

Maleeha Lodhi’s views at the outbreak of Kargil conflict manifest the 

argument that the possibility of an armed conflict between India and Pakistan 

remain, though with reduced probabilities: 

Nuclearisation of South Asia led many observers to believe that India-
Pakistan dispute over Kashmir would perforce get frozen, as neither 
country would risk a confrontation that could escalate to the nuclear level. 
This assumption however proved erroneous. In focusing just on the 
likelihood of a full-blown conventional conflict, the argument overlooked a 
key aspect of the nuclear equation between adversarial neighbours with 
an ‘active dispute’, that unconventional and limited war between them 
was not deferrable by the so-called nuclear balance of terror. Indeed a 
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corollary of the inability to wage all out conflict has been the pursuit of war 
‘by other means.’31 

 

According to Malik also, “[t]his capability encouraged the Pak military to 

conclude that a conventional war with India was not possible hereafter, and 

therefore, the sub-conventional could be stretched further.”32 Malik adds that, 

“Pakistan has sought and acquired nuclear weapons and missile essentially to 

neutralize India’s conventional military superiority.”33 Chari is of the view that: 

Pakistan, in fact, has imbued nuclear weapons with magical properties; 
they can deter India, and provide a sense of equality with its seven-time 
larger neighbour that is fast becoming the third largest economic power in 
the world.”34 

 

The India–Pakistan history of the conflicts and crises reveal that nuclear 

weapons did deter escalation to a general war but did not prevent Kargil conflict, 

military deployments on each other’s borders, and deadly attacks across LoC, 

with threat of sub-conventional operations by non-state actors (NSAs). According 

to Lodhi also, “…if deterrence played a role in containing the conflagration, it did 

little to defuse the conflict.”35 She further adds:  
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The outcome of the 1999 crisis hardly establishes that nuclear stability 
has been assured in South Asia. If anything, the confrontation 
underscored the dangers of miscalculation and underestimation of the 
adversary’s response, which led to an action-reaction spiral that could 
inadvertently have spun out of control.36 

 

Cheema is of the view that, “[A] state of strategic equilibrium has been 

restored between India and Pakistan, no matter how differently interpreted and 

despite their military disparities, misperceptions and doctrinal variations.”37 

However, Cheema agrees that, “……, although it has been a fragile stability that 

needed to be constantly guarded from being destabilized through adverse inputs 

inherent in their historic rivalry, antagonism and political disagreements.”38 

Neither Kargil nor attacks on Indian parliament and other places of 

psycho-social importance, perhaps breached Indian redlines which fairly 

indicated that they are deeply recessed and implied that both countries have kept 

their nuclear thresholds at high levels which is certainly reflective of their 

responsible attitudes. Therefore, it seems unlikely, that either would use a 

nuclear weapon to defend itself in a conventional war except as a last resort, 

when vital interests are perceived to be in jeopardy. However, things may have 

changed over time. As Narang puts it: 

India is moving toward a nuclear posture that, at least toward Pakistan, 
can no longer be termed minimal. Its force disposition is also at a much 
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higher state of readiness than is generally appreciated, particularly as it 
moves to so-called “encapsulated” or “canisterized” systems.39 

 

The nuclear weapons also bring in the operation of stability – instability 

paradox40 and the consequent instability germinated at lower levels yields a 

vitiated environment marred by a perpetual state of sub conventional conflict and 

expression of hostilities through other non-kinetic subtle means. Hence war 

certainly remains averted but achievement of peace also becomes an 

unrealizable dream. Krepon also contends that, “Nuclear weapons provide their 

holders some measure of reassurance when faced with severe crisis.”41 

Bernard Brodie had said this differently so many years ago that, “[t]hus far 

the chief purpose of a military establishment has been to win wars. From now on 

its chief purpose must be to avert them. It can have almost no other useful 

purpose.”42 

However, all these concepts may have differing implications in South 

Asian contexts. Therefore, according to Vasquez: 

First and the main difference between the India-Pakistan conflict and the 
Cold War is that there was no territorial dispute between the US and the 
USSR. Their dispute was ideological. The absence of a territorial dispute 
between the US and USSR made it easier for nuclear deterrence to 
work.43 
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Whereas, according to Ali, “simply put deterrence posits making a credible 

threat of nuclear retaliation to ensure that the enemy desists from using nuclear 

weapons in first place.”44 

According to Perkovich, “…..no other nuclear-armed competitors have 

faced risks of war as direct, proximate, and complicated.”45 

India’s stated nuclear doctrine categorically commits that, “nuclear 

retaliation to a first strike will be massive and designed to inflict unacceptable 

damage.”46 This doctrine is time and again reminded by senior Indian civilian and 

military officials as a matter of warning to Pakistani counterparts, particularly 

since Pakistan developed Nasr; the Low Yield Tactical Nuclear Weapon. One 

such warning came from an outgoing Chairman Chiefs of Staff Committee 

General Padhmanabhan. As Ali quotes him as saying that, “the perpetrators of 

such an outrage will be punished so severally that their continuation in any fray 

will be in doubt.”47 

Whereas as per Wilson also: 

Nuclear Attack on cities can cause socio psychological paralysis on the 
country attacked. But [Low Yield Weapons] LYW attack on its force would 
demoralize / destroy its military and cause severe degradation 
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challenging its residual capacity to re-establish deterrence, during or in 
the Post War parleys.48 

 

Pakistan, being a defensive realist state, is more concerned about its 

survival and considers development of LYWs as an ultimate weapon to deter 

India from launching a conventional attack of any scale. Pakistan’s top advisor on 

nuclear matters retired Lt General Khalid Kidwai has categorically stated that, 

“Pakistan’s development of tactical weapons …..was in response to concerns 

that India’s larger military could still wage a conventional war against the country, 

thinking Pakistan would not risk retaliation with a bigger nuclear weapons.”49 

Since Pakistan cannot match the conventional military strength of India, 

and hence have adopted the unconventional approach to counter India’s possible 

conventional ground attack under the Cold Start Doctrine. However, this author is 

of the view that this approach could be extremely dangerous in times of crises 

and conflicts. Deterrence theory permits limited military engagements on the 

periphery and hence raises the probabilities of Pakistan’s nuclear posturing 

through LYWs for the purpose of reestablishing the intra-war deterrence. The 

same may be construed by India as a possible use of these weapons by 

Pakistan. This may lead to India’s nuclear posturing to deny Pakistan’s first use 

of these smaller yield weapons, thereby initiating an unthinkable nuclear 

                                                           
48

Ward Wilson, “The Myth of Nuclear Deterrence,” Non Proliferation Review 15, no. 3 (November, 
2008): 421-439. 
49

“Pakistan needs short-range nukes for deterrence against India: govt adviser,” 
http://www.dawn.com/news/1171574/print/print, accessed March 25, 2015.   

http://www.dawn.com/news/1171574/print/print


232 
 

exchange by both, either concurrently in anticipation or one after another in 

retaliation.  

Security based on trust and not on fear, should Pakistan consider India’s 

policy of Massive Retaliation to any use of LYWs by Pakistan, as real threat and 

not only a policy statement, Pakistan must be prepared to face extermination, 

which in turn would drive it to fight to the death.50 

Pakistan and India’s current relationship is dependent on nuclear 

deterrence to manage their conflicts. Pakistan assumes that there is no space for 

war under the nuclear overhang and with the development of low yield nuclear 

weapons; they have plugged the gap of conventional asymmetry to the desired 

level. India on the other hand, particularly its armed forces, sees a space for a 

limited war short of nuclear threshold to teach Pakistan a lesson for its alleged 

support to terrorist outfits to harm Indian interests.  

Pakistan assumes that India would not risk any kind of war because of 

serious consequences for its economic growth and rising international stature 

because India cannot achieve any decisive victory in a short and limited war, no 

matter how intense and destructive it is. India cannot ingress to threatening 

depths in 7-9 days of war in any sector due to Pakistan Army’s strong defensive 

effort. Moreover, Pakistan Army sees an opportunity to threaten strategic 

objectives even in shallow depths, which in turn would cause embarrassment to 
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India’s military prowess. However, India considers PAF and PN as weak 

opponents vis a vis its own respective services.   

India assumes that international community would not let Pakistan use 

nuclear blackmail particularly when its ground forces would have defended Indian 

army’s offensives and Pakistan would not have lost any worthwhile land. 

Notwithstanding the losses to PAF and PN, Pakistan Army could be in a position 

to claim a notion of victory by denying India its politico-military objectives and by 

claiming to stalemate India’s offensive in different sectors, particularly in the 

River corridors,51 where it enjoys superior strategic orientation. 

Such divergent assumptions by two nuclear neighbors which have a long 

history wars and conflict are a dangerous proposition. One assumes that there 

could be no war but other one is actually seeking a war of its own choice though 

for limited objectives. There is no parallel in the history to this kind of situation 

where nuclear adversaries have such diverse assumptions. Cold war rivals made 

assumptions on the capabilities of each other and prepared matching response. 

Moreover, they ensured that they did not militarily engage themselves and fought 

wars through proxies in different regions. Whereas, in South Asia, two nuclear 

adversaries are not only neighbours but have been fighting wars directly with 

other since the partition of British India in 1947. 
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Most analysts believe that, “nuclear crises are repetitive in South Asia 

because their outcomes are not decisive…… Until a process of reconciliation is 

underway, the next crisis always waits in the wings.”52 

 

Nearly all of these disputes have proliferated out of one core dispute of 

J&K, which “remains one of the most enduring and unresolved conflicts of our 

times.”53 

 

Other historians of Indo-Pak relations declare Kashmir conflict as deadly, 

costly, and the most dangerous of all prevailing disputes between the two 

neighbouring nuclear states.54 According to Mitchell model of conflict which was 

basically designed for political and military conflicts, has three key elements; 

situation, behaviour and attitudes that create the conflict.55 Kashmir dispute 

between India and Pakistan fits well on Mitchell’s model for this study in the 

changed paradigm. The situation for the dispute to emerge was created at the 

time of partition of British India. Lord Mountbatten, the last Viceroy of the Raj, 

supposedly pressurized Radcliffe, entrusted with the partition plan, to award the 

Gurdaspur District of Punjab to India, “despite its Muslim majority, since without it 
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India would have been deprived of direct access to the Vale of Kashmir.”56 

Wolpert in his other book writes, “.....and though he never admitted he told 

Radcliffe to change his initial Punjab award, the maps were altered accordingly 

and the award itself kept under Mountbatten’s personal embargo until after his 

August 15 celebrations ended.”57 

 

Likewise the behaviour of the actors of the time remains under scrutiny till 

date. Maharaja Hari Singh’s leaning in favor of India; while J&K’s population was 

predominately Muslim (75% of the state and 90% in Srinagar).58 Nehru’s 

obsession for his birthplace to keep in Indian Union at any cost has since then 

remains a bone of contention between the two states. Similarly the attitude of the 

concerned, mainly Nehru; as he referred the Kashmir case to UN Security 

Council, himself refused to implement any of the arbitration proposal or the UN 

Resolution for a peaceful settlement of the dispute.59 The conflict has had a far 

reaching impact in all spheres of interstate relations between the two neighboring 

states.60 Kashmir dispute sowed the seeds of insecurity in the biological makeup 

of the newly born state of Pakistan. The ‘Accession document’ signed by Raja 
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Hari Singh has never been produced by India,61 and hence the dispute remains 

unresolved even after six decades.  

Theoretical basis of Pakistan’s assumptions are that nuclear countries do 

not fight war directly. Secondly, any military adventure by India against Pakistan 

would be in contrast to deterrence theories that the risk of consequences would 

outweigh the gains that India might be looking at.  

Whereas theoretical basis of India’s assumption are that limited war in 

possible under the nuclear overhang just below the perceived nuclear threshold. 

Secondly, India assumes that international community would intervene to deny 

Pakistan its nuclear card particularly due to its residual conventional military 

potential.  

In worst case scenario, India assumes that if at all Pakistan uses tactical 

nuclear weapons against its advancing troops within Pakistan’s frontiers; it would 

legitimize India’s stated doctrine of massive retaliation after the first use by 

Pakistan on India’s forces. 

The conventional asymmetry and economic disparity complemented with 

growing international support for India, which has an ambition and willing to play 

a dominant role in the region, may embolden India to use indirect means to 

resolve its disputes with Pakistan. India’s growing presence and influence in 

Afghanistan at the behest of the US and its western allies may in future pose a 
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two front-scenario for Pakistan after the 2014 drawdown of US-ISAF troops. Also, 

if India is to counter China in the region as an ally of the west it would first like to 

get Pakistan out of its way as an obstacle or a challenge to its rise as a regional 

power. 

India’s desire to play a more dominant role in the region poses a security-

insecurity dilemma for Pakistan, and may force it to adopt an age-old strategy of 

fueling a low intensity conflict or a sub-conventional episode to break the status 

quo and preempt India’s strategy of attempting a kill through non-kinetic means, 

which could be supplemented by limited physical force at an opportune time, 

under the influence of Pro-active Operations (PAO).  

Such a scenario would be very dangerous to manage, not only by 

Pakistan and India, but for the global community also. The probabilities of an 

outbreak of violent conflict would increase manifold, no matter how limited, 

geographically, or in intensity, would have serious consequences. US may allow 

India to punish Pakistan for its support to Kashmiri freedom fighters, through a 

short, swift but intense fire power. Whereas Pakistan while defending its territorial 

integrity through an active defense or ‘Offensive Defense,’ may find a refuge in 

an early nuclear interface and begin to posture without waiting to be reduced 

militarily before it is too late, and in the bargain such a scenario does not 

preclude the possibility of an accidental use of nuclear weapons, either in 

defense by Pakistan or to deny Pakistan its first use by India. In either case, 

disastrous consequences cannot be ruled out. Therefore, it is extremely 

important that India and Pakistan avoid relying on nuclear deterrence, and 
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seriously consider adopting non-traditional approaches to resolve their 

disputes.62 

Role of the US in Indo-Pak Conflicts & Crises 

India and Pakistan have long held contradictory views on the involvement of 

external players—primarily the United States—in their conflicts. In view of the 

asymmetrical relationship with Pakistan in terms of population, size, economic 

strength and relative military power, India has invariably resisted the role of a 

third party or the United Nations primarily due to the fear of an 

uncertain/unfavorable outcome.63 However, Pakistan has always sought such 

help in the hope that ‘internationalization’ of disputes with India, would contain 

Indian intransigence and contribute to the just resolution of protracted conflicts. 

Notwithstanding India’s aversion to a ‘third party’64 role in its dispute over 

Kashmir, it did not, however, hesitate to seek assistance in formally ending its 

wars with Pakistan, or in the 1990s, preventing the outbreak of yet another full-

fledged conventional war. The 1965 war, for example, ended with a UN Security 

Council-sponsored ceasefire on 23 September 1965 and formalized through 

erstwhile Soviet-brokered ‘Tashkent Agreement’ on 10 January 1966. 
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During 1950s and 1960s, US did manage to initiate direct negotiations 

between India and Pakistan, however the same failed and by the mid-1960s the 

United States virtually gave up on Kashmir. During the cold war era, India’s firm 

embrace of erstwhile USSR prevented development of her satisfactory 

relationship with the United States on security issues. Despite American 

economic and military sanctions on Pakistan in 1979 in an attempt to stem its 

covert nuclear weapons programme, India continued to prefer its relationship 

with USSR over the episodic ties with USA.  

The demise of the former Soviet Union, along with India’s economic 

liberalization in the aftermath of the 1991 economic crisis, began to lead to more 

favorable Indo-American relations. In the late 1990s, high publicity American 

engagement with South Asia took place on nuclear issues. Although the 

reciprocal nuclear tests in May 1998 invited immediate American economic and 

military-related sanctions on both India and Pakistan, however, their respective 

importance in United States foreign policy and events of 9/11 soon diluted the 

effects of those sanctions. 

The post 9/11 security environment changed the perspectives of both 

countries significantly. United States is now actively involved in South Asia—with 

its engagement of Pakistan in the ‘war on terror’ and the development of a 

strategic relationship with India— and, it has a potent military presence in the 

region as well as in the Arabian Sea. The strengthened Indo-American 

relationship since the 1990s enabled greater American leverage with India in 

management of crises in the region. Simultaneously, Pakistan must understand 
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that US involvement is driven by its self-interests which may not always coincide 

with those of former and may result in unexpected outcomes. Avowed plans to 

drawdown notwithstanding, a significant American military presence in South 

Asia can be expected to continue in the foreseeable future, hence greater US 

involvement in the regional affairs. 

