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THE CHAO TRACK
The Chao Track Dialogue is a joint India-Pakistan track II initiative currently
hosted by the New Delhi based Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies
(IPCS) and Islamabad based Jinnah Institute (JI), to encourage informed
dialogue on India-Pakistan relations. The process has so far led to twenty
six rounds of dialogue and is now completing its tenth year.The Chao
Track Dialogue is primarily meant to give informed members of the
strategic community in India and Pakistan an opportunity to interact with
each other on a sustained basis. Participants in The Chao Track Dialogue
have included political leaders, lawmakers, parliamentarians, senior former
officials (including Ambassadors, Foreign secretaries, Intelligence chiefs
and top-ranking members of the Armed Forces), academics, historians
and journalists, from India and Pakistan. The Chao Track Dialogue has
encouraged participants to share the conclusions of each round with their
respective governments. It has also been a useful forum when the official
dialogue process between India and Pakistan was derailed by the 26/11
Mumbai attacks, and then suspended altogether in 2013. During these
periods, this Track II has successfully continued to bring together senior
interlocutors from the two countries to meet in various international
destinations. There have been several efforts in recent years to establish
greater India-Pakistan trust and understanding through Track II dialogues.
But these are generally characterized by episodic interventions without
sustained follow-up or engagement with participants. While such
meetings do contribute towards an increased level of understanding
between the two countries, their effectiveness needs to be enhanced by
pursuing programme of long-term engagement with national and local
experts in India and Pakistan. This is what The Chao Track Dialogue has
aimed to do over recent years, to the extent that its importance has been
recognized in parliamentary deliberations and referenced in policy
formulations on either side of the border.

FOREWORD
Initiated in the wake of the horrific Mumbai terror attacks of 2008, The
Chao Track India-Pakistan dialogue has run for ten years now. It is easily
one of the longest running and consistent Track-II dialogues in the region.
Over the past decade, the dialogue has hosted and engaged with several
hundred senior policy makers, former diplomats, military personnel,
analysts, academicians, researchers, entrepreneurs and emerging leaders
through its various activities.
The dialogue process has traditionally helped, albeit indirectly, the two
establishments to understand each other better and formulate policies to
resolve their outstanding conflicts. When the two governments refuse to
engage each other, especially during times of crisis, the Chao Track
attempts to keep a channel of communication open between the
strategic communities of the two countries.
Most importantly, the dialogue has acted as a vital platform consistently
available to interlocutors from either side in times of crisis. On such
occasions, when any form of direct engagement between the two
governments becomes temporarily impossible, participants from either
side have found The Chao Track to be a useful platform to read each
other’s red-lines, assess the veracity of publicly-uttered political comments,
and understand the role of domestic politics in the bilateral relationship.
What distinguishes the Chao Track from most other similar initiatives is
that it is a locally owned and locally directed initiative with roots and
traction in New Delhi and Islamabad. Its credibility also stems from the
fact that it has managed to bring together interlocutors from all hues of
political and strategic opinion.
As we look forward to the next cycle of the Chao Track activities, we intend
to involve more stakeholders and discuss several new challenges and
issues on the India-Pakistan radar, both strategic issues as well as nonstrategic ones. We hope that our efforts will bring lasting peace, stability
and prosperity to the South Asian region.
This Policy Brief is one such step in this direction. The articles included
here are written by our principal participants and cover the ambit of issues
that have marred India-Pakistan relations over the past decade.

HAPPYMON JACOB
HONORARY DIRECTOR

FOREWORD
The Chao Track – India has over the past decade proven to be an
important Track II platform for stabilising and monitoring India-Pakistan
bilateral relations. The dialogue has engaged with members of the
strategic communities from both sides of the border, and allowed for a
meaningful exchange of ideas, opinions and narratives. The significance of
such a process lies in the fact that the dialogue is locally owned and
operated, as well as bilaterally planned and executed.
The dialogue has brought to the fore important voices from India and
Pakistan in an era where public narrative has turned extremely hostile on
either side. The past decade has seen crests and troughs in the bilateral
relationship, and the dialogue has provided a balanced and rational
narrative to better understand its complexities. Through its various local
activities and engagements, the dialogue has provided a common
language to interpret this contentious relationship.
What lies at the core of such a successful process is its foundations in
certain realities of the region we cohabit. The contentiousness of the IndiaPakistan relationship has festered upon the geopolitics of South Asia for
close to seven decades. With an increase in military capabilities, both
countries have often found themselves standing at the precipice of a fullblown armed conflict. Although considered a cliché, uninterrupted
dialogue is a central tenet of diplomacy. The decision to use force is often
aimed at bringing the adversary to the dialogue table. Processes like The
Chao Track are making immeasurable contributions due to this centrality
of "dialogue" in Foreign Policy. The Chao Track and other Track II processes
work in the shadows of diplomatic engagement, often successfully
mitigating the risks of direct conflict between states.
It has been my pleasure chairing the dialogue over the past twelve
months. The lessons I have learned at these dialogues, as well as in other
Chao Track activities have made a significant impact on how I view the
bilateral relationship and ways of managing it. This year, The Chao Track
team has put together seven crucial articles, written by the dialogue’s
principal participants, for this Policy Brief on the Past Decade of IndiaPakistan Relations. Each of these articles sheds light on important
variables that define the bilateral relationship.
I wish the process well and hope that through its engagements it achieves
what its primary aim has always been, i.e. building peace and stability in
South Asia.