At the height of the Kargil conflict, despite suffering human and material 

losses, determined Indian efforts to dislodge a handful of Pakistan’s forces from 

the mountain peaks failed to yield any result. Visibly frenzied and desperate, 

India started hurling threats of horizontal expansion of the conflict and pleaded 

international community to intervene to restrain Pakistan else it may escalate to a 

nuclear conflagration. India, through its deft exterior maneuver to isolate 

Pakistan, succeeded in portraying itself as the aggrieved party deserving 

sympathy of the international community. Therefore, international community led 

by United States urged Pakistan to respect the LoC and withdraw its forces 

across the LoC, while at the same time, urged India to restrain itself from 

crossing the LoC or open another front in the conflict. Notwithstanding Delhi’s 

public statements on not using force across the LoC, the potential for escalation 

into a full-scale conventional war raised fears in the international community of 

the risk of inadvertent nuclear escalation. 

In July 1999, on the request of Pakistani Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif, US 

President Bill Clinton intervened and urged Pakistan’s withdrawal to the LoC for 

any peace deal.  President Clinton was provided with evidence that Pakistan was 
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preparing its nuclear arsenal65 for possible deployment. Pakistani Prime Minister 

Nawaz Sharif under intense American pressure, finally agreed ‘to take concrete 

and immediate steps for the restoration of the LoC’ which was also accepted by 

India and shortly afterwards Pakistani forces were withdrawn to their side of LoC. 

Formal ending of Kargil conflict by USA in India’s favour surprised even Indians 

as it was the first time in fifty years that the United States had sided with India 

against Pakistan ‘openly and firmly.’66 Kargil initiated a period of greater harmony 

between the United States and India which developed into strategic partnership 

in the later years. 

United States involvement in the resolution of Kargil conflict 

notwithstanding, it was Global War on Terror in South Asia and the India-

Pakistan military standoff in December 2001 that brought about a significant 

change in American engagement in South Asia. US war on terror turned Pakistan 

into a frontline state for American critical logistics support and intelligence 

facilities in Afghanistan leading to the deployment of a number of American 

military personnel and equipment in Pakistani military bases. 

The US did not jump in merely on the requests of India and Pakistan for 

crisis management rather it had important interests at stake which ultimately 

helped bring the crisis to an end. Some of the possible US interests in managing 
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the crisis were; possibility of nuclear war, Operation Enduring Freedom,67 and 

critical support from Pakistan.68 

The time tested strategy of carrot and stick comprising a mixture of threats 

and promises of rewards to Pakistan was applied by the US Administration. Due 

to the relative interests the US could leverage its influence on both, India and 

Pakistan for exercising restraint and managing the crisis. For India, the US could 

help put pressure on Pakistan to cease cross-border infiltration of militants into 

IHK; for Pakistan, the US could restrain India from a senseless possible military 

action and resolution of all outstanding disputes including the core issue of 

Kashmir.  

The intense politico-diplomatic efforts of international community led by 

USA could bring the Twin Peaks Crisis to an end. However, in spite of getting a 

good opportunity to address the problem of long-term regional instability, US did 

not show its willingness to mount a comprehensive strategy of regional conflict 

resolution; rather it invested its efforts in mere crisis management. The object of 

crisis management and de-escalation was achieved by US through the adoption 

of a three-pronged approach comprising telephone diplomacy, official 

pronouncements both by White House and State Department, and visits by high 

ranking diplomats to both India and Pakistan in pursuit of their assigned tasks. 

US diplomacy certainly remained at the forefront of efforts directed at escalation 

prevention, escalation control, crisis mitigation and crisis management between 

                                                           
67

Operation Enduring Freedom is the official name used by the U.S. government for the War in 
Afghanistan, under the overall plan to fight Global War on Terror (GWOT).  
68

Pakistan’s support was critical for US operations in Afghanistan and hence it was declared as a 
Major Non-NATO Ally (MNNO).  



243 
 

India and Pakistan. The crisis occurred during the period of transition between 

the Bush and Obama administrations, which compounded the efforts of US 

diplomats to handle it.  

All three—India, Pakistan and the United States—had a strong interest in 

preventing the outbreak of war which created a common interest in de-escalating 

the crisis to the maximum extent possible. 

In as far as crisis resolution and conflict management is concerned there 

is a tendency in both countries to look to a third party to avoid uncontrolled 

escalation. The expected role of the third party as the principal agent for de-

escalation in a nuclear environment, in itself is destabilizing in that it attaches 

expectations that this outsider may be unable to fulfill. Moreover, it leads the 

principal parties to avoid institutionalizing bilateral mechanisms for escalation 

control. An absence of these mechanisms, in turn, makes the third party eager to 

mediate, not only because of its fears of uncontrolled escalation but also 

because of its important interests in the region. 

 

International community particularly the US was more concerned of the 

possible consequences of an all-out war between India and Pakistan than the 

two neighbours themselves. Cold War experience had made US and the West 

more safety minded about the implications of maintaining and deploying the 

nuclear weapons. It is perhaps this reason that the US remains extremely 
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proactive in matters related to nuclear weapons in South Asia. Recalling Gates’s 

mission during the 1990 crisis is a case in point.69 

 

During the Kargil Conflict also, US president Bill Clinton’s personal 

intervention appears to have made the difference. He remained firm in his 

position that US would help only if Pakistan would withdraw to its own side of 

LoC.70 Now the onus of taking that decision rested with PM Sharif who 

desperately wanted US to stop India’s counterattack.  

 

Pakistan’s PM was faced with a dilemma; if he had authorised his army for 

the military action in Kargil, than why was he so desperately trying to stop the 

fighting while his troops were still in possession of most of the posts they had 

occupied in early May. If he had not authorised his army of this operation, then 

why did he need US president’s help because his condition was also an 

unconditional withdrawal; Sharif could have asked his army to do so without 

visiting Washington DC on July 4; US National Day.  If Sharif was to surrender, 

he could have done so on PM Vajpayee’s insistence instead of President 

Clinton’s directives. Perhaps because Sharif knew that in either case, his days 

were numbered. At least on this account, he was correct. PM Sharif was the net 

loser at the Blair House meeting with President Clinton. US succeeded in its 

coercive diplomacy to which PM Sharif was probably taking as help and 
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intervention to defuse tension, and avoid escalation of conflict into a full scale 

conventional war leading to a possible exchange of nuclear weapons. 

US President Clinton’s firmness on his stand forced Pakistan’s Prime 

Minister to withdraw from Kargil heights. In fact President Clinton had laid this 

condition for the cease fire to come into effect only after Pakistan accepted to 

withdraw unconditionally.71 Therefore, US played a significant role in achieving a 

ceasefire between India and Pakistani forces rather than preventing an 

escalation of the conflict into a full scale war between the nuclear armed 

neighbours. However, India always willfully accepts US intervention, mediation 

during crisis and conflicts, but not during peacetime to resolve the outstanding 

disputes including the core issue of J&K. 

 

Conclusion 

To conclude, research finds that nuclear deterrence well supported by active US 

involvement has played a decisive role in managing the crises between India and 

Pakistan. However, the same combination has failed to resolve any of the 

protracted conflicts between the nuclear neighbours. Rather, two have continued 

to take their rivalries to newer heights in terms of developing more lethal 

weapons and more aggressive doctrines and strategies as moves and 

countermoves, thus making the environment extremely uncertain as well 

unpredictable.  
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Analyzing the situation, this author calls to review the relationship between 

India and Pakistan under a new paradigm which is dominated by voluntary 

concessions, reciprocation, and accommodation for regional stability and 

progress. Asking for such an outcome from an offensive realist state, which is 

balanced by its opponent with nuclear weapons is not only difficult but also 

sounds very simplistic. But, there is an opportunity in difficulty as Sun Tzu had 

said so many centuries ago, and therefore, this author is of the view that no 

matter what a way forward must be made may be through small voluntary 

concessions, perhaps as were seen during Musharraf era. 

 

Therefore, there is a need to revise the sense of deterrence for South 

Asian adversaries with a focus on the deterrent value instead of the cost and 

benefit of the consequences. The new definition of deterrence should have zero-

tolerance towards the acts of violence by any of the state against the other. This 

would be in contrast to existing concept where the nuclear deterrence has 

permitted limited peripheral conflicts if no vital interests are threatened. In order 

to achieve zero-tolerance against hostilities, both nations would have to clearly 

enunciate their nuclear doctrines, and nuclear strategies. They would have to 

plan, develop and adopt postures that would clearly enunciate their intent of 

zero-tolerance towards any hostility against one’s vital and most important 

interests. 
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Chapter Eight 

Application of the ‘Possibility-Probability’ (P2) Model 

Introduction 

In the previous chapters, nearly all the major disputes and irritants between India 

and Pakistan were reviewed and analyzed. This chapter aims to apply the 

findings of those analyses on the P2 model to determine whether the outcome 

could have been avoided through careful calculations of the probabilities of those 

events in the past. This would ultimately help in ascertaining the efficacies of P2 

model for short to medium term scenarios in future to avoid recurrence of those 

events in context to relations between India and Pakistan.  

 With the benefits of empirical studies and experts’ opinions, three events 

of extreme importance, The Kargil Conflict-1999, The Siachen Conflict: 1984- 

todate, Operation Gibraltar- August 1965, which have had damaging impacts on 

the already strained relationship between India and Pakistan, have been selected 

for the purpose. Findings and analyses of previous chapters are summarized for 

subsequent assessment on the scale of probabilities. Beginning with latest 

military encounter, Table 8.1 presents the summary of Kargil conflict.  

 

 

 

 

 



248 
 

The Kargil Conflict-1999 

 India Pakistan 
Possibility of 

Avoidance 

Probability 
of 

Occurrence 
(at the time) 

Situation 

Nuclear tests 
May 1998,  
PM Vajpayee’s 
Bus Diplomacy 
visit of Lahore  

Reactive 
Nuclear tests, 
Cordial 
response to 
Bus Diplomacy 
 

Avoidable: PM 
Sharif should 
have said ‘NO’ 
to military 
intrusion  

Low, due to 
ongoing 
diplomatic 
overtures; 
both sides 

Attitude 
(Ldrs) 

PM Vajpayee 
firm and 
assertive 
PM  
 

Sharif 
defensive and  
confused, 
General 
Musharraf 
defiant  

Avoidable: PM 
Sharif proved 
ineffective 

High, Civ-mil 
in Pakistan  
not on the 
same page, 
military tried 
to de-freeze 
Kashmir issue 

Behaviour 
(State) 

India reacted 
strongly 
 

Pakistan 
initially in denial 
mode, 
subsequently 
nervous under 
US pressure 

Avoidable: 
Sharif 
government’s 
failure 

Complete lack 
of 
coordination 
between civ-
mil in 
Pakistan 

DM Model 

India- Rational 
Actor Model 
(RAM) 
 

Pakistan-
Governmental 
Policy Model 
(GPM) 

Avoidable: if 
RAM followed 
by Pakistan 

High, due to 
inconsistency 
in Pakistan 

Lead Actor 
Civil-Military 
 

Military-Civil 

Avoidable: 
Civilian 
leadership to 
declare war 

High, due to 
bottom up 
approach by 
Pakistan 

Policy 

Post nuclear-
Civil-
Aggressive 
Military-
Provocative 
 

Pre and Post 
nuclear, Civil-
Cooperative 
Military-
Aggressive 

Proactive 
cooperation 
was needed 
by both due to 
nuclear 
equation 

High, due 
incoherence 
in civil-mil 
thought 
process in 
Pakistan 

Strategy 
Offensive 
Defence 

Sub 
conventional 

Strategic 
Restraint was 
needed 

High, due to 
divergent 
thoughts  

Table - 8.11 
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the study.  
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The Siachen Conflict: 1984-todate 

 India Pakistan 
Possibility of 

Avoidance 

Probability of 
Occurrence 
(at the time) 

Situation 

1971 victory, 
1974 PNE, saw 
an opportunity 
to occupy the 
undemarcated 
glacier 

Military rule 
since 1977,  lot 
of effort 
committed in 
Afghan war 
since early 
1980s 
 

Avoidable, 
India took an 
unwarranted 
initiative 

Low, because 
of in- 
hospitability of 
the area 
Offensive 
realism took 
the lead 

Attitude 
(Ldrs) 

Military took the 
initiative with 
approval from 
PM Indira 
Gandhi  
(Operation 
Meghdoot) 
 

President Zia 
defensive and 
in denial mode 

Avoidable, 
because PM 
Gandhi, 
overly 
aggressive 
and President 
Zia, 
submissive 

High, when 
leadership of 
an offensive 
realist state 
behaves in 
aggressive 
manner 

Behaviour 
(State) 

Emboldened 
after 1971 war 
and PNE 1974 
 

Did not show 
much concern 
initially and 
then reacted to 
respond 

Same as 
above 

High, because 
all Indian 
establishments 
were behaving 
aggressively  

DM Model 
India- Rational 
Actor Model 
(RAM) 

Pakistan-
Governmental 
Policy Model 
(GPM) 

Offensive 
realism 
dominant 

High, India 
consistent and 
riding high 

Lead Actor 
Military initiated, 
civil approved 
 

Military rule 
Offensive 
realism 
dominant 

High if 
Expansionism 
dominant 

Policy Aggressive Defensive 

Avoidable, 
because it 
was 
deliberately 
done by India 

High, because 
the offensive 
realist state 
saw an 
opportunity 

Strategy 
Offensive 
Occupation 

Reactive 
Defense 

Avoidable, if 
cooperation 
was preferred 

Offensive 
realist state 
aimed at 
extending its 
influence 

 

Table - 8.2 
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Operation Gibraltar- August 1965 

 India Pakistan 
Possibility 

of 
Avoidance 

Probability of 
Occurrence 
(at the time) 

Situation 

India had 
suffered in 
Border war in 
1962 against 
China. 
 

Pakistan did 
better in Rann 
of Kutch April 
1965 

Avoidable, 
Pakistan took  
unwarranted 
initiative 

High, Pakistan 
wanted to de-
freeze the 
Kashmir issue 

Attitude 
(Ldrs) 

New 
leadership in 
India, PM 
Shastri, 
perceived as 
submissive 
and not very 
strong 
 

Pakistan under 
FM Ayub with 
strong and 
dominating FM 
Bhutto 

Avoidable, 
because 
India was not 
interested in 
war, and had 
accepted 
arbitration in 
RoK conflict 

High, due to 
Pakistan 
leadership’s 
wrong 
assumptions 
and 
overconfidence 

Behaviour 
(State) 

India defiant 
and resolute 

Pakistan 
confident after 
RoK 
 

Avoidable, 
Maintaining 
the low key 
before 
Pakistan 
intruded 

High, due to 
Pakistan’s 
wrong 
assumptions,  
assessment 
about India’s 
reaction, Poor 
assessment of 
Kashmiri 
support 

DM Model 

India- Rational 
Actor Model 
(RAM) 
 

Pakistan-
Governmental 
Policy Model 
(GPM) 

Avoidable, 
because 
India was 
rational 

High, because 
Pakistani 
leaders were 
extremely 
inconsistent   

Lead Actor Civil-Military  Civil-Military Avoidable 
High, due to 
active disputes 

Policy 
Reconciliatory 
before Op. 

Aggressive 
Avoidable 
through 
dialogue 

High, after 
RoK limited 
victory 

Strategy 
Offensive 
Defense 
 

Sub 
conventional 

Avoidable 
through 
prudence 

High, wrong 
assessment of 
adversary 

 

Table - 8.3 
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 The summaries of three important events which had impacted adversely 

the relations between India and Pakistan demonstrate that all of these conflicts 

and wars were unnecessary and avoidable. On each occasion, both India and 

Pakistan failed to see the possibilities of such events and hence did not have a 

clear policy on the subject. Likewise, the probabilities of such events were never 

calculated and therefore respective strategies did not exist, and both remained 

reactive to each other’s moves. Operation Gibraltar was followed by seventeen 

days of all-out war, Siachen conflict is continuing till-date, and Kargil conflict 

nearly led to first war under the nuclear overhang. 

 The analyses of India-Pakistan relations on the canvass of wars and 

conflicts, given in the previous chapters and summarized above have led this 

research to propose a conflict resolution mechanism, based on volunteerism as 

its core precept. The proposed mechanism may appear simplistic, but is aimed at 

emphasizing at making a beginning under a changed paradigm. This would be 

followed by a suggested way forward on each of the protracted conflicts in the 

next chapter.   