MANISH TEWARI
CHAIR, REGIONAL DIALOGUES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The decade under review started with the horrific Mumbai terror attacks.
Analysts have argued that these attacks and Pakistan’s role in them,
fundamentally changed its perception in the Indian psyche. The end of
this decade is witnessing this perception being rapidly hardened.
On numerous occasions, Pakistan’s inability to genuinely respond to India’s
concerns about its support for non-state actors and it’s consistent use of
the same, has resulted in severely constraining the current as well as future
Indian governments’ policy options vis-à-vis Pakistan. In a lot of ways, the
events of February 2019, India's shift to preventive use of force and it's
concerted efforts of placing the onus of escalation on Pakistan are all
symptomatic of its hardened stance. Simply put, India has grown tired of
Pakistan’s ways and is now unwilling to cut it any slack. This, in
conjunction with lack of any direct diplomatic engagements and offramps during escalation makes armed conflict between the two
neighbours inevitable.
How then do these two neighbours begin the long journey back to the
dialogue table? Are we now looking at another decade where conflict
resolution is no longer a viable option? Is it time to focus on mitigating and
managing crises, building credible off-ramps and making them available
during escalation?
The articles in this policy brief answer these questions using a combination
of the history of India-Pakistan relations as well as contemporary
geopolitical realities. It may seem now that bilateral relations are at their
worst but our principals and those who have witnessed these two states
engage with each-other over the past seven decades, think otherwise.
They believe that things have been worse in the past and the two
contentious neighbours have always found a way to the dialogue table.
The articles presented here, focus on some fundamental and endearing
issues that have marred bilateral relations. Pakistan’s use of subconventional means against India, the inability to respond meaningfully to
India’s requests for intelligence sharing on terror related incidents and the
unending spate of ceasefire violations are just some of these issues.
Jammu & Kashmir is once again testing the tenacity of already strained
relations and incentivising Pakistan’s dependence on sub-conventional
warfare in the region. In a way, the decade has come full circle.
In order to understand why this has happened, Amb. Katju conducts a
comprehensive analysis of Pakistan's politico-military attitude towards
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India. Citing specific incidents of terror, he explores the Pakistani Army's
alleged involvement in the derailment of bilateral discussions between the
countries, discusses Pakistan-aided terror attacks, and India's response arc
that has shifted from diplomatic measures to present-day kinetic
operations.
Lt. Gen. Hooda draws a comparative picture of the Indian and Pakistani
armies and delves into the military capabilities(conventional and nuclear)
of both countries. By detailing the military doctrines followed by either
army, his article tests cases under which India and Pakistan are positioned
for proxy, conventional and nuclear escalation.
Appropriately titled, The Line of Little Control by Col. Ajai Shukla maps the
events and political strategies that have forged the LoC as we know it
today. The interlaced challenges faced by India and Pakistan along this
heavily militarized, de facto border have been comprehensively laid out in
this article to better understand the need for a peaceful, and mutually
symbiotic, resolution.
Amb. KC Singh's article outlines the course of India's foreign policy in West
Asia. He details India's cautious stance on the Palestine-Israel dispute, and
charts past policy decisions that inadvertently brought the country face-toface with radical Islamic terror. The article also touches upon the presentday domestic politics of India that is having an inimical effect on current
foreign policy decisions with Muslim nations.
India, Pakistan and China: Matrices of Positive Stake-holding, Interdependence and Peace Building begins as a circumstantial article on
India and Pakistan's economic undertakings with China, and the
consequences it could have on borderland policy. Prof. Lama goes on to
frame the possibility of economic stake-holdings and commercial
cooperation between India and Pakistan that could set the stage for stable
peace-building efforts.
Life after Article 370: India and Pakistan’s Potential Endgames in Kashmir
describes the potential outcome of Government of India's constitutional
changes in the valley. Dr. Jacob's article looks at the wider ramifications of
India's August 5 decision, Pakistan's reaction and possible strategy, and the
changes that could affect Jammu & Kashmir in the months and years
ahead.
Amb. Sood, in his article titled, Nuclear Asymmetry and Escalation
Dynamics juxtaposes the challenges and limitations of India and
Pakistan's diverse, yet interwoven, nuclear doctrines. He considers the
multi-faceted nature of nuclear armament and the manner in which it
affects and influences the India-Pakistan relationship. The volatile nature
of escalation dynamics is scrutinized in order to provide a clearer picture
of the two nation's present and future nuclear deterrent policy.
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INDIA-PAKISTAN:

PREJUDICE, EXTREMISM AND TERRORISM
VIVEK KATJU

PREJUDICE
On Kashmir Solidarity Day, February 5, 2020, Mian Akram Usman,
Pakistan’s ruling party, Pakistan Tehreek-i-Insaaf (PTI)’s general-secretary
for Lahore, sponsored a poster prominently displayed in the city. It
proclaimed “Hindu baat se nahi laat se maanta hai”. The PTI was
particularly embarrassed because Prime Minister Imran Khan has been
pushing the narrative that Pakistan, unlike India, treats its minorities and
with dignity and respect. Besides, in his 2019 UNGA address Khan had said
“In Islam…it was announced that all human beings were equal” [1]. Usman
was instructed to have the posters removed. He did so but clarified that
the printer had substituted the word “Modi” for the word “Hindu”. Clearly,
the PTI politician felt that his party would have no objection to a poster
asserting “Modi baat se nahi laat se maanta hai”. That it would have been
deeply offensive to India was of no consequence to him or his party. His
comments did not attract the PTI’s attention proving this assessment.
Eleven months prior to Usman’s take on the Hindus, his PTI colleague,
Fayyazul Hassan Chohan then the Punjab province’s minister for
information, during the course of a speech, called Hindus “cow-urine
drinking people” and “idol worshippers”. [2] He emphasised that though
Hindus had a seven-times larger “geography” they did not have the same
courage as Muslims who were imbued with the courage of Maula Ali and
of Hussain, the martyr of Karbala. It is obvious from the spatial comparison
that Chohan was comparing Pakistani Muslims specifically with Indian
Hindus. Following criticism in the social media Chohan was asked to
resign from his ministerial post but nine months later, in December 2019,
his transgression strangely considered as washed away in this period, he
was back in his old job.
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Religious prejudice, particularly against the Hindu faith and its adherents,
as displayed by Usman and Chohan, runs deep in Pakistan’s Muslim
society and is especially manifest in the religious groups. It is embedded in
the country’s state institutions, particularly the army whose senior
echelons too are not free of it. Long before General Zia ul Haq’s
Islamisation of the force, Field Marshal Ayub Khan was convinced that a
Hindu is a trickster and cannot take more than a few hard knocks! Indeed,
his confidante and biographer Altaf Gauharattributes Pakistan’s 1965
adventurism against India leading to war to Ayub Khan’s this firmly held
belief. Anti-Hindu prejudice is also deliberately passed on to the young
through the curricula of not only the madrassas but also state and private
schools.

EXTREMISM AND JIHADI GROUPS
Religious prejudice breeds extremism and feeds on it. This process has
gone on in Pakistan beginning with the birth of the country but gathered
vigour since the 1980s. Pakistan’s internal Islamisation and its enthusiastic
support for the Afghan Jihad and acceptance of a front-line state status for
the US’s covert war against the Soviet Union consolidated the forces of
extremism and domestic jihadi groups committed to violence. These
groups were and continue to be inherently prejudiced against people of
other faiths but are really inimical to those who are beyond the book. They
carry, to the extreme, Pakistan’s basic social and political belief illustrated
in the Usman poster that the Hindu only understands the language of
force and the message inherent in Chohan’s comments that India is
Hindu.
Pakistan did not deviate from these premises of its national approach

"Pakistan’s internal Islamisation and its enthusiastic
support for the Afghan Jihad and acceptance of a
front-line state status for the US’s covert war against
the Soviet Union consolidated the forces of
extremism and domestic jihadi groups committed to
violence."
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towards India during the decade under review. It continued to rely on the
use of force; the instigation, sponsorship, support of terrorism cannot
beclassified as other than the use of force. It continued to look away from
building webs of cooperative relations to tie down a perceived adversary.
Indeed, a smaller country’s smart policy is not to rely on confrontation
alone but to tie down a larger opponent through so many bilateral and
multi-lateral linkages that it is persuaded to become flexible. That Pakistan
has avoided such an approach is much to do with its understanding that
force is the only meaningful strategy against Hindus. This has led to a
perpetual default reflex of irrational defiance of India harming Pakistan’s
core interests.