Mutually Agreeable Voluntary Actions (MAVA) 

The research observes that failing to adopt conflict resolution approach, people 

of the subcontinent would be living at the mercy of some decision makers who 

might adopt a kinetic approach to resolve the disputes. Hence, putting 1.3 billion 

people at risk of a possible nuclear exchange, because, “war between nuclear 
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powers has to be planned on the assumption that it is likely to be nuclear war.”2 

No matter how low its probability is, its possibility exists, and hence the possibility 

of peace would remain elusive. 

However, it is difficult to achieve, perhaps because of mutual distrust, 

hatred and suspicion among the two governments, as well the people of two 

countries. As former Indian Prime Minister IK Gujral puts it, “the common factor is 

the willingness of the main actors of the conflict to limit and resolve it. In other 

words, bilateral readiness to resolve conflict is an essential factor for conflict 

resolution.”3 

Therefore, in order to increase the probabilities of peaceful settlement of 

the existing disputes, the possibility of a military confrontation would have to be 

marginalized; for which Pakistan and India would have to enter into a new 

paradigm of CBMs, to be referred as MAVA; proposed by this research. When 

the two countries have decided that cooperation should gain primacy over the 

conflict, and only then the process would have a solid foundation. As regard to 

voluntarism, it gets an inspiration from Robert Osgood’s ‘Graduated 

Reciprocation in Tension-reduction’ [GRIT] strategy.4 At the height of Cold 

War tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union, Osgood 

formulated a new approach to international relations called GRIT, which was first 

articulated in a paper titled, "Reciprocal Initiative," and developed at greater 

                                                           
2
Henry A Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy (New York: Harper & Brothers 1957), 

199. 
3
I.K. Gujral, “South Asia-Co-existence of Conflict and Cooperation,” South Asian Survey 3, no. 1 

& 2 (New Delhi 1996), 255. 
4
Robert Osgood, An Alternative To War Or Surrender (Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 

Urbana 1962), 31. 
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length in his seminal book, An Alternative To War Or Surrender, both published 

in 1962. Osgood hoped to be able to reverse the nuclear arms race through a 

series of carefully calibrated, reciprocal steps which would gradually foster 

greater trust between the two superpowers.  

The spirit behind MAVA is to resolve the conflicts through a series of 

voluntary actions on which mutual agreement could be reached. Here the mutual 

agreement is of essential importance for the ‘Constructivist Approach’ would be 

needed.  First and the foremost step in the conflict resolution under the proposed 

MAVA is the mutual acceptance of the issue as problematic, and then the resolve 

to face it squarely before it assumes a dangerous state due to the presence of 

nuclear weapons.  

Next step would be to accept the ground reality that these disputes could 

only be resolved through dialogue and voluntary concessions. The two states 

need to determine for once that these issues must be resolved for the betterment 

and wellbeing of the people; otherwise negotiations are out of the fear of the 

outbreak of another violent conflict as has been the case in the past. Mutual 

agreement over the process of resolving the disputes is the stepping stone. This 

could only be possible if the two states have concluded that they cannot afford a 

war under the nuclear overhang. However, it appears that it is not so between 

India and Pakistan, at least at this moment, when the talks are suspended, and 

intense cross-LoC exchange of fire has become a routine. Therefore, the 

possibility of conflict transforming into violent clashes remain highly probable as 
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the asymmetry increases, because between the two nuclear nations, “it is no 

longer possible to impose unconditional surrender at an acceptable cost.”5 

Kissinger contends that, 

War between nuclear powers has to be planned on the assumption that it 
likely to be a nuclear war… The degree of certainty moreover, must be 
almost foolproof; a slight probability will not be sufficient, for the attacker 
is taking not his chances of victory, but his national survival.6 

 

The research argues that superiority in conventional asymmetry, 

enhanced international stature complemented by economic disparities by 2020-

22, may embolden India to coerce Pakistan politically to accept its conditions of 

peace and stability in the region.  India would have a strong international support 

for its stated stance on terrorism to coerce Pakistan to abandon its policies on 

Kashmir, Siachen, Sir Creek, without actually using force. The argument is based 

on the Nehruvian thoughts developed over the years amongst the Indian politico-

military hierarchy towards Pakistan, perhaps because of Nehru’s own thoughts 

as reflected in the letter to Kashmiri leader Shaikh Abdullah on August 25, 1952. 

We are superior to Pakistan in military and industrial power. But that 
superiority is not so great to produce results in war or by fear of war. 
Therefore, our national interest demands that we should adopt a peaceful 
policy towards Pakistan, and at the same time, add to our strength. 
Strength ultimately comes not from the armed forces but the industrial 
and economic background behind them. As we grow in strength, as we 
are likely to do so, Pakistan will feel less and less inclined to threaten or 
harass us, and a time will come when, through sheer force of 

                                                           
5
Henry A. Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy (New York: Harper& Brothers, 1957), 

96. 
6
Ibid., 199. 
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circumstances, it will be in a mood to accept a settlement that we 

consider fair, whether in Kashmir or elsewhere.
7 

 

However, once it is decided that dispute resolution is to be undertaken 

through voluntary concessions or ‘Give and Take,’ only then a meaningful 

dialogue can begin. For the purpose of generating an academic discussion, this 

author assumes that two sides may agree on this formula, though analysis of the 

relationship suggests that it is highly improbable. But, remembering Sun Tzu’s 

argument of finding an opportunity in difficulty, this research has crafted a few 

short to medium term possible scenarios with varying probabilities. These short 

to medium term scenarios are based on the current state of affairs and policies 

adopted by respective states, as analyzed during the research.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
7
A G Noorani, “The India-Pakistan Summit,” Frontline 18 (July 21 – August 03, 2001). Accessed 

November 30, 2012. url: www.frontlineonnet.com/fl1815/181850730.htm. 

http://www.frontlineonnet.com/fl1815/181850730.htm
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India-Pakistan Relations: Possible Scenarios with varying probabilities 

  

Scenario 

 

Possible 

Policy (India) 

 

Possible Policy 

(Pakistan) 

 
Scale of 

Probability 

 

A 

 

Status quo on all 

disputes (No War- 

No Peace) 

 

Strategic 

Pendency 

 

Offer Talks, 

Insist on CBMs 

 

Most 

Probable 

 

B 

Limited Duration War 

(Conventional) 

Crafting space 

for a limited 

war;  punish 

Pakistan for its 

doings 

Conventional 

Response with 

early nuclear 

interface 

Medium 

Probability, 

but 

dangerous 

 

C 

LIC, NSA Attack 

leading to Conflict, 

Crisis 

Never again 

(Kargil or 

Mumbai) 

Let’s not put 

Kashmir on the 

backburner  

Highly 

Probable, 

and most 

dangerous 

 

D 

 

Peace and Stability 

(All is well) 

Regional Trade 

Integration 

Freeze Disputes, 

Reconcile, 

Bargaining 

Least 

Probable 

 

Table – 8.4 
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The research led this author to develop these possible scenarios in 

context to the evolving complexities in the already strained relationship of India 

and Pakistan, by deploying the P2 model.8 As suggested earlier, P2 model may 

help the scholars to look into the future and help leaderships of the two nuclear 

neighbours to formulate their policies and strategies to avoid confrontation and 

embrace cooperation. 

Realists’ view suggests that an offensive realist state is less likely to 

concede toward the relatively smaller defensive realist state. Hence, keeping the 

possibility of anything happening in international relations, constant; the study 

has mainly focused on four probable scenarios in the short to medium term, 

which may materialize as an outcome of evolving India-Pakistan relationship. 

The probabilities of these scenarios materializing would vary with changes in 

environment (Domestic, Regional and International), leadership (India, Pakistan, 

UN, US and other major international players), public opinion (India, Pakistan, 

Kashmir and the western world), and extraordinary happenings (natural 

calamities, international or regional shock events such as 9/11).   

Scenario-A. “No War-No Peace” (Most Probable) 

The author’s contention is based on the findings of this research, which illustrates 

that India, an offensive realist state, is least likely to concede on its stated 

stances on any of the territorial disputes toward Pakistan. The defensive realist, 

Pakistan is also least likely to achieve its objectives by violent means (a repeat of 

                                                           
8
This was only possible after discussions with academics, practitioners and supervisors. 
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Kargil) to compel a larger adversary to concede its demands. Moreover, study 

finds that status quo suits India, which has much larger conventional armed 

forces, fast growing economy, and widely accepted international stature vis a vis 

Pakistan. It is expected that India would continue, as in the past, to manage the 

conflict through the policy of strategic pendency, and keep Pakistan in an 

extremely dangerous9 arms race, which is neither safe nor affordable for 

Pakistan. 

The offensive realist state, India is unlikely to concede to Pakistan’s 

demands for the resolution of any of the disputes, including the so called 

‘doables.’ For instance, India is not likely to agree on third party facilitation, either 

on Kashmir, Siachen or Sir Creek. Likewise, it is highly unlikely that India would 

voluntarily offer any concession to Pakistan and agree to climb down to resolve 

these disputes other than on its own prescription. 

While such a scenario is neither in favour of Pakistan, nor the people of 

Kashmir who would in the meantime continue to suffer Indian atrocities, it 

appears widely acceptable by other regional and international players, who are 

averse to any change in status quo through violent means. Though major 

international players are supportive of dialogue process between India-Pakistan, 

none is willing to arbitrate or facilitate on any of the active disputes, primarily due 

to India’s refusal to accept any third party role in its matters with Pakistan. 

Although India willfully accepted such arbitration and facilitations from any of the 

                                                           
9
Dangerous-because, Pakistan intends to counter India’s fast modernizing conventional forces 

with its own strategic forces of varying configurations.  
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major international players in the past; World Bank on water issues, former 

Soviet Union after 1965 war, UK’s role in Rann of Kutch tribunal, and US role in 

all conflicts and crises since the introduction of nuclear factor in the region.  

Pakistan appears to be the net loser in the status quo or the non-

resolution of disputes with India. Perhaps, because it has to continue investing 

heavily on its conventional as well as nearly non-useable strategic arsenal, so as 

to ensure its survival against an offensive realist state as its adversary. It is 

necessary to reiterate that India, in the past played an active role in Pakistan’s 

dismemberment and creation of Bangladesh in 1971.  

Scenario-B. “Limited Duration Conventional War” (Medium Probable but 

Dangerous) 

India and Pakistan have had limited conventional wars before also and therefore 

until the disputes which led to these limited wars are resolved, recurrence of such 

conflicts, skirmishes and crises cannot be ruled out. Kashmir war of 1948, Rann 

of Kutch skirmishes of April 1965, ongoing Siachen conflict since 1983, and the 

Kargil conflict of 1999, to mention the few. And as highlighted during the course 

of the study, none of the disputes have been resolved, but the protracted 

conflicts have proliferated adding to the bitterness in the relationship.  

Such a war would perhaps be initiated by India, seeing the space for a 

short, swift, but intense war to punish Pakistan for its support to Kashmiri 

freedom struggle. Though the probability is not very high, but if initiated by India, 

its aim would be cut Pakistan to size and cause maximum destruction to 
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Pakistan’s armed forces, staying below the nuclear threshold within the available 

time. However, Pakistan’s response could include an early interface of nuclear 

card, instead of waiting to be reduced to size, and therefore this could be a 

dangerous doing by India.  

Scenario-C. “Low Intensity Conflict (LIC), NSA Attack leading to Conflict, Crisis” 

(Highly Probable and Most Dangerous) 

This author considers the present scenario to be most probable as well most 

dangerous. Highly probable because a repeat of Kargil or Mumbai has not been 

ruled out by India’s leadership and think tanks. Most dangerous because India’s 

response is likely to be through proactive strategy based on Cold Start Doctrine. 

India may retaliate through hot pursuit, punitive strikes inside Pakistan territory 

against alleged terrorists’ camps, warranting a response from Pakistan. 

Pakistan’s reply could expand the conflict thus creating a situation which may 

become out of control. However, this would largely depend on the intensity of the 

attacks by NSAs and India’s retaliation. Most worrying thing for Pakistan would 

be a stage-managed attack by India on a sensitive target inside India and India’s 

retaliation without a proper investigation, before launching the strikes.  

Scenario-D.  “Peace and Stability” (Highly Desirable but Least Probable) 

While the study considers status quo as the most likely scenario in the short to 

medium term between India and Pakistan, peace and stability appears to be the 

least likely, unfortunately though. Nothing is impossible in the nations’ 

relationships but if the two arch rivals remain committed to their stated stances 
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on the active disputes, it is highly unlikely that peace and stability would prevail in 

the region. However, there lies an opportunity in difficulty. If the two states agree 

to shun the politics of confrontation, serious negotiations can be started under 

MAVA and a way out can be found. This author asserts that there is no dispute 

between states which cannot be resolved if the stakeholders are determined and 

have the will to do that.  

Conclusion 

To conclude this chapter, it is reiterated that to make peace possible, both 

India and Pakistan would have to minimize the probabilities of conflict, crisis, 

military engagement and hostilities. However, in order to do that the root cause of 

fear of conflict, suspicion, distrust would have to be removed gradually, so that 

the disputes could be amicably resolved. Until then overdependence on the 

nuclear deterrence alone for safeguarding the territorial integrity and sovereignty 

is extremely dangerous because they are non-useable weapons and would yield 

no result.   

Evidently, the leadership of both India and Pakistan do not consider the 

possibility of an armed conflict, and hence do not evaluate the probabilities of 

such events. Both are overly depending on the efficacy of nuclear deterrence and 

continue to prepare themselves with utmost preparation in all fields. 

Modernization of armed forces, development of newer nuclear weapons, and 

missiles, acquisition of second strike capability, formulation of new doctrines and 
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strategies is all a preparatory agenda for a possible showdown, without actually 

making any effort to eliminate the irritants.  

Whereas the probability of an all-out conventional war between India and 

Pakistan under the nuclear overhang is low, its presence by any degree would 

make the possibility of peace in the region less likely.  Unless Pakistan and India 

realize the consequences of an unthinkable nuclear war, the probability of an 

enduring peace would remain distant. India and Pakistan in last 66 years have 

fought a number of wars, and been through numerous crises, and perhaps 

remain prepared for another round to resolve their disputes. It appears that both 

India and Pakistan do not realize that the paradigm has changed, and conflict 

has transformed and something different would have to be done to remove the 

uncertainty as well the unpredictability in the prevalent environment.  
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Chapter Nine 

Fear Wars and Near Peace: The Way Forward 

Introduction 

Having analyzed the findings and possible future scenarios in context to relations 

between India and Pakistan, this chapter once again lays emphasis on gravity of 

the situation and suggests a way forward to increase the probabilities of a 

durable peace in the region.  

 Based on Sun Tzu’s precepts that, "When the army engages in protracted 

campaigns the resources of the state will not suffice….There has never been a 

protracted war from which a country has benefited."1 Sun Tzu’s rule applies on 

both India and Pakistan, but perhaps more on Pakistan because it is engaged on 

two fronts for a long time and remains the weaker of the two.  

 Fundamentally, asymmetry invites aggressive behavior, particularly on the 

part of an offensive realist state. Though nuclear parity attempts to neutralize the 

conventional asymmetry and prevents an all-out war due to impending 

consequences, Low Intensity Conflict (LIC), and a limited war in the disputed 

territory is possible under the nuclear overhang. However, nuclear deterrence if 

stable would prevent its spread or escalation but the same cannot be ensured 

during periods of crisis and instability. Therefore, this research finds that there 

are two plausible options under the broad framework for both India and Pakistan. 

                                                           
1
Sun Tzu, The Art of War, Tr. Samuel B. Griffith (Oxford University Press, 1963), 73. Accessed 

November 27, 2014. url: http://www.hjkeen.net/halqn/sun_tzu.htm.  

http://www.hjkeen.net/halqn/sun_tzu.htm
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1. Conflict management through deterrence or war avoidance; 

2. Conflict resolution through MAVA, bargaining for an enduring peace, 

and progress of the region. 

This research finds that India, the offensive realist state, prefers the first 

option to wait for an opportune time to undermine Pakistan’s deterrent capability 

to achieve concessions on its demands for the resolution of disputes. Whereas, 

Pakistan, a defensive realist state endeavours for the second option because it 

can neither engage itself in an arms race with India, nor can it forgo its claims on 

the ideological or territorial disputes with its archrival. 

This author subscribes, to some extent, the view that nuclear factor has 

eliminated the chances of conflict resolution and this enduring rivalry will extend 

for an indefinite period. Saira Khan argues that: 

In the past war tended to be the ultimate instrument employed by states 
to bring an end to conflicts. As war no longer remains a tool for the 
termination of protracted conflict in a nuclear environment, other 
mechanisms must be used. Means such as peace initiatives and 
diplomatic negotiations can be effective only if the conflict is not in crisis. 
Unfortunately, the deterrent effect of nuclear weapons creates a no-war 
situation, but heated crises and low-medium-intensity violence continue 
and often become more common due to the low probability of escalation 
to war. Given frequent crises and continuing low-medium-intensity 
violence – a protracted conflict changes its nature in such a way that it 
may remain alive indefinitely.2 

 

However, this is where the scholarship stops short of creating fear of wars 

and conflicts into hearts and minds of the people of India and Pakistan, who can 

                                                           
2
Saira Khan, Nuclear Weapons and Conflict Transformation: A case of India-Pakistan (New York: 

Routledge, 2009), 2. 
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force their respective leadership to make peace with each other. In the western 

world this public opinion was an overriding factor of war avoidance, as has been 

pointed out by Lawrence S. Wittner: 

An alternative explanation for nuclear restraint is that public opposition to 
nuclear war has caused government officials to step back from the 
brink.  After all, peace groups have agitated vigorously against nuclear 
war and opinion polls over the years have shown that the public has 
viewed nuclear war with revulsion—two factors that government leaders 
have viewed with alarm.  In addition, there is substantial evidence that 
underscores the decisive role of public pressure.3 

 

However, in this part of the part of the world, unfortunately though, public 

opinion on matters related to foreign policy or inter-state relations hardly gets any 

weight. Therefore, the other viable option left is involve the other world powers 

who matter and may be able to influence the warring parties in some way. The 

same had been extremely useful in the past also. Thomas is also of the same 

view: 

Among others, the primary policy recommendation of this study is that 
major powers need to create a propitious environment for states to 
terminate their intractable conflict. The transformed India-Pakistan 
protracted conflict could be terminated with the help of a facilitator, a third 
party; without this help, a congenial environment for conflict resolution 
may never be created by the two states in their frequent crisis-prone 
confrontations.4 

 

                                                           
3
Lawrence S. Wittner, Confronting the Bomb: A Short History of the World Disarmament 

Movement (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2014). Accessed March 8, 2014.  
url: http://hnn.us/article/97229. 
4
See Thomas, “Exploring Psychology: Conflict and Peacemaking,” accessed January 30, 

2013.http://www.mhhe.com/cls/psy/ch15/conflict.mhtml. 
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Though, this recommendation is certainly very practical, but given the 

stand that India has adopted of denying third party involvement in the resolution 

of any of the protracted dispute, makes it extremely hard to come by. 

Paradoxically, India accepts arbitration, and felicitation by other parties on issues 

in which it considers beneficial for itself. For instance, India accepted World Bank 

arbitration in water sharing accord in 1960, Soviet facilitation in post 1965 war 

Tashkent Declaration, post Rann of Kutch engagement through British brokered 

arbitration decided in 1968, and in recent times, US President Clinton’s active 

involvement in the resolution of Kargil conflict. This strategic dichotomy by India 

in its affairs on disputes with Pakistan has been amply highlighted in the study, 

particularly through the lens of structural realism.  

Going back to Sun Tzu’s golden principles about making peace in a 

conflictual environment because there lays an opportunity in difficulty. Thomas 

Huyuh explains Sun Tzu in following words, “Prevent conflicts before they arise; 

peacefully and quickly resolve conflicts when they do arise; Convert potential 

enemies into friends.”5 In the India-Pakistan context, two states have passed all 

of these stages, however, there lays an opportunity in difficulty. Certainly, the 

people of the subcontinent in general and Kashmir in particular would wish for 

Kenneth Boulding’s ‘Stable Peace’ in their environment. He describes this as 

                                                           
5
Thomas Huyuh, “The Art of War-Spirituality for Conflict: Annotated and Explained” (Vermont: 

Sky Light Paths Publishing, 2008). Accessed March 24, 2014.  
url: http://www.amazon.com/The-Art-War-Spirituality-Conflict/dp/1594732442. 
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“situation when two parties do not even consider war to be an option, no matter 

what conflict occurs between them.”6 

This concept can only be realized if the two adversaries fear the horrors of 

war and consider peace to be only option for the sake of their people. After all, in 

case of Kargil also, both India and Pakistan came to reconcile only when, 

US showed both Pakistan and India the kinds of casualties a limited 
nuclear exchange might produce… and Clinton put pressure on 
Sharif to withdraw that the threat of escalation at Kargil was 
defused.7 

 

In fact, this false belief, “that war is impossible because of MAD may lead 

some decision makers to take risks and play chicken games and give rise to the 

stability-instability paradox.”8 

The inability of either India or Pakistan to impose their preferred position 
has meant that they have become long-term rivals, where Pakistan, as 
the weaker revisionist state, will not give in and/or try to become stronger 
in order to change the status quo. In such cases, the weaker revisionist 
state tends to follow the kind of power politics strategies suggested by 
realist culture, which simply increase the probability of war.9 

 

This author’s argument of India-Pakistan conflict management mechanism 

being dangerous is well augmented by Raghavan’s assertions: 

The combination of escalating conflict in Jammu and Kashmir, the belief 
in Pakistan that nuclear weapons have constrained Indian response 
options, and the belief in India that a limited war against Pakistan can be 

                                                           
6
See Kenneth Boulding, Stable Peace (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1978).  

7
Vasquez and Leskien in Vasquez, 76.  

8
Ibid. 

9
Ibid., 68. 
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fought and won despite the presence of nuclear weapons, is, to say the 
least, a potentially dangerous condition.10 

 

Baya Harrison is also of the same view: 

The dispute over the status of Jammu and Kashmir remains unresolved. 
It is not entirely impossible-nor is it even difficult-to imagine a future 
situation that would bring India and Pakistan to blows once again. The 
mere possession of nuclear weapons by both sides has raised the stakes 
of every potential conflict. Every dispute, every impasse, and every 
provocation now carries the threat of escalation toward a devastating 
nuclear exchange. In the nuclear age, the slightest risk of another conflict 
is reason enough to be gravely concerned by the nuclearization of South 
Asia.11 

 

According to Ali Ahmed also: 

The fact is that India, believing that Pakistan exploited the nuclearization 
of May 1998 more proactively, has drawn a page from Pakistan’s book. At 
the conventional level, imitating Pakistan’s observation of space for 
conventional operations below the nuclear threshold, it has gone in for a 
proactive and offensive conventional doctrine. At the nuclear level, it has 
attempted to increase this space by assuring ‘massive’ punitive retaliation 
in case of Pakistani first use, even if provoked by India’s conventional 
pincers.12 

 

This pessimism of academics is not without reason. The rhetorical 

statements from both sides continue to create stir in the already strained 

relations between India and Pakistan. For instance, at the height of LoC cross 

firing tension and gun battle in J&K’s Arnia sector in November-December 2014, 
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a senior minister of Prime Minister Modi’s government said, “I do not hesitate in 

saying Pakistani state actors have a role in destabilizing India.”13 Adding further 

to this very aggressive statement by the minister, India Air Force Chief said, 

“Pakistan was the fountainhead of terrorism, encouraging terrorist activities 

despite being part of the global war on terror.”14 Raha further stated that, “Our 

aim is not to occupy but deter our enemy from waging war against us with 

striking capability to penetrate into the enemy’s territory with airpower and 

expose the vulnerability of the adversary.”15 

An analysis to these statements reiterates this author’s assertion that India 

is not interested in any kind of serious negotiations on resolving any of the 

protracted conflicts, at least for the time being. Raha’s statement further 

reinforces this research’s findings that India’s armed forces are not ruling out a 

short, swift and destructive conventional war led by IAF, which would certainly 

trigger an early nuclear interface by Pakistan.  For the purpose, India once 

reiterated that: 

As a responsible nuclear power India has a policy of credible minimum 
deterrence based on a No First Use posture and non-use of nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear weapon states…..We are prepared to convert these into 
bilateral or multilateral legally binding arrangement.16 
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Only two days after Indian Home Minister and IAF chief’s statement, 

Pakistan’s Sartaj Aziz, Advisor to Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif on Foreign Affairs 

and National Security, responded by saying that, “Pakistan does not expect any 

breakthrough on resumption of bilateral dialogue with India while the Modi-

administration in-charge of affairs.”17 This environment is extremely adverse to 

any process like MAVA. However, as Sun Tzu has said about opportunity in 

difficulty, therefore efforts must be made to carve out a space for reconciliation 

and cooperation, certainly because the consequences of non-resolution of 

disputes between India and Pakistan could be extremely dangerous.  

The development of LYWs by Pakistan to cater for the deficiencies in the 

conventional arms has, in fact led many to worry about the future wars between 

India and Pakistan, no matter how limited it is. Ali is of the view that, “Even if a 

deterrence-gimmick for the moment, when the balloon goes up, it would be 

hazardous to be dismissive of their presence as the situation would then be 

qualitatively different.”18 Even twelve years after Kargil, then Indian Army Chief 

General VP Malik thinks that, “Pakistan Army has not given up this agenda of 

proxy war. As long as proxy war goes on you cannot say that there won’t be 

another Kargil-type of war.”19 

The opposite view is aptly presented by Zafar Khan. He writes that, 
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On the one hand, India enhances its ability to fight a limited war in the 
presence of nuclear weapons. On the other hand it decreases the 
applicability of other means of conflict resolution. Can India wage a 
limited war without compelling Pakistan to use its nuclear weapons, given 
Pakistan’s option of first use?20 

 

Kissinger has categorically stated that, “the degree of certainty, moreover, 

must be almost foolproof: a slight probability will not be sufficient, for the attacker 

is not just staking his chances of victory, but his national survival.”21 

Analysis of Kissinger’s assertions are in line with this author’s findings that 

the defensive realist, Pakistan would not hesitate to interface nuclear weapons 

early enough to ensure not only its survival but also avoid massive destruction of 

its armed forces in any eventuality. Both India and Pakistan are overly relying on 

mutual deterrence due to presence of nuclear weapons and thus only managing 

their strained relationship, instead of attempting to resolve their disputes.  

Unfortunately, the scholarship is losing hope in seeing India-Pakistan 

serious in their effort in resolving any of their protracted conflict, and the agenda 

points continue to get added with the passage of time. As Zafar Khan puts it, 

“The acquisition of nuclear weapons can be used to manage conflicts through 

deterrence. That this does not, however, resolve the conflict,”22 in fact supports 

this study. 

                                                           
20

Zafar Khan, “Cold Start Doctrine: The Conventional Challenge to South Asian Stability,” 
London: Routledge, Contemporary Security Policy (November 2012): 4. 
21

Henry A Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1957), 
97. 
22

Saira Khan, Nuclear Weapons and Conflict Transformation: A case of India-Pakistan (New 
York: Routledge, 2009), 10.  



272 
 

Furthermore, this author’s findings appear to be in line with the meaningful 

conclusion by three eminent scholars on India-Pakistan writings who contend 

that: 

Overall, we do not paint an optimistic picture for the end of the India-
Pakistan rivalry any time soon. The competition is deeply ingrained in 
each society, both in the public psyche and in military and government 
planning. A political shock alone, even if own were to occur, is insufficient 
to lead to the end of the rivalry. The other conditions associated with 
enduring rivalry termination are not present and probably unlikely for the 
foreseeable future.23 

 

Similarly, Paul adds: 

The India-Pakistan conflict is both enduring and asymmetric, but the 
power asymmetry is truncated and mitigated by many factors. In 
particular, the weaker party, Pakistan, has been successful in reducing 
the asymmetry through strategy, tactics, alliances with outside powers, 
acquisition of qualitatively superior weapons and nuclear arms since the 
late 1980s, and, for over a decade, low-intensity warfare. The materially 
stronger power, India, is not overwhelmingly preponderant in the theater 
of conflict – Kashmir- and has been vulnerable to asymmetric challenges 
by the weaker state, Pakistan. Nor is Pakistan too small or incapable of 
mounting a sustained challenge, as it has proved over half a century. The 
asymmetry is built into the structure of the conflict, the power balance, 
and the goals and objectives that the two parties seek. I argue that this 
peculiar asymmetry makes the conflict deadly and prolonged. This 
truncated asymmetry, in recent years buttressed by nuclear weapons, 
makes the resolution of the conflict unlikely any time soon.24 

 

This again is a paradox, because the rate at which the asymmetry is 

increasing may embolden India to ignore the nuclear factor in a short, intense 

and ‘must punish Pakistan’ war for its support to either Kshamiri Mujahedeen or 

                                                           
23

Paul F. Diehl, Gary Goertz, and Daniel Saeedi, “Theoretical Specifications of Enduring 
Rivalries: Applications to the India-Pakistan Case”, in The India-Pakistan Conflict: An Enduring 
Rivalry, ed. T.V. Paul (New Delhi: Cambridge University Press 2006), 53. 
24

 T.V. Paul, “Causes of the India-Pakistan Enduring Rivalry”, in The India-Pakistan Conflict: An 
Enduring Rivalry, ed. T.V. Paul (New Delhi: Cambridge University Press 2006), 5-6. 



273 
 

the terrorists in a Mumbai-like incident, thus taking the risk which may lead to 

disastrous consequences.  

Arguing about the efficacy of nuclear deterrence during the Berlin and 

Cuban Missile Crises, John A. Vasquez states that, “If deterrence almost failed 

there, where the homeland territory of neither state was at stake, would it not fail 

at some point for the more salient and festering Kashmir territorial dispute?”25 All 

the more reason that politico-military leaders of both the countries stop relying so 

heavily on the nuclear deterrence that it will not let the two go for a conventional 

war leading to a nuclear exchange. They must “not think it impossible just 

because it has never happened.”26 Moreover, “One of the main problems is that 

nuclear deterrence must work not only once, but for infinity. One slip and total 

destruction is the end game.”27 That is why it is essential that too much emphasis 

is not placed on it when it comes to conflict management, because the mere 

presence of the conflict would keep the possibility of wars and crises alive, 

notwithstanding their probabilities, thus making the achievement of peace and 

stability highly distant. Moreover: 

A conflict that has had repeated wars with none of the underlying factors 
that have produced these militarized interstate disputes (MIDs) being 
changed is apt to have more MIDs and more wars. Without altering these 
underlying factors, nuclear deterrence will be working in conditions highly 
unfavorable to its success. Relying on nuclear deterrence to produce 
peace is at best a high risk strategy.28 
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This author’s argument, unfortunately though, is supported by Saira Khan: 

In the absence of a traditional war possibility in the rivalry, there is no 
pressure on the parties to compromise…. With the understanding that a 
full-scale war is unlikely to occur, both India and Pakistan have become 
much less interested in making compromises with a view to terminating 
the rivalry. Thus the presence of nuclear weapons has helped to prolong 
the South Asian enduring rivalry.29 

 

According to Malik: 

Acquisition of nuclear weapons by India and Pakistan has not reduced / 
eliminated the probability of a war between them. A limited conventional 
war remains possible….If the Kargil War had not ended as it did the 
possibility of Pakistani and / or Indian forces crossing the IB [International 
Boundary] could not be ruled out. In fact India had adopted a deterrent 
posture along the rest of LoC and the IB. Pakistan too had deployed its 
forces.30 

 

Malik, on multiple occasions had said that,  

Space existed between the proxy war and Indo-Pak nuclear umbrella, 
wherein a limited conventional war was a distinct possibility…. leading 
from a proxy war, a limited conventional conflict between nuclearized 
India and Pakistan cannot be ruled out.31 

 

Malik, understanding the possibilities of impending wars between India 

and Pakistan reminds the current politico-military leaderships of the two countries 

that: 
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In a highly tense situation, misperceptions of the adversary often lead to a 
war. The answer lies in greater transparency and confidence and security 
building measures (CSBMs) at political, and more importantly at the 
military level.32 

 

Malik’s proposals bears near similarity to this author’s assertions that 

over-reliance on the nuclear deterrence and existing conflict management 

mechanisms can be very dangerous until the probabilities of the military 

engagements, no matter how limited, are marginalized through conflict resolution 

mechanisms. 

According to Baya Harrison: 

States with nuclear weapons do not go to war with each other. They bluff 
and threaten. They raise alert levels and ready their missile for launch. 
They step to the very brink of the nuclear precipice, but they never take 
the final plunge into the abyss. The second lesson of the Cold War 
provides the rationale for the first; war between nuclear-armed states 
would inevitably lead to a full-scale nuclear war and its resultant horrors. 
The 1999 Kargil War between India and Pakistan shattered this 
conventional wisdom and left the world with more questions than answers 
about war in the nuclear age.33 

  

 Baya adds: 

The logic of nuclear deterrence holds that one state can prevent another 
from taking an undesirable action by threatening to destroy it or its ability 
to retaliate. Would fear of a nuclear strike put an end to war as a means 
of resolving the India-Pakistan conflict? Or would the next confrontation 
see the destruction of India, Pakistan or perhaps both?34 

 

                                                           
32

Ibid. 
33

Baya Harrison, “Fall Out at Kargil: The Nuclear War That Never Was,” Monsoon, The Asian 
Journal of Brandeis University, III, no. 2 (April 2005): 2.  
34

Ibid. 