FULL SPECTRUM DEFENCE: TERROR, CONVENTIONAL
DEFENCE AND THE NUCLEAR DIMENSION
The tangible manifestation of Pakistan’s attitudes towards India was
witnessed in putting in place full spectrum defence. The aggressive pursuit
of proxy or low-intensity conflict, synonyms for terrorism was one end of
the spectrum while the other was provided by nuclear weapons and
delivery systems. Conventional defence occupied the middle space. The
possession of nuclear weapons gave Pakistan space to continue with
terrorist acts. While doing so it gave repeated warnings during the decade,
as it had done since both countries tested their nuclear weapons in May
1998, that an Indian military response to a terrorist act it attributed to
Pakistan would be inherently and dangerously escalatory in a nuclear
overhang environment.
The attempt was to paralyse India and turn it, if at all, towards diplomatic
choices. Pakistan’s first response to grave terrorist attacks leading to large

"The tangible manifestation of Pakistan’s attitudes
towards India was witnessed in putting in place full
spectrum defence."
"Pakistan’s first response to grave terrorist attacks
leading to large loss of life was denial. When this
became unsustainable it drew a distinction between
the Pakistani state and non-state actors."
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loss of life was denial. When this became unsustainable it drew a
distinction between the Pakistani state and non-state actors. Despite
assurances that it would never allow its territory to be used to launch
terrorist attacks against other states when such an attack occurred it
asked India for evidence to prosecute the alleged perpetrators. All these
aspects came through in the aftermath of the Mumbai terrorist attack of
November 2008. The interception of the Lashkar-e-Toiba (LeT) terrorists’
communications with their handlers in Karachi while the four-day attack
was taking place revealed to India and the major powers the origin of the
attack and how it was organised. The capture and interrogation of one of
the terrorists, Ajmal Kasab, confirmed the technical inputs. However,
Pakistan’s first response was denying that the attack had originated on
Pakistani soil. Its second was to draw a distinction between the LeT and
the Pakistani officialdom and stress that Pakistan had no role in the attack.
Its third was to assure that it would bring the conspirators to justice if India
gave evidence as needed in aakistan court of law.
In the attack’s immediate aftermath Pakistan came under the
international community’s great pressure to accept what the Pakistani
media had itself disclosed and what Pakistan’s then National Security
Advisor had accepted that Kasab was a Pakistani. The major powers also
asked it to curb terrorism and bring the conspirators of the Mumbai attack
to justice. However, as the years passed it became evident that it had no
intention of doing so. It kept accusing India of not sending the required
evidence. Admittedly, there are technical and legal difficulties in
prosecuting a crime spanning two countries but Pakistan showed no
purpose in seeking to overcome these difficulties. It appeared helpless as
the court gave bail to the chief conspirators including Hafiz Saeed and
Zaki ur Rehman Lakhvi overlooking

"Pakistan’s internal Islamisation and its enthusiastic
support for the Afghan Jihad and acceptance of a
front-line state status for the US’s covert war against
the Soviet Union consolidated the forces of
extremism and domestic jihadi groups committed to
violence."
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the fact that as the conspiracy was hatched in Pakistan and was only
carried out in India and nine of ten perpetrators were killed during the
attack and Kasab, the tenth, was charged, prosecuted and hanged in
India, the details relating to the conspiracy could only be available in
Pakistan.
FAILURE OF JUSTICE: MUMBAI ATTACK CASE &
CONSEQUENCES

Pakistan’s failure to successfully bring the Mumbai attack conspirators to
justice was internalised by the Indian public as one more pointer to
itsperpetual enmity with India. It became one more confirmation that the
Pakistan state could never act in good faith even when more than one
hundred and sixty innocent people were killed in a brazen terrorist
attack. The tragic part is that Pakistan simply failed to appreciate all this as
it also did not realise the damage done by its constant refusal to hand over
the guilty of the Mumbai bombings of 1993, including Dawood Ibrahim,
and other Indian terrorists who took shelter in Pakistan and were being
protected and used by the Pakistani agencies.

INDIAN DIPLOMATIC RESPONSES TO PAKISTANI TERROR
India’s decision to refrain from taking kinetic action in response to the
2008 Mumbai terrorist attack was in keeping with the policy of confining
itself to only the diplomatic action against Pakistan for sponsoring
terrorism and breaking off any purposeful diplomatic engagement. For a
quarter of a century since Pakistan launched terrorism through its jihadi
proxies India also attempted to engage it in dialogue to build a
cooperative relationship and also address outstanding issues. At Pakistan’s

"Pakistan’s failure to successfully bring the Mumbai
attack conspirators to justice was internalised by the
Indian public as one more pointer to its perpetual
enmity with India. It became another confirmation
that the Pakistan state could never act in good faith
even when more than one hundred and sixty
innocent people were killed in a brazen terrorist
attack."
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behest a formal bilateral dialogue structure—the Composite Dialogue—was
put in place in September 1998. Terrorism was a specific issue included in
this dialogue process. It held hope of moving the bilateral relationship
forward and the first round of the Composite Dialogue was held in 1998.
The Composite Dialogue became a casualty of Pakistan’s Kargil aggression.
became impossible to sustain in its immediate aftermath. The failed Agra
summit between Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee and President Pervez
Musharraf of July 2001 and the Parliament terrorist attack of December
that year followed by the Kaluchak attack of May 2002 snuffed out any
chance that may have remained. In January 2004 Musharraf pledged to
disallow any group from using Pakistani controlled territories from
launching terrorist attacks against India. That opened paths of serious and
comprehensive diplomatic engagement but in May 2004 Vajpayee lost
the election paving the way for Dr Manmohan Singh to lead the UPA
government in India. He did so for a decade.
Like Vajpayee, Manmohan Singh was committed to giving a positive
direction to India-Pakistan relations. He was however confronted with the
major obstacle of Pakistani terrorism. While engaging Pakistan on the
back-channel on Jammu and Kashmir he sought to handle Pakistani
terror through the establishment of Joint Anti-Terror Mechanism (JATM).
On the side-lines of the Havana Non-Aligned Movement summit in
October 2006 Musharraf and he agreed to set up the JATM. Four meetings
of the group were held in about two years, the last a few weeks before the
Mumbai terrorist attack. By this time Musharraf had gone. The PPP was
voted to power with the restoration of the elected government after eight
years of military rule in Pakistan. However, the army maintained a firm
control of Pakistan’s security and India policy and was unwilling to give up
the instrument of terrorism. Consequently, the JATM meetings only
witnessed Pakistani prevarication. The Mumbai attack put an end to the
JATM process.
Eight months after the Mumbai attack Manmohan Singh met his Pakistani
counterpart Syed Yousaf Raza Gilani on the margins of the NAM summit in
Sharm-el-Sheikh, Egypt. There was no attempt at reviving the JATM in any
form but the Joint Statement issued at the end of the meeting carried
significant Indian concessions on terrorism. It mentioned “Both leaders
agreed that terrorism is the main threat to both countries. Both leaders
affirmed their resolve to fight terrorism and to cooperate with each other
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to this end”. This fuzzy formulation obfuscated the distinction regarding
the basic difference in the terrorism faced by the two countries: India had
to confront Pakistani terror while Pakistan had to battle domestic terror
from its tanzeems, once allied to the state and now enemies. This
obfuscation created more difficulties with the inclusion of the formulation
“Prime Minister Gilani mentioned that Pakistan had some information on
threats in Baluchistan and other areas”. The opposition parties openly and
some of his party in private bitterly criticised Singh’s agreement to the
mention of Baluchistan for it seem to be directed at India. Singh’s
clarification that India had nothing to hide cut no ice.
If at Havana in 2006 Singh had made an attempt at ring fencing the larger
India-Pakistan relationship from terrorism through the JATM at Sharm-elSheikh, he went further even in the absence of such a mechanism. The
Joint Statement noted “Action on terrorism should not be linked to the
Composite Dialogue Process and these should not be bracketed”. This was
what Pakistan had always urged. However, the strong criticism to the Joint
Statement forced Singh to retreat and link the normalisation of IndiaPakistan relations to progress on the Mumbai attack case in Pakistan.
Significantly, Singh-Gilani Joint Statement after their meeting in Thimpu
on the margins of the SAARC summit in April 2010 reiterated the Sharmel-Sheikh segregation of terrorism and the rest of the bilateral relationship.
It went a step ahead to direct the foreign ministers to meet to prepare a
road map to take bilateral relations forward.
Manmohan Singh persevered to move the bilateral relationship on a
positive trajectory between 2010 and 2012. These years witnessed the
meetings of officials on the eight subjects identified in the Composite
Dialogue: terrorism, Jammu and Kashmir, Siachen, Tulbul navigation