276 
 

However, according to Chari also, 

The safest route to reduce nuclear dangers on the subcontinent is 
through concerted, top-down efforts to improve relations between 
Pakistan and India….Why? In truth, the political leadership and, in the 
background, the military and intelligence services in India and Pakistan 
have no interest in permitting such confidence-building measures to 
flourish and erode their institutionalized negativism.35 

 

John A. Vasquez’s assertions reinforces the findings of this research that, 

“Tolerance of the status quo has been at the heart of the disagreement between 

India and Pakistan. For more tolerance to occur, one or both sides would have to 

make major concessions.”36 

This research subscribes to Vasquez’s assertions, when he says: 

A rivalry can end with a war or a thaw in the relationship for diplomacy to 
take precedence over coercion, which can be stimulated by external 
pressure from great powers. It may be difficult for any of these to occur in 
the presence of nuclear weapons.37 

 

Unless Pakistan and India realize the consequences of an unthinkable 

nuclear war, probability of the nearing an enduring peace would remain distant. 

India and Pakistan in last 66 years have fought a number of wars, and been 

through numerous crises, and they, perhaps still consider war as another policy 

option to resolve their disputes. It appears as if both India and Pakistan do not 
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realize that the paradigm has changed, and conflict has transformed and 

something different would have to be done to remove the uncertainty.  

This research is in agreement with Colin Gray’s assertions that: 

Notwithstanding the justification of continued rivalry offered by either side, 
there should be no confusion over the enduring fact that causes of war, 
and hence the conditions of peace, lie in the political character of states 
and nature of the political relations among states (and possibly in the 
nature of humankind itself), and only secondarily in the technical details of 
weaponry.38 

 

However, South Asian rivals must learn a few lessons from the Cold War 

era, no matter how different the environment is. Since the 1962 Cuban Missile 

Crises the two super powers of the time, the US and the USSR, quickly realized 

that how near they were to the horror of an all-out nuclear war. And, therefore 

they immediately embarked upon a series of Arms Control Treaties, as well as 

Confidence Building Measures (CBMs) including some of the security related 

CBMs also. Although they had had no direct military clash even until CMC or 

afterwards till the collapse of the Soviet Union. It was the fear of the Armageddon 

which led to establish MAD and two rivals reconciled and ensured that never 

again they would even put their people hostage to such an uncertain situation.  

Contrary to that here in South Asia, neither adversary fears wars hence 

feels no urgency to make peace. In fact, the hawks on both sides take pride in 

confrontational rhetoric for individual political gains. 
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This research argues that unless both Pakistan and India fear the 

probabilities of war, there is little possibility of them nearing an enduring peace. 

With nuclear weapons on their inventories, both India and Pakistan consider that 

there is no real threat to their survival, and therefore they see no urgency of 

resolving the protracted conflicts. Whereas both continue to develop their nuclear 

and military doctrines, weapons and delivery systems; thus preparing for a 

possible show down at an opportune time.  

This is the most worrying thing. The two nuclear neighbours with near 

nuclear parity and plenty, hanging on to unresolved territorial disputes which 

carries an ideological and religious colour as well, are in fact waiting for an 

opportune time to settle them, perhaps by violent means only.  

 

There is lack of scholarship about the horrors of war and benefits of peace 

in South Asia context, perhaps because the so many wars that have been fought 

between India and Pakistan have not been so devastating that these could instill 

fear in the hearts and minds of the people and the leadership of the two nuclear 

neighbours, as has been the case after the two Great Wars in the Europe.  
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For instance:  

The total number of casualties in World War I, both military and civilian, 

was about 37 million: 16 million deaths and 21 million wounded. The total 

number of deaths includes 9.7 million military personnel and about 6.8 

million civilians. The Entente Powers (also known as the Allies) lost about 

5.7 million soldiers while the Central Powers lost about 4 million.39 

 

Whereas: 

 

[T]he Second World War was the most widespread and deadliest war in 
history, involving more than 30 countries and resulting in more than 50 
million military and civilian deaths (with some estimates as high as 85 
million dead).40 

 

However, the situation is markedly different from yester years. Ever 

increasing conventional asymmetry and economic disparity in India’s favour and 

Pakistan’s reliance on LYWs to cater for this widening gap, leaves little to 

imagine that next India-Pakistan war may be fought under nuclear posturing. This 

research is in agreement to Bismarck’s precept that: 

No government, if it regards war as inevitable even if it does not want it, 
would be so foolish as to leave to the enemy the choice of time and 
occasion and to wait for the moment which is most convenient for the 
enemy.41 

  

                                                           
39

See http://www.princeton.edu/~achaney/tmve/wiki100k/docs/World_War_I_casualties.html. 
Accessed August 4, 2014.  
40

See http://www.history.com/topics/world-war-ii. Accessed August 5, 2014. 
41

Bismarck quoted in Fritz Fischer, War of Illusion (New York: Norton, 1975), 461. 

http://www.princeton.edu/~achaney/tmve/wiki100k/docs/World_War_I_casualties.html
http://www.history.com/topics/world-war-ii


280 
 

 However, trying to find an opportunity in difficulty; this research proposes 

following ways forward in endeavours to generate an academic debate to 

reemphasize the need of a durable peace and stability in South Asia. 

 

The Way Forward 

This research was aimed at highlighting the need to embrace conflict 

resolution mechanisms by adopting MAVA so that the people of the subcontinent 

could reap the benefits of an enduring peace, instead of living under fear of an 

unthinkable nuclear war. 

Based on the findings and analyses, a way forward is proposed on each of 

the conflict discussed and analyzed during the course of this research. By no 

means, these are solutions to the complex problems between India and Pakistan, 

but only broad guideline to begin a move, and explore opportunity in difficulty, as 

Sun Tzu had said.  

Also, this author subscribes to Andrei Gromyko’s famous quote, “ten years 

of talks is better than one day of war.”42 However, it is reiterated that talks must 

be aimed at productive engagement and not for gaining time, primarily because 

the active conflicts are too dangerous to be left for the soldiers to decide on the 

field. 
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In order to reduce probabilities of an armed conflict leading to a possible 

unthinkable nuclear exchange, and increase the possibilities of peace between 

the two estranged nuclear neighbours, there is a need to work with a renewed 

effort to improve the relationship beyond hate and conspiracy. The two countries 

could still compete for their enhanced stature in the region, and yet live like any 

other two states in the world.  

To begin with, it is essential to find the common grounds between India 

and Pakistan that may help bridge the gaps that keeps widening due to hatred 

and conspiracies. Language is perhaps one of the most bonding forces that keep 

the families, tribes, societies, and the nations tied together in the most cohesive 

manner. Urdu is the mix of Sanskrit, Persian and Arabic, and widely spoken and 

understood in the entire subcontinent. Hindi and Urdu languages are commonly 

understood in literature, poetry, music and art. Indian and Pakistani families get 

along well in nearly all other parts of the world except at the places of their origin. 

Language could be used to spread love and passion for the people of two 

estranged neighbours instead of fanning hate and distrust. However, unless India 

breaks the shackles of the historical bondage of Muslims minority rule of nearly 

thousand years, and think in the contemporary era, hate for Muslims and in turn 

for Pakistan, would not lessen.  

The way forward on India-Pakistan relations in this research may appear 

very simplistic, but these are not the only options for solutions of complex 

territorial disputes which have ideological and religious imprints. The steps 

suggested under MAVA are heavily dependent on volunteerism of which the 
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onus lies on the relatively bigger power, but the same is less likely by an 

offensive realist state. Therefore, this research contends that for a greater cause 

of peace and stability in the region, the defensive realist state, whose survival is 

secured by its nuclear capability, may take the initiative and voluntarily offer 

concessions to achieve the moral ascendency.  

 

However, it is necessary to mention what Charles Osgood had said while 

initiating the dialogue process: 

A common dilemma associated with starting-or trying to restart- a peace 
process is how one party signals convincingly to an adversary that it is 
open to the possibility of discussion-or even negotiations-without the 
adversary’s leaders perceiving that this change comes about because of 
weakness, diminishing capabilities, or lack of will to continue. Confronted 
with this dilemma, many leaders of parties in conflict decide that, rather 
than risk giving an impression of irresolution or weakness; it is safer to 
wait for the other side to make the first de-escalatory move.43 

 

In the middle of these difficulties, there is an opportunity. MAVA will 

succeed only when the adequate safety measures are in place and the relative 

BoP has been restored by doing things differently. Before suggesting a specific 

way forward on each dispute, first and foremost recommendation to make a 

meaningful headway is to adopt a ‘Top Down’ approach; meaning by a 

commitment is made at the highest governmental level that all disputes including 

that of J&K would be resolved through bilateral dialogue.  
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This research proposes ‘Establishment of a Joint Commission’ on the 

pattern of Indus Water Commission, to jointly explore options and make 

recommendations for the Summit level talks and decisions. This suggestion is 

based on the findings that Secretary or even Ministerial level talks in the past 

have not yielded the desired results. Therefore, there is a need to raise the level 

and establish an independent and more powerful Joint Commission.  

 

After thorough analysis of the situation, behavior and the attitudes of the 

stakeholders, this research proposes that Pakistan may take the lead again. 

Perhaps, as was done to some extent in Musharraf regime, and announce, 

renounce the strategy of sub conventional warfare. Pakistan may reiterate its 

commitment that it will not interfere in the internal affairs of India. However, 

support to Kashmiris for their self-determination may continue at the moral and 

diplomatic front. India may also reciprocate the gesture by reassuring Pakistan 

that it will not instigate separatist elements in Balochistan and elsewhere, as has 

been alleged by Pakistan. 

  

 In fact, Lawrence Freedman is also of the view that: 

A conflict that could not be securely resolved either through diplomacy or 
war required strategies that demonstrated determination but that were, 
the same time, infused with caution and restraint: containment, stability, 
crisis management, détente, arms control and deterrence. The preferred 
alternative to escalation was to seek a common intent to avoid fighting, 
represented by the strategic paraphernalia of hot lines, confidence-
building measures, and summits. Such strategies were non-interference 
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in internal affairs and the use of military action strictly for the purpose of 
self-defense.”44 

 

Once a solid foundation for a meaningful dialogue is laid, rest is likely to 

be a matter of time. However, this author is cognizant of the fact that the disputes 

are of serious nature and cannot be decided in haste. Moreover, this research 

subscribes to Gromyko’s precept of ten year talks instead of one day of war.  

 

This research also recommends that the proposed ‘Joint Commission’ at 

first carry out a conflict configuration of the entire list of the disputes between 

India and Pakistan. This implies that the agenda items must be serialized so that 

process gets underway without much delay. Proposed sequence of conflict 

dissolution may read as follows: 

(1) Siachen Dispute; the reasons for its early resolution have been 

mentioned before and in following paragraphs also. 

(2) Water Dispute; not discussed in detail in this research but needs an 

immediate attention, particularly due the climate change effects of 

regular flooding and a number of storage reservoirs being built by 

India, 

(3) Sir Creek Dispute;  
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(4) Kashmir Dispute; unfortunately comes at the end, primarily because 

MAVA is dependent on voluntary actions and research finds that an 

offensive realist state is not likely to concede anything for nothing. 

Therefore, it is necessary to build the momentum and then venture into 

complex issues like J&K. 

 

Siachen Dispute 

This author contends that, perhaps, this is the most unnecessary, yet most 

dangerous dispute between India and Pakistan. Unnecessary; because  the 

terrain is extremely inhospitable and unforgiving, weather is unbearable and 

human existence without extraordinary arrangements are not possible. Most 

dangerous; because the opposing armies feel very personal about their presence 

there, fully aware that it had led to Kargil conflict which in itself was extremely 

dangerous event. Notwithstanding the adverse effects on the climate due to 

glacier melting, avalanches have killed large number of military personnel and 

the rescue effort was much larger than any of the military operations.  

 

Pakistan may have a strong case asking India to go back to the positions 

held at the time of Simla Agreement. Also, Pakistan may be suffering lesser 

losses than India but still it is not in its interest to remain engaged militarily with 

India. Hence, the resolution of Siachen conflict should remain a priority for 

Pakistan.  
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 Therefore, working on Sun Tzu’s precept that a prolong military campaign 

would be of no benefit to any one, this research proposes the following way 

forward on the possible resolution of Siachen dispute.  

 

 Bilateral Dialogue.  The two states may undertake to resolve this 

unnecessary and dangerous conflict through a bilateral political dialogue as was 

initially done in 1989. It is necessary to highlight that the dispute occurred due to 

India’s occupation of empty glacier on the pretext of their interpretation of the 

Karachi Agreement which had left the boundary in that area, undemarcated. 

Therefore, the dispute has to be first resolved at the political level; either by 

reinterpreting the original definition or by rephrasing a new definition. A more 

powerful ‘Joint Commission’ as proposed can certainly find a way out of multiple 

options; Horizontal Line of Settlement, Vertical Line of Settlement, along the 

Soltoro Ridge or toward Karakorum Pass. This research contends that it is 

doable and a beginning may be made from here, because political solutions to 

territorial disputes are enduring and sustainable.  

 

Once the political decision is taken, military talks can follow to formalize 

the professional details. For instance, the two countries could resort to mutual 

adjustments in their stated stance and agree to ‘Demilitarize under positive 

political guarantees,’ and then proceed to ‘Delineation’ of the LoC beyond point 

NJ 9842 up to the Chinese border.  
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However, if the political decision is inconclusive, military talks can be held 

with a view to recommend measures to marginalize the probabilities of the 

dispute turning violent again. 

 

 Division versus Joint Control.  The division of the Glacier though 

remains an option but it is least preferred, primarily because of the environmental 

issues. However, joint control mechanism worked by the Joint Commission, as 

proposed by this research, would perhaps be a more acceptable option. This 

would help save the nature, and perhaps be extremely beneficial in promoting 

mountaineering tourism or even establishment of a ‘Peace Mountain,’ as was 

once proposed by Prime Minister Manmohan Singh.45 

 

Sir Creek Dispute 

This author contends that it is certainly doable, though extremely difficult 

because Prime Minister Modi is now at the helm of affairs in New Delhi.46 Yet, 

Pakistan, with a strong case based on historical findings, can take the initiative 

under MAVA and offer India to start negotiations afresh,47 and on all possibilities. 

                                                           
45

Saleem Ali, “Siachen Glacier Tragedy: An Opportunity for Peace?” National Geographic, April 7, 
2012, quotes from Prime Minister Manmohan Singh’s speech on June 12, 2005, “nobody fears 
any threat, there is no scope for any conflict and this place becomes an example of peaceful 
environment… How long shall we allow such conditions to prevail (in Siachen)? Now the time has 
come for us to make efforts to convert this battlefield into a peace mountain.” Accessed 
December, 2014.  
url: http://voices.nationalgeographic.com/2012/04/07/siachen-glacier/. 
46

See Chapter-III for Modi’s views on the issue.  
47

This author is suggesting a resetting of India-Pakistan dialogue process under the new 
paradigm, primarily because more than twelve rounds of talks have taken place over so many 
years with no progress. During this period, the governments and negotiators have changed over 
years and new impetus is needed.  

http://voices.nationalgeographic.com/2012/04/07/siachen-glacier/
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These may include joint management, application of Thelweg principle, 

international arbitration, international assistance on technical aspects, or even 

freezing the issue for a certain time period.  

However, most importantly, the two states must agree to demilitarize the 

entire Creek areas so that all probabilities of any military engagements are 

precluded. Once the boundary limitations of the Creek are decided, the two 

countries may proceed to determine the maritime boundaries for the EEZ and the 

continental shelf. Regardless of the final outcome of the parleys, Creek areas 

may remain demilitarized and be declared as “Peace Creek.”  

In fact, Sir Creek dispute is unique in the sense that it is militarily least 

infested area and is considered apparently doable, but it is India’s offensive 

realist’s approach that it is unwilling to concede to its relatively smaller military 

power. The probability of a military engagement between India and Pakistan over 

the Sir Creek may not be very high, but cannot be ruled out unless it is resolved. 

Some of the doable steps towards the resolution of Sir Creek are briefly 

explained in the following paragraphs. 