"The atmosphere was optimistic when external
affairs minister SM Krishna visited Islamabad in
September 2012. During the visit the India-Pakistan
Joint Commission, chaired by the foreign ministers of
the two countries met after three decades."
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project, Sir Creek, commercial and economic cooperation, peace and
security, humanitarian issues and peace and security. Meetings of the
political leadership also took place, including a visit to Pakistan by the Lok
Sabha speaker. Significantly, the commerce ministers exchanged visits
and a breakthrough in commercial relations seemed imminent. The
atmosphere was optimistic when external affairs minister SM Krishna
visited Islamabad in September 2012. During the visit the India-Pakistan
Joint Commission, chaired by the foreign ministers of the two countries
met after three decades. It is clear, in retrospect, that all this bilateral
movement was taking place on thin ice because of an absence of will in
Pakistan to take the Mumbai trial to a logical conclusion as well as
sustaining support for insurgency and terrorism in Jammu and Kashmir.
The Joint Statement issued on the conclusion of Krishna’s visit noted “The
Ministers agreed that terrorism poses a continuing threat to peace and
security. They re-affirmed the strong commitment of the two countries to
fight terrorism in an effective and comprehensive manner so as to
eliminate the scourge in all its forms and manifestations”. This diplomatic
formulation was merely fine words for Pakistan had shown no intention to
abandon the use of calibrated terror against India and the army remained
unwilling for changing track from confrontation to cooperation. Even as it
had to fight the domestic terror of the Tehreek-e-Taliban-e-Pakistan(TTP) it
showed no inclination to curtail its ties with the India oriented jihadi
tanzeems the LeT and the Jaish-e-Mohammad (JeM).

NARENDRA MODI AND THE PURSUIT OF DIPLOMACY: THE
DECEMBER INITIATIVE
Narendra Modi led the BJP to a massive election victory in the May 2014
Lok Sabha elections. For the first time in three decades a party won a

"It is clear, in retrospect, that all this bilateral
movement was taking place on thin ice because of
an absence of will in Pakistan to take the Mumbai
trial to a logical conclusion as well as sustaining
support for insurgency and terrorism in Jammu and
Kashmir."
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majority on its own. Surprising his critics, who expected that he would
take an uncompromisingly hard-line approach towards Pakistan, Modi
invited Nawaz Sharif, as part of the SAARC leaders group to his oath taking
ceremony. Over-ruling the army Sharif accepted the invitation. Was it to
deter Sharif from attending and casting a pall over the swearing-in
occasion that three days earlier the LeT attacked the Indian ConsulateGeneral in Herat? Four fully armed terrorists came prepared for a long
siege but fortuitously an alert Indian para-military soldier on guard raised
the alarm. killed a terrorist. The remaining three were killed by the Indian
and Afghan security contingent guarding the premises. In view of the
close links between the Pakistan army and the LeT could such an attack
have taken place without the former’s consent?
Modi indicated a genuine desire to comprehensively engage Pakistan in
his meeting with Sharif. The two Prime Ministers instructed the Foreign
Secretaries to meet to work out a road-map for taking relations ahead.
However, on the eve of the Indian Foreign Secretary’s visit to Pakistan,
India objected to the Pakistan High Commissioner meeting the Hurriyat
separatist leadership to discuss India-Pakistan ties. While Modi departed
from his predecessors who had allowed visiting Pakistani leaders as well as
Delhi based Pakistani diplomats to meet the Hurriyat, Modi’s demand was
in keeping with international diplomatic convention.
The Foreign Secretary’s visit was called off and bilateral acrimony ensued
Modi kept to his plan to engage Pakistan. He sent the new Foreign
Secretary to Pakistan in March 2015 albeit under the cover of a general
tour of SAARC countries to resume contact. Four months later he met
Nawaz Sharif on the margins of the Ufa SCO summit. The Joint Statement
that emerged from the meeting laid out an engagement plan beginning
with “A meeting in New Delhi between the two NSAs to discuss all issues
connected to terrorism”. A meeting of the DG BSF and DG Pakistan
Rangers to be followed by a meeting of the two DGMOs was included in
the plan.
The Pakistan army did not like the substantial focus on terrorism and the
absence of any mention of the Jammu and Kashmir issue in the Joint
Statement. Consequently, Pakistan made its NSA’s visit conditional on his
meeting the Hurriyat. India did not agree leading to the visit being called
off. Modi had a quick pull aside meeting with Sharif in end November in
Paris. Eight days later in an extraordinary and major concession to the
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Pakistani army’s stand Modi agreed to the NSAs, accompanied by the
foreign secretaries to meet quietly in Bangkok. The presence of the foreign
secretaries meant that terrorism was not to be the exclusive focus of the
meeting and of course to skirt the Hurriyat issue the meeting’s venue
became Bangkok. This meeting set the stage for External Affairs Minister
Sushma Swaraj’s visit to Islamabad to participate in a Heart of Asia
ministerial meeting on December 10. She also held discussions with
Sharif’s Advisor on foreign affairs who was the de-facto foreign minister.
The Joint Statement put out after the meeting made the usual reference
to terrorism and bringing the Mumbai attack conspirators to justice but its
meat lay in the bilateral agreement to begin a Comprehensive Bilateral
Dialogue which was essentially another name for the Composite Dialogue.
The issues covered were identical except that Terrorism was to be no
longer clubbed with Narcotics Control. This hardly constituted a major
Pakistani concession. The Foreign Secretaries were mandated to work out
the Dialogue modalities and schedule.
In the context of the nature of bilateral ties, what can only be called a
breath taking gesture, Modi on his way back to India from Kabul broke
journey in Lahore for a few hours to meet Nawaz Sharif on Christmas day
2015. The two leaders met at Sharif’s personal residence at Raiwind. It was
Sharif’s birthday and his family was also celebrating his grand-daughter’s
wedding. If Modi had thought that his visit would make a positive impact
on all Pakistanis, he could not have been more wrong. As was revealed by
Pakistani participants to their Indian counterparts on the Track 2 circuit
the generals were furious. For them this visit had nothing to do with the
Pakistan state.

PATHANKOT, URI AND PULWAMA: RETRIBUTION AND
PRE-EMPTION
Within ten days of his Lahore visit the JeM struck the Pathankot air base on
January 2, 2016 killing seven security personnel. The five perpetrators were
killed in a four-day clearance operation. Modi was deeply embarrassed. His
December moves indicated a lack of understanding and false
expectations of Pakistan. He put on a brave face, did not break of the
engagement but asked Pakistan to bring the attack’s JeM handlers to
book. This included the tanzeem’s chief Masood Azhar. Pakistan played
Modi along, promising to investigate the charges. It even detained Azhar
for some time. All this was an eye wash but Modi gave further rope and
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allowed a team of Pakistani investigators which included an officer of the
ISI to come to India and also permitted them to go to the air base. India
expected that Pakistan would arrange a reciprocal visit of an India
investigators group to examine the JeM handlers. That never happened
but the NSAs maintained contact and strangely to show that its Pakistan
initiative was paying dividends the Modi government leaked a report to
the media in March 2016 that the Pakistan side had given information of a
possible terrorist attack in Gujarat.
Once again a terrorist attack had made impossible an engagement
initiative. This was in conformity with the experience of the past two and
half decades, specifically since the Vajpayee moves with Pakistan. It also
showed, once again, that even if an elected Pakistani leader wanted to
normalise relations with India he would be prevented by the Pakistani
army from doing so. The generals were unwilling to give up their jihadi
assets despite mounting international concern that their use was a
dangerous undertaking by a state with nuclear weapons against a nuclear
neighbour. However, as India confined itself to diplomatic action only, the
international community, while applauding Indian responsible conduct
and patience, did not ensure that its pressure left Pakistan with no
alternative but to abandon terror.

THE KULBHUSHAN JADHAV: ATTEMPT TO PAINT INDIA
WITH TERRORISM
While India’s attention was focused on the aftermath of the Pathankot
attack Pakistan announced in March 2016 that it had apprehended
Kulbhushan Jadhav on its territory who it claimed was a serving naval
officer but engaged in espionage and organising terrorist acts in Pakistan,

"Once again a terrorist attack had made impossible
an engagement initiative. This was in conformity
with the experience of the past two and half
decades, specifically since the Vajpayee moves with
Pakistan.It also showed, that even if an elected
Pakistani leader wanted to normalise relations with
India he would be prevented by the Pakistani army
from doing so."
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especially Baluchistan. This was part of an accusation that Pakistan had
made for long that India was instigating terrorism in Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa
and FATA as well as Baluchistan and, inter-alia, using Afghan territory for
this purpose. Refuting Pakistani charges India asserted that Jadhav was a
retired naval officer who was carrying on private business in Chahbahar,
Iran. Pakistan’s essential purpose in giving enormous publicity to the
Jadhav matter was to show the international community that India was
not innocent of promoting terrorism even while it accused Pakistan. For
this purpose, it publicly and in an unprecedented manner claimed that
Jadhav had named the Indian NSA and the head of the Indian external
intelligence agency as his handlers. The diatribe against the NSA
continued even in the ICJ hearing on the case lodged by Indian against
the denial of consular access to Jadhav. Unhappily for Pakistan the world
powers showed no interest to Pakistani charges and the propaganda drive
failed to erode the international assessment of Pakistani involvement in
terrorism.

BURHAN WANI KILLING: FISHING IN TROUBLED WATERS
In this period of more than the usual bilateral tension, Burhan Wani the
22-year-old Kashmir commander of the Hizb-ul-Mujahidin (HM) who had
acquired a huge social media presence in the valley was killed by the
security forces on July 8, 2016. While the valley erupted in large
demonstrations of grief and over 2000 stone pelting incidents occurred
over the next few months what was significant for India-Pakistan relations
was the high voltage anti-India propaganda launched by Pakistani civil
and military authorities. Nawaz Sharif too severely criticised India. All this
further encouragement to extremism in J&K came in the backdrop of the
impact of the Pathankot attack.

"Unhappily for Pakistan the world powers showed no
interest to Pakistani charges and the propaganda
drive failed to erode the international assessment of
Pakistani involvement in terrorism."
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On September 18th early morning four JeM terrorists attacked the brigade
headquarters at Uri. Their use of incendiary ammunition led to tents
catching fire leading to the death of eventually nineteen service personnel.
Initially, in keeping with past practice India took diplomatic action
including pulling out of the SAARC summit which was to be held in
Islamabad in November. It also warned that such attacks could impact on
the Indus Waters Treaty. However, while these steps were going on Modi
ordered the army to strike at terrorist launch pads across the LOC. It did so
across a wide portion of it. While the Indian army had struck across the
LOC at terrorist locations earlier this time the area of operations was
significantly much larger and the action was also publicly announced.
Put in a spot and to preserve its doctrine of the dangers that would flow
from India using its conventional forces to respond to an unacceptable
terrorist attack Pakistan denied that India had undertaken any such
action. In doctrinal terms the significance of the action, called surgical
strikes by India, cannot be overstated. The exercise of armed action was in
keeping with the right of self-defence. Any escalation that flowed from
such a legitimate exercise of force would be at Pakistan’s door. India had
finally signalled to the international community that it would no longer
confine its response to the diplomatic path thereby making the use of
terror far more dangerous for Pakistan.
On February 14, 2019 a Kashmiri terrorist of the JeM rammed his explosives
laden vehicle into a CRPF bus causing the death of forty personnel. The
terrorist organisation claimed responsibility. India held Pakistan
responsible for the attack which denied any involvement. Many countries
condemned

"India had finally signalled to the international
community that it would no longer confine its
response to the diplomatic path thereby making
the use of terror far more dangerous for Pakistan."
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the attack and the UNSC issued a statement doing the same, despite
China’s initial prevarication. All this was insufficient to contain the nation’s
fury at what was the single deadliest attack in three decades of Pakistani
terrorism in J&K. Modi had to respond to this anger. Besides, the surgical
strikes had set the bar.
The Indian air force struck JeM training camp at Balakot in the early
morning hours of February 26th killing a large number of terrorists. India’s
statement on the air strike emphasised that only terrorist infrastructure
was attacked, not any Pakistan state assets but most significantly it laid
out what can only be construed as a doctrine of pre-emption. It stated,
after noting that Pakistan had ignored information given by India
regarding the existence of training camps, “Credible intelligence was
received that JeM was attempting another suicide attack in various parts
of the country, and the fidayeen jihadis were being trained for this
purpose. In the face of imminent danger, a pre-eminent strike became
absolutely necessary”.
Pakistan responded to the Balakot strike the next day and while its
missiles caused no damage in an aerial combat both countries downed a
fighter aircraft each. The Indian pilot bailed out and landed in PoK. He was
captured but returned two days later. His quick release de-escalated the
situation. While Pakistan had struck to preserve its position that armed
action by India involving Pakistani territory would lead to a dangerous
escalation it and the international community can no longer ignore that
India will now undertake kinetic responses to unacceptable terrorist
attacks by Pakistan based terrorists.