 

Joint Management. Both states may decide to declare the entire 

disputed area under the joint management for which mechanism can be devised 

under MAVA. Joint fishing license with quantity restriction,48 good order at sea, 

drug trafficking, trade and shipping require a coordinated approach. It is 

                                                           
48

This arrangement has been practiced by Kenya and Uganda in Lake Victoria and India and Sri 
Lanka for border fisheries resources.  
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necessary to highlight that India has been interested in wide ranging trade 

cooperation with Pakistan and therefore, same can be the stepping stone in the 

Sir Creek disputed area also.  

 

Application of Thelweg Principle. In hydrological and fluvial 

landforms, Thalweg is a line drawn to join lowest points along entire length of a 

stream bed or valley in its downward slope, defining its deepest channel (see 

Fig-9.1). As per Thalweg Principle, boundary between two states separated by a 

watercourse is denoted as the Thalweg of that watercourse, if those two states 

have agreed to use the Thalweg definition.49 So far, Pakistan has rejected this 

option, primarily because Thalweg principle applies on navigable channels, which 

is not the case in Sir Creek.  

However, under MAVA, this option may be discussed to find an amicable 

way forward. India based her argument on Thalweg principle,50 which enunciates 

that river boundaries between states are demarcated along mid channel. In fact, 

it is “the middle of the chief navigable channel of a water way that forms the 

boundary line between states.”51 Pakistan, however, does not agree to this 

because the Thalweg principle is only applicable to navigable waters, whereas 

Sir Creek is only navigable at certain times of the year. 

                                                           
49

Notable examples include Shatt al-Arab between Iraq and Iran and Danube in Central Europe.  
50

The Thalweg principle is the principle in which the boundary between two political states 
separated by a watercourse is denoted as the Thalweg of that watercourse, if those two states 
have agreed to use the Thalweg definition. 
51

See url: http://www.thefreedictionary.com/thalweg. Accessed July 30, 2014. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrology
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fluvial
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stream_bed
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Valley
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Border
http://www.thefreedictionary.com/thalweg
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Figure – 9.1 – Application of Thalweg Principle52 

Source: www.google.com/imagesThalweg principle 

 

International Arbitration.  In the past, Pakistan’s proposal for 

international (third party) arbitration has been rejected by India on the basis of 

Simla Agreement. However, India had accepted international tribunal’s arbitration 

soon after RoK conflict; perhaps because it benefitted India immensely as it was 

awarded ninety percent of its claim. In the changed paradigm, Pakistan may 

once again make an effort to persuade India to accept third party arbitration 

because this method is most uncontroversial way of resolving the disputes.  

  

 Internal Assistance on Technical Aspects.  Since Sir Creek has 

a number of technical and legal issues which need to be interpreted in correct 

perspective, Pakistan needs to impress upon India to accept this proposal. 

                                                           
52

Taken from NDU Research Panel, after discussion by this author in December, 2012. 

http://www.google.com/images
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Experts, such as Oceanographers, Hydrologists, and Geographers of 

international repute for a fresh survey of Sir Creek may be engaged to determine 

the aspects related to navigability of the Creek. 

 Freeze the Issue.   This research contends that status quo suits 

India and Pakistan are the net loser in the non-resolution of disputes. However, 

in the larger interests of peace and stability, two states may even decide to 

freeze the issue for now, but let the fishing and trade activities continue under the 

joint control mechanisms. This may help in reducing the unnecessary tension 

that often builds up due to rhetorical statements from the two sides and leads to 

arrests of fishermen in the area.   The above mentioned options are by no 

means the only options available to resolve the age-old Sir Creek dispute. 

However, these options may provide a way forward towards the resolution of this 

issue.   

 

Jammu & Kashmir 

This research contends that J&K dispute is complex and runs into emotions and 

psychological domains alongside ideological and territorial dimensions. More 

frequently, it is seen as a dispute between India and Pakistan, disregarding the 

aspirations and rights of self-determination by the people of Kashmir. Both India 

and Pakistan seem little concerned over the plight of Kashmiri people than some 

odd statement about human rights violations by western world in general and 

Pakistan in particular.  
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 Needless effort was made by Pakistan to internationalize the issue 

through sub conventional wars in 1965 (Operation Gibraltar) and 1999 (Kargil 

conflict). Since the overt nuclearzation by both India and Pakistan in 1998, and 

particularly after Kargil, there is a need to make serious effort to resolve this long 

standing dispute. During President Musharraf’s tenure, some effort was made by 

Pakistan to show flexibility as well seriousness in the resolution of the issue; 

however the same was frustrated by India.53 

 First and the foremost thing the two states; India and Pakistan can do to 

ensure that possibility of a nuclear war is eliminated, minimized and its probability 

is extremely low, is to voluntarily pledge, demonstrate and then sign agreements 

that they will not resort to physical violence against each other under any 

circumstances. Thomas’ assertions are close to MAVA: 

Indeed, wars between nations are often due to territorial conflict or 
competition for limited resources….The most common method of 
effectively resolving conflict is bargaining. Although circumstances vary 
widely, bargaining involves both sides making a series of offers and 
counteroffers so that an acceptable agreement can be reached.54 

 

Once the moves and countermoves are aimed at reducing the tension, it 

would be necessary to increase the separation of their troops beyond the agreed 

limits to avoid any provocation, incidental or accidental exchange of fire. 

Happymon Jacob is of the view that, “The 1999 Lahore Declaration was a 

                                                           
53

Ram Jethmalani quoted in, “Musharraf’s Kashmir efforts were frustrated by Delhi: India leader,” 
Dawn (Karachi) November 11, 2014. 
54

 Thomas, “Exploring Psychology: Conflict and Peacemaking,” 
http://www.mhhe.com/cls/psy/ch15/conflict.mhtml, accessed January 30, 2013. 

http://www.mhhe.com/cls/psy/ch15/conflict.mhtml
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progressive step that recognized the need to understand the role played by 

nuclear weapons.”55 

He contends that: 

……a nuclear war between India and Pakistan is arguably more likely 
than it was between the U.S. and the USSR during the Cold War. One of 
the reasons is an alarming obscurity to India and Pakistan’s nuclear 
relations, apart from their geographical proximity.56 

 

This author’s contentions are well supported by Jacob: 

The conceptual dissonance that exists between the India and Pakistani 
nuclear thinking is likely to have damaging impact on the region’s 
strategic stability. Indian and Pakistani thinking on the role of nuclear 
weapons in their respective national security strategies are completely 
divergent: while India considers its nuclear weapons as a deterrent 
against an attack on itself with nuclear weapons, Pakistan has lowered 
the nuclear redline considerably arguing that any attack, including 
economic ‘strangulation’, can invite nuclear response from Pakistan. 
Pakistan does not have a no-first-use policy of nuclear weapons which 
simply means that in Pakistan’s strategic thinking nuclear deterrence is 
an extension of conventional deterrence. These divergent rationalities in 
understanding the role of nuclear weapons as well as regarding nuclear 
deterrence could potentially frustrate the region’s strategic stability.57 

 

Jacob’s findings have well supported this author’s research as well, 

“……Pakistan has deliberately kept its ‘threshold levels’ or the ‘red lines’ unclear, 

                                                           
55

Happymon Jacob, “Revisiting Indo-Pak Strategic Stability: Contours of South Asian Nuclear 
Order” paper published by The Center for International Strategy, Technology, and Policy. 
Accessed August 24, 2014.  
url: 
http://www.posse.gatech.edu/sites/posse.gatech.edu/files/Happymon%20Jacob%20POSSE%20
VI%20Papaer.pdf.  
56

Ibid., 3. 
57

Ibid., 7. 

http://www.posse.gatech.edu/sites/posse.gatech.edu/files/Happymon%20Jacob%20POSSE%20VI%20Papaer.pdf
http://www.posse.gatech.edu/sites/posse.gatech.edu/files/Happymon%20Jacob%20POSSE%20VI%20Papaer.pdf
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contending that this its only possible option to prevent an Indian attack. It is an 

argument that stems straight from the classical deterrence theory.”58 

Vasquez also asserts on getting help of a facilitator to resolve complex 

issues: 

A rivalry can end with a war or a thaw in the relationship for 
diplomacy to take precedence over coercion, which can be 
stimulated by external pressure from great powers. It may be 
difficult for any of these to occur in the presence of nuclear 
weapons.59 

 

Thomas also subscribes to Charles Osgood: 

The effective bargaining strategy called GRIT (graduated and 
reciprocated initiatives in tension reduction) was proposed by Charles 
Osgood (1962). In the GRIT procedure, one side announces that it wants 
to reduce tension and then makes a small conciliatory act. Then it is up to 
the other side to compromise also. GRIT has been effective in increasing 
cooperation and trust in laboratory simulations, and peace psychologists 
are investigating its use in international conflicts (Milburn & Christie, 
1989). Obviously, the ideal outcome is when both sides can cooperate 
and enjoy mutual success.60 

 

Soon after the nuclear tests of 1998, Pakistan showed optimism about the 

probabilities of a durable peace and stability in the region. Shamshad was of the 

view that: 

A nuclear conflict can have no victor. In South Asia, nuclear deterrence 
may, however, usher in an era of durable peace between India and 

                                                           
58

Ibid., 8. 
59

John A. Vasquez, “General Theories of War, Rivalry, and Deterrence,” in The India-Pakistan 
Conflict: An Enduring Rivalry, ed. T.V. Paul (New Delhi: Cambridge University Press 2006), 156. 
60

See Thomas, “Exploring Psychology: Conflict and Peacemaking,” accessed January 30, 2013, 
http://www.mhhe.com/cls/psy/ch15/conflict.mhtml. 

http://www.mhhe.com/cls/psy/ch15/conflict.mhtml
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Pakistan, providing the requisite incentives for resolving all outstanding 
issues, especially Jammu and Kashmir.61 

 

While this author supported the nuclear optimism shown by Shamshad 

and many others, but disagrees with it to the level that nuclear deterrence alone 

could provide requisite incentives to resolve the protracted conflicts between the 

two arch rivals and achieve a durable peace in the region. To increase the 

possibilities of a durable peace, the two states had to marginalize the 

probabilities of physical violence between the two forces, and unfortunately no 

serious efforts have been made in that direction.  

Back to Kashmir, it is suggested that two sides must include the Kashmiri 

leadership in their parleys, because it is in fact not only a territorial disputes 

between India and Pakistan, but a question of self-determination for the Kashmiri 

people, a fundamental right given to them by numerous UN Resolutions. Though, 

Modi government is averse to Pakistan’s contacts with Kashmiri leadership, but 

without their active involvement in formal and informal talks, any serious 

headway on Kashmir would be a distant probability.  

This research does not intend to present a solution to Kashmir dispute, but 

only the way forward. Primarily, because the disputes runs on the ideological, 

territorial, economic, emotional and psychological canvass. Moreover, efficacy of 

                                                           
61

Shamshad Ahmad, “The Nuclear Subcontinent: Bringing Stability to South Asia,” Foreign Affairs 
78, no. 4 (July/August 1999 Issue): 123-25. 
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MAVA under the changed paradigm needs to be ascertained first, before 

proposing specific solutions to an extremely complex issue like J&K. 

The first and the foremost way forward on J & K proposed by this research 

is to ensure that the soldiers are kept out of the equation. This implies that 

Bismarck’s precept of ‘Politics is the art of the possible’ must take the 

precedence on all matters related to Kashmir. The proposed ‘Joint Commission’ 

must make an effort to ensure that probabilities of any physical violence are 

minimized. It would be necessary to increase the separation between the 

deployed forces along the LoC, so that the ceasefire agreement of 2003 is 

ensured in letter and spirit. The increased cross LoC firing during 2014 created 

an ugly situation on a number of occasions, and the same must be avoided.  

Subsequently, talks may include any and every option to be explored. 

Unfortunately, the offensive realist state, India, wants everything of its choice 

without conceding anything. This policy would adversely affect the spirit of 

MAVA. On the other hand, the defensive realist, Pakistan, is not expected to 

concede everything for nothing, because of its own strengths in its principle 

stand.  

 Hence, MAVA may appear to be a non-starter as far as Kashmir issue is 

concerned. However, going by Sun Tzu’s opportunity in difficulty and Bismarck’s 

politics being the art of the possible; this author is of the view that Pakistan must 

make the first move under MAVA. Primarily because the force differential is 

increasing at an alarming rate and in the next decade or so would reach at a 
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level where India might feel emboldened to make decisions without actually 

taking into account Pakistan’s view point.  

 Therefore, in order to deploy MAVA successfully, it is proposed that 

Pakistan does not insist on ‘Kashmir first’ and India reciprocates by accepting 

‘Yes to Kashmir as a dispute.’ Only then, a meaningful dialogue could proceed 

further. This implies that both India and Pakistan would have to move away from 

age-old stated stance on Kashmir; perhaps a prerequisite for successful 

deployment of MAVA. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion to this chapter, the research observes that failing to adopt 

conflict resolution approach, people of the subcontinent would be living at the 

mercy of some decision makers who might adopt a kinetic approach to resolve 

the disputes. Hence, putting 1.3 billion people at risk of a possible nuclear 

exchange, because, “war between nuclear powers has to be planned on the 

assumption that it is likely to be nuclear war.”62 No matter how low its probability 

is, its possibility exists, and hence the possibility of peace would remain elusive. 

However, it is a difficult to achieve, perhaps because of mutual distrust, hatred 

and suspicion between the two governments, as well the people of two countries. 

As former Indian Prime Minister IK Gujral put it, “the common factor is the 

willingness of the main actors of the conflict to limit and resolve it. In other words, 

                                                           
62

Henry A Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy (New York: Harper & Brothers 1957), 
199. 
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bilateral readiness to resolve conflict is an essential factor for conflict 

resolution.”63 

First and the foremost step in the conflict resolution is the mutual 

acceptance of the issue as problematic, and then the resolve to face it squarely 

before it assumes a dangerous state due to the presence of nuclear weapons. 

When the two countries have decided that cooperation should gain primacy over 

the conflict, and only then the process would have a solid foundation. As regard 

to voluntarism, it gets an inspiration from Robert Osgood’s ‘Graduated 

Reciprocation in Tension-reduction’ [GRIT] strategy.64 

Next step would be to accept the ground reality that these disputes could 

only be resolved through dialogue and voluntary concessions. The two states 

may also determine for once that these issues must be resolved for the 

betterment and well-being of their people or it is out of the fear of the outbreak of 

another violent-conflict as has been the case in the past. Mutual agreement over 

the process of resolving the disputes is the stepping stone. This could only be 

possible if the two states have concluded that enough is enough. However, it 

appears that it is not so between India and Pakistan. Therefore, the possibility of 

conflict transforming into violent clashes remain highly probable as the 
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I.K. Gujral, “South Asia-Co-existence of Conflict and Cooperation,” South Asian Survey 3, no. 1 
& 2 (New Delhi 1996), 255. 
64

Robert Osgood, An Alternative To War Or Surrender (Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 
Urbana 1962), 31. 
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asymmetry increases, because between the two nuclear nations, “it is no longer 

possible to impose unconditional surrender at an acceptable cost.”65 

This author fears of an unthinkable situation about which Kissinger had 

cautioned more than half the century ago: 

War between nuclear powers has to be planned on the assumption that it 
likely to be a nuclear war… The degree of certainty moreover, must be 
almost foolproof; a slight probability will not be sufficient, for the attacker 
is taking not his chances of victory, but his national survival.66 

 

This author’s fear is not without reason, but the perception people carry 

about Pakistan is certainly worrisome. For instance: 

India’s satisfaction with the status quo in Kashmir may preclude it from 
launching these types of strikes in the future, but Pakistan’s greater 
discontent may motivate it to exploit the spectrum of low-intensity conflict 
made available by nuclear weapons.67 

 

Therefore, it is necessary that Pakistan’s officials and think tank vigorously 

pursue the proposed narrative. One, that for Pakistan, problem is not to deter a 

nuclear attack by India, but the possibility of a limited duration conventional war 

which could be destruction oriented and for which India thinks that a space 

exists. Secondly, how could Pakistan reestablish the intra war deterrence without 

using the LYWs, which could invite massive retaliation through nuclear strikes by 

India, as per its stated nuclear doctrine? Because, it would not be in Pakistan’s 
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Henry A. Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy (New York: Harper& Brothers, 1957), 
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Todd S. Sechser, “South Asia and the Nuclear Future: Rethinking the Causes and 
Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation,” in Proceedings of Conference held on June 4-5, 2004 at 
the Center for International Security and Cooperation (CISAC) at Stanford University (Stanford: 
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interest to lose a considerable portion of its Air Force, and Navy and then use 

LYWs, risking an all-out nuclear war, in which nobody will emerge a winner. 