"The Indian doctrine correctly asserts that it is not a
response to a terrorist attack that is escalatory but
that the provocation contained in the attack is the
first step of the escalatory ladder. Hence, it follows
that Pakistan’s reliance on terror is the real cause of
nuclear danger for the world."
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The Indian doctrine correctly asserts that it is not a response to a terrorist
attack that is escalatory but that the provocation contained in the attack is
the first step of the escalatory ladder. Hence, it follows that Pakistan’s
reliance on terror is the real cause of nuclear danger for the world. This
assessment is also borne out by the experience of the Cold War. The US
and the Soviet Union fought many proxy wars in different parts of the
world but never on each other’s territories. The idea that the possession of
nuclear assets provides a shield that would prevent responses only holds
so long as kinetic responses are not undertaken after a terrorist attack.
Indeed, the doctrine of pre-emption goes even further.

CONSTITUTIONAL CHANGE IN J&K: PAKISTAN'S
RESPONSES
J&K’s constitutional status was changed in August 2019. The state gave
way to the formation of the Union territories of J&K and of Ladakh. These
changes were part of the domestic process of India. Reacting strongly
Pakistan alleged that India had “annexed” the state. It launched a vigorous
diplomatic campaign against India’s constitutional moves which were
largely ignored by the international community. Till now it has not
undertaken a major terrorist attack. It has been restrained, slightly because
of FATF scrutiny, partly because it does not want to give India the
opportunity to fan the terrorist charge against it but also perhaps of a
consciousness that terrorist acts which will provoke a kinetic reaction will
be dangerous. However, it may still act irrationally as it has in earlier times
and precipitate a crisis hoping that the international community will
pressure India on making concessions in J&K. As the decade closed
Pakistan gave no indication of wanting to normalise relations with India
and abandon the path of terror.
[1] https://qz.com/1715375/imran-khan-at-unga-there-is-no-such-thing-as-radicalislam/
[2] https://www.hindustantimes.com/world-news/pak-minister-criticised-foranti-hindu-remarks/story-VtRqtKrOM5V9nGcssq8fxM.html

"The idea that the possession of nuclear assets
provides a shield that would prevent responses only
holds so long as kinetic responses are not
undertaken after a terrorist attack."
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SEEKING A COMPETITIVE
ADVANTAGE:

MILITARY STRATEGIES OF INDIA AND
PAKISTAN
DEEPENDRA SINGH HOODA
Both the Indian and Pakistan armies were created by the division of the
British Indian Army along Hindu-Muslim lines. While a sense of nostalgia
accompanied the initial parting among comrades in arms, this soon
turned to bitterness over the division of resources. A little more than two
months after the partition, the two armies were locked in an all-out war in
the state of Jammu and Kashmir. The hostility persists and is sharper than
ever today
.The two armies have followed entirely different trajectories since 1947.
While the Indian Army readily accepted civilian supremacy, the Pakistan
Army enforced its rule over the country for long periods, overthrowing
elected governments. Even when not in direct power, the Pakistani Army
has exerted enormous influence on security and foreign affairs. These
different trajectories have also shaped the strategic culture of the two
armies.
The 26th February 2019 Indian airstrikes on the Balakot terrorist camp in
Pakistan, and a counterstrike by Pakistan Air Force the next day, brought
sharp international attention to the dangers of an India-Pakistan conflict
spiralling out of control. Prime Minister Imran Khan, in an indirect
reference to nuclear weapons, stated in a televised address, “with the
weapons you have and the weapons we have, can we really afford such a
miscalculation? If this escalates, things will no longer be in my control or in
Modi's."
The Indian position on terrorism has hardened after the BJP came to
power in 2014. The overtures made by Prime Minister Modi towards
Pakistan had to be abandoned after the 2016 attack on Pathankot airbase.
There is now a more assertive government in place that is not hesitant to
use the military instrument to respond to terror attacks, as witnessed by
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the ‘surgical strikes’ and the airstrike at Balakot. Notwithstanding, the
Pakistan Army continues with what is termed by India as a 'proxy war' in
Jammu and Kashmir. There is also an irrational objective of seeking
strategic parity with India despite the obvious differences in economic and
military power. In a recent address at the International Institute for
Strategic Studies (IISS), retired Lieutenant General Khalid Kidwai said, “the
reality is that it is Pakistan that must shoulder the responsibility of
maintaining the vital strategic balance in the conventional and nuclear
equation with India as the critical determinant of the state of strategic
stability in South Asia.”
In this uncertain mix, it is important to study the military strategy adopted
by the Indian Army, both to counter the 'proxy war' in Jammu and
Kashmir, and in a conventional war between the two countries. Of course,
no analysis would be complete without taking into consideration the
Pakistani strategic thought process to counter the Indian Army. Together,
these could provide valuable inputs into the direction of future conflict
scenarios.

THE MILITARY BALANCE
When any military plans its strategy, a key consideration is the strength
and capability of the enemy. Whether you compare equipment or
personnel, there is a wide chasm between India and Pakistan’s military
resources. The infographic from Statista.com tells the complete story.
There is a glaring disparity in military strength, but the size of the budget is
more telling. Despite our complaints of inadequate allocations, we have
more than five times Pakistan’s military budget. With the economic
trajectory of both countries, the conventional capability gap will only grow,

"There is an irrational objective of seeking strategic
parity with India despite the obvious differences in
economic and military power."
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and this reality has tailored military strategic thinking on both sides..

I NDIAN ARMY’S STRATEGY VIS-À-VIS PAKISTAN
COUNTERING PAKISTAN’S PROXY WAR IN JAMMU AND
KASHMIR
The ongoing conflict in Jammu and Kashmir is influenced by internal
dynamics as well as transnational support from Pakistan. There is often a
debate on which of these is the root cause of the problem in Kashmir, but
the army’s strategy gives equal importance to both aspects.
The Indian Army’s strategy in Jammu and Kashmir rests on three pillars:

A robust counter-infiltration posture along the Line of Control,
·Intelligence based operations against terrorists in the hinterland, and
Winning the hearts and minds of the local population.
Mostly local cadres sustained the initial years of militancy in Jammu and
Kashmir, but in the last two decades, foreign terrorists infiltrating from
Pakistan have been the mainstay of the fight against the security forces.
Infiltration peaked in 2001, with nearly 2500 terrorists crossing the Line of
Control (data from South Asian Terrorism Portal). It is true that local
recruitment has increased in the last few years, and in 2018 - for the first
time in 18 years - local terrorists killed outnumbered foreign terrorists
killed. However, infiltration from Pakistan continues. The 2018-2019 Annual
Report of the Ministry of Home Affairs reveals that there were 1118
infiltration attempts between 2016 and 2018.
The Indian Army had always been conscious of the need to strengthen its
counter-infiltration grid, but the real push came with the construction of a

"It is true that local recruitment has increased in the
last few years, and in 2018 - for the first time in 18
years - local terrorists killed outnumbered foreign
terrorists killed."
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border fence that was completed in 2004. The results of this were
immediately visible, and infiltration dropped from 1373 in 2003 to 537 in
2004 (MHA Annual Report 2006-2007). Over the years, the fence, called
the 'Anti Infiltration Obstacle System' by the army, has undergone
significant upgrades with the integration of sensors, night vision devices,
and night lighting.
The gradual stabilisation of the internal security situation, particularly in
the Jammu region, also enabled the army to redeploy soldiers from the
hinterland to strengthen its counter-infiltration grid along the border, and
clamp down further on potential cross border aggression. Infiltration from
the Line of Control in Jammu region has since slowed to a trickle, although
the International Border section still remains slightly vulnerable.
There is sometimes a criticism that the construction of the fence has
instilled a defensive mindset in the soldiers. This is far from the truth. Paul
Staniland, in his article Defeating Transnational Insurgencies: The Best
Offense Is a Good Fence, argues that a containment strategy may be the
best way to counter transnational insurgencies. One of the key elements of
the containment strategy is the erection of defensive barriers along the
border. Staniland writes, “Although relying primarily on defensive actions
cuts against many of the offense-oriented attitudes of military and civilian
decision makers, these measures offer the most effective single response
to the challenge of transnational, cross-border insurgency.”
The second pillar of India’s strategy is small-team intelligence-based
operations against terrorists in the hinterland. As the number of terrorists
have dwindled to a few hundred, large-scale operations like cordon and
search have become rare occurrences. There is close functioning and

"The second pillar of India’s strategy is small-team
intelligence-based operations against terrorists in
the hinterland. As the number of terrorists have
dwindled to a few hundred, large-scale operations
like cordon and search have become rare
occurrences."
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synergy with the local police force, that provides accurate and timely
intelligence. Improvements in technical intelligence have led to many
successful operations, particularly when integrated with the Special
Forces. Of late, the strategy of operating in small teams has come under
pressure, particularly in population centres. During many operations
against terrorists, large crowds attempt to reach the encounter sites in an
attempt to help the terrorists escape. This could potentially put small army
teams in danger, and therefore, a large posse of policemen are deployed
to keep locals away from the place where the operation is being carried
out. While this remains a challenge, the preference remains for a quick
operation with minimal use of force and collateral damage.
The final pillar is winning the hearts and minds of the local population.
This is not a hollow motto and is taken very seriously by the army. Every
soldier, on his posting to Jammu and Kashmir, is put through a six-week
pre-induction training module that includes, among other aspects,
sensitization of cultural and human rights issues. As in other conflict zones,
there could be human rights aberrations, but these are few and far
between.
The army carries out an extensive outreach programme under its
‘Sadbhavana’ schemes. According to the Indian Army website, it is running
46 schools in the state, assists in vocational training, provides healthcare
through medical and veterinary camps in remote areas (more than 400
camps held in 2014-15), and conducts national integration tours for the
youth of the state.
Has the army’s strategy been successful? To answer this question, we have
to examine the role of the army and its contribution towards finding a

"A large posse of policemen are deployed to keep
locals away from the place where the operation is
being carried out. While this remains a challenge, the
preference remains for a quick operation with
minimal use of force and collateral damage."
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long-term resolution to the problem in Jammu and Kashmir. The army
sees its role as confined to bringing violence under control and ensuring
that the normal administrative functioning of the state is not held hostage
by militants. This would then set the stage for a political solution. From this
perspective, the army could claim success. In Jammu and Kashmir,
violence peaked in 2001 with over 4,500 deaths in terrorism-related
incidents. By 2012, total deaths had dropped to 117. Even though the
violence has subsequently risen, the 450 deaths in 2018 represent only 10%
of peak levels. The solutions to Jammu and Kashmir do not currently lie in
the security domain, but in the political will to find an inclusive
perspective.

CONVENTIONAL WARFIGHTING STRATEGY
The Indian Army’s conventional warfighting strategy has been heavily
influenced by the lessons of Operation Parakram, a one-year stand-off
between the two armies following the terrorist attack on the Parliament in
2001. The Indian Army ordered the complete mobilization of its forces in
December, and it took almost three weeks for the 'strike corps', primarily
responsible for offensive operations into Pakistan, to reach their
operational locations near the border. By then, the Pakistani Army, with a
shorter distance to travel to the border, was already fully mobilized.
The delay in mobilization also gave the international community time to
pressurize both countries to step back. On 12 January 2002, President
Musharraf, in a televised address, condemned the Parliament attack and
promised that “No organization will be allowed to indulge in terrorism in
the name of Kashmir”. There was again a quiet appeal to India to give
Musharraf a chance.

"It is the Indian Army’s view that there is space for a
conventional India-Pakistan conflict that does not
breach the nuclear threshold."
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Operation Parakram, called the "most punishing mistake" by former Navy
Chief Admiral Sushil Kumar, led to much introspection within the army. If
India had to exploit its conventional superiority, it would have to launch
rapid offensives into Pakistan within 48 to 72 hours. A short, swift war
before international pressure forced an end to hostilities. The aim would
not be to capture vast swathes of territory but to cause crippling damage
to Pakistan’s military capability. It is the Indian Army’s view that there is
space for a conventional India-Pakistan conflict that does not breach the
nuclear threshold.
This led to the adoption of the so-called 'Cold Start Doctrine', though there
has been no official acceptance of this policy. Over the next few years, the
Indian Army refined its mobilization schemes, relocated certain formations
closer to the border, raised a new South Western Command, and carried
out several exercises to refine and validate its doctrine.
There has been much analysis and some criticism of the ‘Cold Start
Doctrine’. Leaked cables from the United States Embassy in New Delhi
stated, “The Indian Army's "Cold Start Doctrine" is a mixture of myth and
reality. It has never been and may never be put to use on a battlefield
because of substantial and serious resource constraints...If the GOI were to
implement Cold Start given present Indian military capabilities, it is the
collective judgment of the Mission that India would encounter mixed
results.” Apart from resource constraints, the ‘Cold Start Doctrine’ is seen,
particularly by Pakistani commentators, as aggressive and destabilizing
and forcing Pakistan to lower its nuclear threshold to counter India’s
conventional superiority.
In my view, the broad contours of the doctrine adopted by the Indian

"In my view, the broad contours of the doctrine
adopted by the Indian Army are appropriate,
considering the current strategic scenario and
capabilities of both sides. The real question is
whether there is political approval for the doctrine
and, therefore, adequate budgetary support to
overcome the current resource constraints that
hamper effective execution."
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Army are appropriate, considering the current strategic scenario and
capabilities of both sides. The real question is whether there is political
approval for the doctrine and, therefore, adequate budgetary support to
overcome the current resource constraints that hamper effective
execution. This currently does not appear to be the case, though future
weapon procurements could close the gap.