Waltz had argued that: 

Early use of very small warheads may stop escalation. Defensive 
deployment, if it should fail to dissuade, would bring small nuclear 
weapons into use before the physical, political and psychological 
environment had deteriorated. The chances of de-escalation are high if 
the use of nuclear weapons is carefully planned and their use is limited to 
the battlefield.68 

 

Therefore, it is necessary to emphasize that the situation is not so simple 

and needs extremely careful handling by both sides. Efforts must be made to 

persuade India to shun the strategy of pendency and embrace conflict resolution 

mechanisms, instead of just managing the conflict. 

 

                                                           
68

Kenneth Waltz, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More May Better,” Adelphi Paper, Number 
171 (London: International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1981). Accessed January 30, 2013. 
url: https://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/inter/waltz1.htm.  
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301 
 

Conclusion 

Pakistan’s misplaced faith on the efficacy of nuclear deterrence in ever growing 

conventional force differential, widening economic disparity, and declining relative 

international stature appears extremely dangerous. This is because of India’s insistence 

on the space for a short duration conventional war; intense and destructive; before 

Pakistan’s nuclear card pays its dividend (interfaces its nuclear strategy with its military 

strategy). The situation raises the probability of another military engagement between 

the arch rivals, thus making the possibility of peace highly improbable.  

This research contends that India, an offensive realist state, does not seem 

interested in the resolution of any of the protracted conflicts with Pakistan, perhaps until 

the conventional force differential and the economic disparity has reached a level where 

Pakistan accepts India’s prescription for peace in South Asia.  

Pakistan, a defensive realist state, on the other hand continues to fight for its 

survival, and for that it has adopted the option of developing and deploying the Low 

Yield Weapons (LYWs) to cater for conventional force differential, because its economy 

can ill afford an arms race with India.  

Since the possibility of another war exists between the two archrival nuclear 

states due to unresolved protracted conflicts, and its probability varies with evolving 

environment, therefore it is extremely important that the relationship between the two 

states are examined under the changed paradigm. India thinks that the space for war 

with Pakistan exists to punish for its support to terror outfits in its parts of Kashmir and 

elsewhere in India, whereas Pakistan believes that space for a conventional war with 
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India does not exist due to nuclear overhang. India’s precepts have led to development 

of its Cold Start Doctrine and proactive strategies; whereas Pakistan’s response has 

brought in the development and deployment of LYWs to cater for the ever increasing 

gaps in its conventional forces and economy.  

On the political front, India seems to have adopted the strategy of pendency 

towards the resolution of protracted conflicts including the ‘doable’ Sir Creek and 

Siachen, until it has achieved a conventional superiority over Pakistan, and is able to 

execute its own prescription of peace in South Asia.  

On the other hand, Pakistan feels frustrated with the non-resolution of disputes 

and its weakening economy due to war on its western front and declining international 

stature, might feel compelled to pursue its age old strategy of sub-conventional war to 

keep the issue of J&K alive and force India to a negotiated settlement; though it is highly 

unlikely after Kargil and Mumbai Attacks.  

Therefore, the situation in South Asia remains uncertain and needs to be dealt 

with extreme care. In order to avoid a catastrophic outcome of a military engagement 

that may end up in a nuclear exchange, this study lays emphasis on the need for 

adopting a conflict resolution approach instead of just managing the conflict through an 

on and off Composite Dialogue, which are prone to frequent failures, and have led to 

wars and conflicts in the past.  

Superiority in conventional force differential and economic disparities in the 

coming decades is likely to make India coerce Pakistan, politically to accept its 

conditions of peace and stability in the region.  India is expected to have strong support 
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of international players like US, EU and Russia for such an endeavour. India may, then, 

persuade Pakistan to abandon its policies on Kashmir, Siachen, and Sir Creek, without 

actually using force, through non-kinetic, diplomatic, economic integration, media and 

psychological means alone. 

India’s desire to play a more dominant role in the region poses a security 

insecurity dilemma for Pakistan, and may force it to adopt its age-old strategy of fueling 

a low intensity conflict or a sub-conventional episode to break the status quo and 

preempt India’s strategy of attempting a kill without firing a bullet. 

Such a scenario would be very dangerous to manage, not only by Pakistan and 

India, but for the global community also. The probabilities of an outbreak of violent 

conflict would increase manifold, no matter how limited, geographically, or in intensity it 

is, would have serious consequences. US may allow India to punish Pakistan for its 

support to Kashmir freedom fighters, through a short, swift but intense use of fire power. 

Whereas Pakistan, while defending its territorial integrity through an active 

defense, may find a refuge in early nuclear interface and begin to posture without 

waiting to be reduced militarily before it is too late. Such a scenario does not preclude 

the possibility of an accidental use of nuclear weapons, either in defense by Pakistan or 

by India, to deny Pakistan its first use. In either case, disastrous consequences cannot 

be ruled out. Certainly because: 

No government, if it regards war as inevitable even if it does not want it, would be 
so foolish as to leave to the enemy the choice of time and occasion and to wait 
for the moment which is most convenient for the enemy.1 

                                                           
1
Bismarck quoted in Fritz Fischer, War of Illusion (New York: Norton, 1975), 461. 
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India’s leadership considers that it can achieve its political objectives without 

fighting through diplomacy, coercion, and international support. India is well aware that 

Pakistan cannot occupy any of its territory by force and cannot dictate its terms on India 

to resolve any of the disputes. Likewise, Pakistan’s military feels confident that Indian 

army cannot occupy any of its sensitive spaces to be in better bargaining state at the 

end of any future conflict. The issue is not as to who would be in a better bargaining 

position at the end of any future conflict, rather the issue is whether nuclear weapons 

would in any way, play a role in achieving a ceasefire or not. And then, at that stage, 

who would have suffered more losses and whether the outcome would help resolve any 

of the outstanding disputes, or else it would be a futile exercise like always before. 

These questions need to be investigated more thoroughly at all levels and by each 

stakeholder.   

If India and Pakistan do not feel deterred due to presence of nuclear weapons 

with each other and are willing to risk a nuclear exchange, the possibility of a 

conventional war cannot be ruled out. Interestingly, both India and Pakistan see a 

possibility of an armed conflict, but are not willing to evaluate the probabilities of such 

events. They both tend to hide themselves under the panacea of nuclear deterrence, 

and continue to prepare themselves with utmost preparation in all fields. Modernization 

of armed forces, development of newer nuclear weapons, and missiles, acquisition of 

second strike capability, formulation of newer doctrines and strategies is all a 

preparatory agenda for a possible showdown.   

India is not concluding final agreements on the doables like Sir Creek and 

Siachen. India wants to keep the doors of confrontation open because status quo suits 



305 
 

it. One that Siachen is affordable in its calculations and it sits on a higher pedestal and 

wants its position to be recorded. Indian army does not intend to vacate that position 

and has vehemently resisted the resolution of Siachen dispute.  

India would like to keep Pakistan embroiled in multiple disputes to ensure that 

Pakistan is unable to pose a considerable challenge to India’s ascendancy to a regional 

power status. India’s preparation serves three purposes; keep Pakistan under pressure, 

match China’s growing military prowess and continue its march toward the status of a 

regional power. In all its endeavors, India apparently has a fair amount of material and 

diplomatic support from the US and its western allies. 

This research finds that factors influencing or supporting possibilities of a military 

engagement are too overriding, and there is too much dependence on the nuclear 

deterrence to avoid a conventional war between India and Pakistan. 

The ongoing debate among the strategic communities of India and Pakistan over 

the question whether the space for a conventional war between India and Pakistan 

under the nuclear overhang exists or not, seems to be hitting a blind corner. The 

behavior and thought process of the states is extremely divergent. India’s leadership 

seems convinced that there is a space for war under the nuclear overhang, particularly 

after Kargil conflict of 1999. India has in fact worked very hard to craft out this space of 

war through its Cold Start Doctrine to be manifested under proactive strategy. 

On the other hand, Pakistan’s politico-military leadership is convinced that there 

is no space for war particularly with the introduction of its LYWs that it has developed to 

bridge the ever-widening gap in conventional force deferential with India. Pakistan, the 
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defensive realist state is seen making an effort to deny India any space for a 

conventional war of any character; no matter how limited it is, primarily due to pending 

disputes, lack of trust between the two arch rivals, and lack of will to resolve any of the 

pending disputes particularly on part of India. India, an offensive realist state, which 

considers that in the years to come the gap between India and Pakistan, in terms of 

conventional asymmetry, economic disparity and perhaps international stature, would 

have reached a level where it would be able to dictate its terms to Pakistan to resolve 

the disputes.  

This in fact, is a very serious situation, because both India and Pakistan continue 

to stick to their stated stances on nearly all the pending disputes: Sir Creek, Siachen 

and Kashmir. The ongoing conflict management processes are only able to avoid an 

outright military engagement between the two. Otherwise, fire exchanges across the 

LoC have become a routine. The two states leave no stone unturned to confront on 

issues related to politics, sports, economy, either bilaterally or at international forums. 

Therefore there is need to seriously fear that, even if the probability of war is relatively 

low, its possibility exists. 

Unless the possibility of war is converted into possibility of peace, the situation in 

South Asia will remain uncertain. The dream of peace pipelines, energy and trade 

corridors and SAARC’s development on the lines of ASEAN would remain a distant 

possibility.  

 According to Theresa Delpech also: 

…Pakistan remains obsessed with India, the possibility of another conflict with 
New Delhi can hardly be excluded. Full scale war was barely avoided in 1999 
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(Kargil) and in 2002 (after the attack on the Indian Parliament in December 
2001). The policy of harassment using terrorist attacks against India (multiple 
attacks in Mumbai in 2008 being the latest dramatic development) can easily 
escalate. And then, the risk of incidents, miscalculations, or even nuclear use in 
scary: A number of Pakistani officials have declared that any Indian conventional 
attack after a “second Mumbai” would be met with nuclear capabilities. The 
justification is weird: Pakistani authorities do not control non-state actors and 
terrorist organizations on Pakistan’s soil. If India ignores this, it will be on its own 
expense. Even if there is a significant bluff in such a statement (which would be a 
problem in and of itself), the readiness level of Pakistan’s nuclear forces will rise 
in the event of another major terrorist attack against India, as it always does 
when tensions rise with New Delhi. The risk of a nuclear exchange will then 
grow, particularly in the absence of good communication and at least minimal 
trust, always necessary for effective deterrence. The most worrisome aspect of 
this scenario is the fact that observers consider another attack like Mumbai 
almost inevitable, along with the chain reaction that would follow. If they are right, 
the prevention of nuclear war in South Asia should begin with deterring sub-
conventional attacks and adopting a firmer policy concerning both the Pakistani 
army and Pakistani intelligence services.2 

 

Delpech further states, “Strong statements, troop maneuvers, demonstrations of 

resolve, signals of commitments, complemented by poor diplomacy are perfect 

prescriptions to increase the perceived danger of war.”3 

Nicolas Blarel also supports the view of this author that, “Despite the absence of 

direct and large-scale conflicts in the past 20 years, there has been a series of crises 

between India and Pakistan that could have potentially turned nuclear.”4 

Blarel further supports the argument made in this research that: 

Although nuclear forces have induced some level of caution in crisis 
management, recent crises also demonstrated an increased confidence for both 
actors to conduct conventional war under the nuclear shadow. If New Delhi does 
develop its ‘Cold Start’ doctrine of air strikes combined with capture of non-vital 
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Pakistani territory in response to the rising threat of asymmetric warfare, the next 
crisis on the subcontinent could even spiral into a new type of conflict.5 

 

 Academics from across the borders also agree that: 

An Indian first strike on Pakistan would be extremely dangerous; even a few surviving 
Pakistani nuclear weapons could inflict untold damage on India’s civilian and military 
infrastructure. Unfortunately, such a scenario is not impossible. A risk-prone Indian 
decision maker in the midst of a crisis might be tempted to launch first, gambling that 
Indian conventional and nuclear advantages, combined with missile defense, could limit 
Indian damage to acceptable levels while destroying Pakistan as a viable entity.6 

 

 

Walter Ladwig in a late 2007 analysis stated that,  

As the Indian Army enhances its ability to achieve a quick decision against 
Pakistan, political leaders in New Delhi may be more inclined to employ force in a 
future conflict—with potentially catastrophic results.7 

 

The fear of conventional defeat may drive Pakistan’s military leaders to threaten 

or actually employ nuclear weapons in the event of a breakdown in deterrence with 

India. If Pakistan’s conventional forces cannot stop India’s, then either nuclear threats or 

Indian restraint would be necessary to avoid a possible nuclear exchange. Even in 

short, limited conflicts, India’s advantage might quickly lead to unintended escalation.8 

Munir Akram also quotes Henry Kissinger that, “over the next couple of decades 

a nuclear war was likely to take place between India and Pakistan. The nuclear factor 
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was in play in four major and one minor India-Pakistan crises: in 1987, 1990, 1998, 

1999 and 2002.”9 Akram contends that, “The operation of mutual deterrence displayed 

in 2002, however, is being eroded by several developments.”10 Akram supports this 

author’s argument that “the conventional military balance is becoming progressively 

unfavorable to Pakistan………Pakistan’s conventional capabilities may not prove 

sufficient to deter or halt an Indian attack…….The nuclear ‘threshold’ is now much 

lower.”11 

Likewise, this author’s argument is further augmented by Ashraf Qazi’s views 

that: 

Pakistan’s nuclear deterrence does not provide an equalizer vis-à-vis India 
except in extremis. This allows India to gain from limited conflicts and 
confrontations such as have recently occurred. India’s superior conventional 
military strength and international image enable it to raise the ante in such 
situations without incurring significant diplomatic cost…..Modi wishes to convert 
this advantage into a Kashmir settlement on his terms.12 

 

Qazi also quotes Riaz Mohammad Khan whose views further support the 

arguments proffered by this research that, “None of the disputes and problems that 

bedevil relations between the two countries are ideological or inherently intractable; they 

are essentially political and thereby, resolvable.”13 Qazi’s views further support the 
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recommendations of this research that “…..the only conditions for movement are 

political will and reciprocity…….especially in critical time.”14 

Analysis of writings by these foreign policy experts from Pakistan reflects that 

there is growing concern among the top officials about the ever-increasing conventional 

asymmetry between the two arch rivals which would increase the probability of the use 

of nuclear weapons in any future conflict. This concern in Pakistan is however, 

responded by India in a very strange manner. For instance, India's Defense Minister on 

November 5, 2014 said, “Pakistan must make a ‘conscious choice of peace’ and decide 

whether it wants to talk to the Indian government or the Hurriyat leaders.”15 He further 

adds in context to ceasefire violations on the Line of Control (LoC) that, “the 

consequences of Pakistan's ‘misadventure’ like firing on a civilian population and the 

uprooting of a village, would be an unaffordable cost for Pakistan."16 

In fact, both countries blame each other for LoC violations. An analysis by Modi 

Government’s Defense Minister Arun Jaitley at the height of LoC tension clearly reflects 

the divergent views held by two states on the matters related to J&K and any future 

conflict. While the defensive realist state, Pakistan appears to be concerned that it may 

have to use the tactical nuclear weapons to minimize destruction of its armed forces in 

any future conflict which is forced upon it by India; whereas the offensive realist state, 

India appears to keep the nuclear threat suppressed with its own threat of massive 

retaliation to any first use of nuclear weapons by Pakistan.  

                                                           
14

Ibid. 
15

Arun Jaitley, “Choose us or Hurriyat leaders, Indian defense minister tells Pakistan” Dawn, November 5, 
2014, accessed November 5, 2014, http://www.dawn.com/news/1142421/choose-us-or-hurriyat-leaders-
indian-defence-minister-tells-pakistan.  
16

Ibid. 

http://www.dawn.com/news/1142421/choose-us-or-hurriyat-leaders-indian-defence-minister-tells-pakistan
http://www.dawn.com/news/1142421/choose-us-or-hurriyat-leaders-indian-defence-minister-tells-pakistan
http://www.dawn.com/news/1142421/choose-us-or-hurriyat-leaders-indian-defence-minister-tells-pakistan


311 
 

Prime Minister Modi’s recent visit to Siachen on the occasion of Diwali has been 

widely hailed by Indian media and top bureaucrats. Hindustan Times reported 

Commodore C Uday Bhaskar, Director, Society for Policy Studies, that, “there is certain 

political subtext of this visit. Any visit of a PM to Siachen is of immense importance. This 

tour also plays well with the BJP’s narrative of showcasing its commitment to the 

national cause.”17 Another India official was quoted as saying that, “it further showcases 

his government’s dedication and re-establishes India’s authority over the entire area.”18 

This author contends that India, the offensive realist state, does not feel 

compelled to extend any concession to its relatively smaller adversary, Pakistan, even if 

it has a near strategic parity in terms of nuclear weapons of different categories on its 

inventory.  

As defensive realist state, Pakistan, in order to enhance its security and survival 

vis a vis an offensive realist arch rival India, continues to develop its strategic 

capabilities presumably to bridge the ever widening gap in conventional force 

differential. Pakistan’s military leadership considers such developments essential to 

ensure that India’s notion of space for a short, limited conventional war can only be 

countered through an early interface of nuclear strategy with its existing military 

strategy. Hence the development and possible future deployment of Tactical Nuclear 

Weapons (TNWs) or the Low Yield Weapons (LYWs) as the Pakistan’s military prefers 

to call them, though seen as a dangerous development in the already complex South 
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Asian environment, would have an extremely important military role in any future military 

engagement between India and Pakistan. 

Pakistan’s developments of LYWs is only to balance out the conventional force 

differential or perhaps in reaction to India’s decision to develop and deploy the Ballistic 

Missile Defense (BMD) systems, initially around major population centers and 

subsequently on important counterforce (CF) targets. It remains subject to various 

interpretations by major international players in general and India in particular.  

If the nuclear deterrence means avoidance of a nuclear war, then it is far too 

dangerous in the South Asia context. Primarily because, this is what India is prepared 

for; go for a short, swift and a destructive war to punish Pakistan for its alleged support 

to Kashmiri freedom fighters and for Mumbai-like acts of terrorism. On the other hand, 

Pakistan has prepared to block India’s strategy of proactive operations under the Cold 

Start Doctrine, by developing its own LYWs to cater for an ever widening gap in the 

conventional force differential, thereby denying India any space for a conventional war 

of any character, intensity and duration. 

The fundamental difference between two adversaries’ doctrinal thoughts and 

preparatory mechanisms is that India is concerned by a nuclear response from 

Pakistan, but prepared for a limited conventional war short of nuclear threshold, as per 

its own perception. Whereas, Pakistan is concerned by a conventional war of any 

character by India, for which it has a limited or incompatible response in the 

conventional domain, and has prepared itself to interface its nuclear strategy with its 
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existing military strategy to avoid excessive losses to its relatively smaller conventional 

forces.  

According to Ward Wilson “deterrence is mental ……you have to get inside your 

enemy’s head”19 and in case of nuclear equation, “failure is not an option”20 and 

therefore the “nuclear deterrence must be perfect……difficult standard to meet in 

perpetuity for a method that is so dependent on something so subject to human frailty—

the mind.”21 In the India-Pakistan context, it is so evident because the two have 

extremely divergent views on the doctrinal thought process regarding exploitation of 

their relative strengths. 

 

The P2 model deployed in this research may help to probe into the possibility of 

the unthinkable scenario, a nuclear war between the two neighbours. It is argued that 

no matter how low the probability of war exists between India and Pakistan, the 

possibility of peace remains elusive. It is highlighted that India is eying to play a more 

dominant in the region and beyond; for that, India not only has support of the western 

world, but also, is encouraged by the US as a counter-balance for China. With ever 

growing conventional asymmetry and resource availability, India is not likely to engage 

itself in any physical military engagement until the delta has reached a level where it 
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feels emboldened to coerce Pakistan into submission on its stated stance on Kashmir, 

Siachen, and Sir Creek disputes.  

This research reiterates that status quo, for the time being, suits India because it 

can continue to concentrate on improving its economy, modernize its armed forces and 

raise its international stature. Moreover, successive Indian leaders have, perhaps truly 

embraced Nehruvian thoughts on Pakistan which was reflected in Nehru’s letter to 

Kashmiri leader Shaikh Abdullah on August 25, 1952. 

We are superior to Pakistan in military and industrial power. But that superiority is 
not so great to produce results in war or by fear of war. Therefore, our national 
interest demands that we should adopt a peaceful policy towards Pakistan, and 
at the same time, add to our strength. Strength ultimately comes not from the 
armed forces but the industrial and economic background behind them. As we 
grow in strength, as we are likely to do so, Pakistan will feel less and less 
inclined to threaten or harass us, and a time will come when, through sheer force 
of circumstances, it will be in a mood to accept a settlement that we consider fair, 

whether in Kashmir or elsewhere.
22 

 

Whereas, Pakistan is a net loser in the bargain because it has to maintain a 

sizeable and potent conventional armed forces and also develop its strategic capability 

to maintain the sanctity of its nuclear deterrent capability. This author contends that 

unless the probabilities of armed conflicts are marginalized, possibilities of peace and 

stability would not brighten and 1.3 billion people of the subcontinent would be forced to 

live under the shadow of an unthinkable, but possible nuclear war between India and 

Pakistan.  
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This research has proposed the need to reset India-Pakistan relationship in a 

changed paradigm, based on voluntary concessions and mutual bargaining to resolve 

all the protracted conflicts. The proposal might appear simplistic, but an opportunity 

must be explored in difficulty so as to minimize uncertainty and unpredictability which 

overshadows any effort of conflict resolution. 

The research also proposes further scholarship on the subject with an aim to 

convince the leaderships of the two nuclear neighbours that they are treading a very 

dangerous path by delaying the resolution of the protracted conflicts. Conflict 

management alone cannot ensure peace and stability in the region and conflict 

resolution mechanisms will have to be embraced sooner than later.   

To conclude the findings of this research, it is reiterated that the possibility of 

another military engagement between India and Pakistan exists, with varying degrees of 

probability, thus challenging the efficacy of nuclear deterrence. Until the probabilities of 

military engagements are minimized, the possibilities of peace and stability in the region 

will remain elusive. The probabilities of military engagements between India and 

Pakistan, it is reiterated, can best be minimized by embracing the conflict resolution 

mechanisms instead of conflict management of the protracted conflicts. This could be 

possible by mutually agreeing on voluntary concessional actions and mechanisms 

acceptable to all stakeholders, instead of just managing the conflict through deterrence, 

and often desired US interventions.  

The hypothesis that, ‘peace in South Asia is possible only if the probabilities of 

military engagements between India and Pakistan are minimized,’ was tested under the 
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light of this research. This author contends that this statement tested under the 

international theories, mainly realism and constructivism, carries a lot of weight and 

needs to be viewed seriously by the politico-military establishments of the two 

estranged neighbours to avoid the horrors of another war in South Asia, that too under 

the nuclear overhang. 
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         Appendix ‘A’  

LAHORE DECLARATION 

Signed: 21 February 1999.1 

Parties: India and Pakistan. 

SHARING a vision of peace and stability between their countries, and of 

progress and prosperity for their peoples; 

CONVINCED that durable peace and development of harmonious relations and 

friendly cooperation will serve the vital interests of the peoples of the two 

countries, enabling them to devote their energies for a better future; 

RECOGNISING that the nuclear dimension of the security environment of the 

two countries adds to their responsibility for avoidance of conflict between the 

two countries; 

COMMITTED to the principles and purposes of the Charter of the United Nations, 

and the universally accepted principles of peaceful co- existence; 

REITERATING the determination of both countries to implementing the Simla 

Agreement in letter and spirit; 

COMMITTED to the objective of universal nuclear disarmament and non-

proliferation; 
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CONVINCED of the importance of mutually agreed confidence building 

measures for improving the security environment; 

RECALLING their agreement of 23rd September, 1998, that an environment of 

peace and security is in the supreme national interest of both sides and that the 

resolution of all outstanding issues, including Jammu and Kashmir, is essential 

for this purpose; 

HAVE AGREED that their respective Governments: 

• Shall intensify their efforts to resolve all issues, including the issue of 

Jammu and Kashmir. 

•  Shall refrain from intervention and interference in each other's internal 

affairs. 

• Shall intensify their composite and integrated dialogue process for an 

early and positive outcome of the agreed bilateral agenda.  

• Shall take immediate steps for reducing the risk of accidental or 

unauthorized use of nuclear weapons and discuss concepts and doctrines 

with a view to elaborating measures for confidence building in the nuclear 

and conventional fields, aimed at prevention of conflict.  

• Reaffirm their commitment to the goals and objectives of SAARC and to 

concert their efforts towards the realization of the SAARC vision for the 

year 2000 and beyond with a view to promoting the welfare of the peoples 

of South Asia and to improve their quality of life through accelerated 

economic growth, social progress and cultural development.  
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• Reaffirm their condemnation of terrorism in all its forms and manifestations 

and their determination to combat this menace.  

• Shall promote and protect all human rights and fundamental freedoms.  

Memorandum of Understanding 

The following is the text of the Memorandum of Understanding signed by the 

Foreign Secretary, Mr. K. Raghunath, and the Pakistan Foreign Secretary, Mr. 

Shamshad Ahmad, in Lahore on Sunday:  

The Foreign Secretaries of India and Pakistan:-  

Reaffirming the continued commitment of their respective governments to the 

principles and purposes of the U.N. Charter;  

Reiterating the determination of both countries to implementing the Shimla 

Agreement in letter and spirit;  

Guided by the agreement between their Prime Ministers of 23rd September 

1998 that an environment of peace and security is in the supreme national 

interest of both sides and that resolution of all outstanding issues, including 

Jammu and Kashmir, is essential for this purpose;  

Pursuant to the directive given by their respective Prime Ministers in Lahore, to 

adopt measures for promoting a stable environment of peace, and security 

between the two countries;  

Have on this day, agreed to the following:  

1. The two sides shall engage in bilateral consultations on security concepts, 

and nuclear doctrines, with a view to developing measures for confidence 
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building in the nuclear and conventional fields, aimed at avoidance of 

conflict.  

2. The two sides undertake to provide each other with advance notification in 

respect of ballistic missile flight tests, and shall conclude a bilateral 

agreement in this regard.  

3. The two sides are fully committed to undertaking national measures to 

reducing the risks of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons 

under their respective control. The two sides further undertake to notify 

each, other immediately in the event of any accidental, unauthorized or 

unexplained incident that could create the risk of a fallout with adverse 

consequences for both sides, or an outbreak of a nuclear war between the 

two countries, as well as to adopt measures aimed at diminishing the 

possibility of such actions, or such incidents being misinterpreted by the 

other. The two side shall identify/establish the appropriate communication 

mechanism for this purpose.  

4  The two sides shall continue to abide by their respective unilateral 

moratorium on conducting further nuclear test explosions unless either 

side, in exercise of its national sovereignty decides that extraordinary 

events have jeopardized its supreme interests. 

5.  The two sides shall conclude an agreement on prevention of incidents at 

sea in order to ensure safety of navigation by naval vessels, and aircraft 

belonging to the two sides.  
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6.  The two sides shall periodically review the implementation of existing 

Confidence Building Measures (CBMs) and where necessary, set up 

appropriate consultative mechanisms to monitor and ensure effective 

implementation of these CBMs.  

7. The two sides shall undertake a review of the existing communication links 

(e.g. between the respective Directors- General, Military Operations) with 

a view to upgrading and improving these links, and to provide for fail-safe 

and secure communications.  

8.  The two sides shall engage in bilateral consultations on security, 

disarmament and non-proliferation issues within the context of 

negotiations on these issues in multilateral fora.  

Where required, the technical details of the above measures will be worked out 

by experts of the two sides in meetings to be held on mutually agreed dates, 

before mid-1999, with a view to reaching bilateral agreements.  

DONE at Lahore on 21st February 1999 in the presence of Prime Minister of 

India, Mr. Atal Behari Vajpayee, and Prime Minister of Pakistan, Mr. 

Muhammad Nawaz Sharif.  
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Appendix ‘B’  

SIMLA AGREEMENT  

Signed: July 02, 1972 

The Simla Agreement1 signed by Prime Minister Indira Gandhi of India, and 

President Zulfikar Ali Bhutto of Pakistan on 2nd July 1972 was much more 

than a peace treaty seeking to reverse the consequences of the 1971 war (i.e. to 

bring about withdrawals of troops and an exchange of PoWs). It was a 

comprehensive blue print for good neighbourly relations between India and 

Pakistan. Under the Simla Agreement both countries undertook to abjure conflict 

and confrontation which had marred relations in the past, and to work towards 

the establishment of durable peace, friendship and cooperation.  

 The Simla Agreement contains a set of guiding principles, mutually agreed to by 

India and Pakistan, which both sides would adhere to while managing relations 

with each other. These emphasize: respect for each other’s territorial integrity 

and sovereignty; non-interference in each other’s internal affairs; respect for each 

other’s unity, political independence; sovereign equality; and abjuring hostile 

propaganda. The following principles of the Agreement are, however, particularly 

noteworthy: 

A mutual commitment to the peaceful resolution of all issues through direct 

bilateral approaches.  
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To build the foundations of a cooperative relationship with special focus on 

people to people contacts.  

To uphold the inviolability of the Line of Control in Jammu and Kashmir, which is 

a most important CBM between India and Pakistan, and a key to durable peace.  

India has faithfully observed the Simla Agreement in the conduct of its relations 

with Pakistan. 

Simla Agreement 

 Agreement on Bilateral Relations between the Government of India and the 

Government of Pakistan  

1. The Government of India and the Government of Pakistan are resolved 

that the two countries put an end to the conflict and confrontation that have 

hitherto marred their relations and work for the promotion of a friendly and 

harmonious relationship and the establishment of durable peace in the sub-

continent, so that both countries may henceforth devote their resources and 

energies to the pressing talk of advancing the welfare of their peoples.  

 In order to achieve this objective, the Government of India and the Government 

of Pakistan have agreed as follows:- 

• That the principles and purposes of the Charter of the United Nations shall 

govern the relations between the two countries;  

• That the two countries are resolved to settle their differences by peaceful 

means through bilateral negotiations or by any other peaceful means 
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mutually agreed upon between them. Pending the final settlement of any 

of the problems between the two countries, neither side shall unilaterally 

alter the situation and both shall prevent the organization, assistance or 

encouragement of any acts detrimental to the maintenance of peaceful 

and harmonious relations;  

• That the pre-requisite for reconciliation, good neighbourliness and durable 

peace between them is a commitment by both the countries to peaceful 

co-existence, respect for each other’s territorial integrity and sovereignty 

and non-interference in each other’s internal affairs, on the basis of 

equality and mutual benefit;  

• That the basic issues and causes of conflict which have bedevilled the 

relations between the two countries for the last 25 years shall be resolved 

by peaceful means;  

• That they shall always respect each other’s national unity, territorial 

integrity, political independence and sovereign equality;  

• That in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations they will refrain 

from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political 

independence of each other.  

2.  Both Governments will take all steps within their power to prevent hostile 

propaganda directed against each other. Both countries will encourage the 

dissemination of such information as would promote the development of friendly 

relations between them.  
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3.  In order progressively to restore and normalize relations between the two 

countries step by step, it was agreed that; Steps shall be taken to resume 

communications, postal, telegraphic, sea, land including border posts, and air 

links including overflights.  

Appropriate steps shall be taken to promote travel facilities for the nationals of 

the other country.  

Trade and co-operation in economic and other agreed fields will be resumed as 

far as possible.  

Exchange in the fields of science and culture will be promoted.  

In this connection delegations from the two countires will meet from time to time 

to work out the necessary details.  

4.  In order to initiate the process of the establishment of durable peace, both 

the Governments agree that: Indian and Pakistani forces shall be withdrawn to 

their side of the international border.  

In Jammu and Kashmir, the line of control resulting from the cease-fire of 

December 17, 1971 shall be respected by both sides without prejudice to the 

recognized position of either side. Neither side shall seek to alter it unilaterally, 

irrespective of mutual differences and legal interpretations. Both sides further 

undertake to refrain from the threat or the use of force in violation of this Line.  

The withdrawals shall commence upon entry into force of this Agreement and 

shall be completed within a period of 30 days thereof.  
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5.  This Agreement will be subject to ratification by both countries in 

accordance with their respective constitutional procedures, and will come into 

force with effect from the date on which the Instruments of Ratification are 

exchanged.  

6.  Both Governments agree that their respective Heads will meet again at a 

mutually convenient time in the future and that, in the meanwhile, the 

representatives of the two sides will meet to discuss further the modalities and 

arrangements for the establishment of durable peace and normalization of 

relations, including the questions of repatriation of prisoners of war and civilian 

internees, a final settlement of Jammu and Kashmir and the resumption of 

diplomatic relations.  

 

Sd/-        Sd/- 

 (Indira Gandhi)      (Zulfikar Ali Bhutto) 

Prime Minister      President 

Republic of India      Islamic Republic of Pakistan 

 

Simla, the 2nd July, 1972 
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