THE BLURRING OF LINES BETWEEN PROXY WAR AND
CONVENTIONAL WARFIGHTING
While the Indian Army was engaged in a proxy war in Jammu and
Kashmir even while training and preparing for a conventional war, these
two forms of war were looked at as being distinct from each other. This
distinction is less pronounced now, and Balakot is a clear example.
As the “surgical strikes” of 2016 and the airstrikes on Balakot show, the
political leadership is now willing to use the military instrument in
response to terrorist attacks in Jammu and Kashmir. In the case of Balakot,
the Pakistan Air Force responded the next day by an airstrike of its own,
and the resultant dogfight led to the capture of an Indian pilot. As
reported by Reuters in March 2019, India threatened to fire six missiles at
Pakistan, and Islamabad said it would respond "three times over". While
the crisis de-escalated, it shows how a sudden incident in Jammu and
Kashmir could lead India and Pakistan into climbing the escalatory ladder
towards a conventional conflict.
Apart from planning for a major conflict, India's military leaders must
carefully study the current dynamics and devise strategies for conflict
management, escalation control, and deterrence. This is where sound

"India's military leaders must carefully study the
current dynamics and devise strategies for conflict
management, escalation control, and deterrence."
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military advice to the political leadership will play a crucial role, if we are
not to stumble unprepared into an unplanned conflict escalation.

PAKISTAN ARMY’S STRATEGY
Pakistan Army’s strategy vis-à-vis India is shaped by its desire to resist what
it views as India’s hegemony in the region, and a realization of the
conventional imbalance in military capability that will only increase in the
future. Pakistan’s military strategy is based on the following facets:
India is an implacable foe and must be resisted,·
Use of Jihadis as proxy fighters,·
Achieve strategic depth in Afghanistan, and·
Integration of conventional and nuclear strategies including FullSpectrum deterrence.

RESISTING INDIAN HEGEMONY
Within the Pakistan Army, there is a deep-rooted suspicion and hostility
towards India that is seen as an existential threat to Pakistan. Christine Fair,
in her book Fighting to the End: Pakistan’s Way of War, writes:
“(There is a) dogged conviction of Pakistan’s defense establishment that
India is fundamentally opposed to Pakistan’s existence, rejects the twonation theory, and seeks every opportunity to undo history. Since the
Pakistan Army has upheld Islam and the two-nation theory as its
institutional ideology, the two states are thus locked in an existential
conflict with no obvious resolution. Resolution of their security
competition would imply that Pakistan must acquiesce to India’s
hegemonic position, something the army is unprepared to do.”
A similar point was made by Khalid Kidwai at IISS when he spoke about
“India’s historically persistent and insatiable drive for regional domination”,
and therefore, “it has been a Pakistani responsibility not to allow the South
Asian strategic stability to be disturbed to its disadvantage despite India’s
repeated efforts to make it unstable."
Pakistan's opposition to India goes much beyond the Kashmir issue, and a
desire for regional parity is at the heart of its strategic planning and
development of military capability.
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JIHADIS AS PROXY FIGHTERS
The use of proxies has been an accepted convention during wars. While
armies generally use proxies as an adjunct to their conventional strategy,
the Pakistan Army uses terror groups as the primary element of their
strategy while contesting stronger neighbours. Pakistan has provided
active support to the insurgencies in the Northeast states of India. In 1956,
Phizo, the Naga rebel leader, escaped to East Pakistan where he secured
training assistance, and weapons, for large groups of guerrillas that crossed
the border from India. Pakistan's support of insurgencies in Punjab and
extremist groups like the Indian Mujahideen is well documented. In
Jammu and Kashmir, the calibrated use of terror groups like the Lashkare-Taiba (LeT) and Jaish-e-Mohammed (JeM), both based in Pakistan, has
helped sustain the 30-year-old insurgency.
Pakistan has had significant success in employing jihadi groups in
Afghanistan, defeating one superpower in 1989, and is now seeing another
superpower on the verge of retreat. Despite enormous American pressure
over the past two decades, Pakistan has been steadfast in its support of
the Afghan Taliban.
After the Lal Masjid siege of 2007 led to a spate of terrorist attacks in
Pakistan, there was a view that the Pakistan Army would finally realise its
folly and break its links with all terror groups. However, while cracking
down on other terrorist organisations, the Pakistan Army has staunchly
supported Kashmir-centric groups and the Taliban. Today, from the
Pakistan Army's perspective, they may feel that they are winning. There
has been a significant drop in terror incidents in Pakistan, with fatalities
dropping from a peak of over 11,000 in 2009 to 370 in 2019 (SATP data).

"Pakistan's opposition to India goes much beyond
the Kashmir issue, and a desire for regional parity is
at the heart of its strategic planning and
development of military capability."
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The United States is on the verge of a peace deal with the Taliban that
would only increase Pakistan's influence in Afghanistan. In Kashmir, the
situation is fragile, and Pakistan has spared no opportunity to exploit it
internationally.

STRATEGIC DEPTH IN AFGHANISTAN
The Pakistan Army inherited the western frontiers of the British empire in
1947. However, unlike the British Indian Army, the Pakistan Army’s focus
was primarily along its eastern borders with India. This changed with the
installation of the pro-Soviet Mohammad Daoud Khan government in
Afghanistan in 1973. As explained in Christine Fair’s Fighting to the End:
Pakistan’s Way of War, Pakistan established an Afghan cell in 1973, and the
earliest recipients of Pakistani support were Gulbuddin Hekmatyar and
Ahmad Shah Massoud.
With the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, Pakistan was transformed
as a frontline state in superpower rivalry. A decade later, the Soviets
withdrew from Afghanistan, and in 1996, the Taliban, with Pakistan’s
backing, defeated the anarchic Mujahideen groups. This was the time
when Pakistan appeared close to achieving its vision of ‘strategic depth’ in
Afghanistan.
There is much debate and discussion about the concept of strategic depth
that was first enunciated by the Army Chief Mirza Aslam Beg in 1988. Its
military connotation, of the Pakistan Army retreating into Afghanistan in
the event of an Indian offensive, has been rubbished by experts, even in
Pakistan. An undisputed fact is that Pakistan wishes to see a favourable
regime in Afghanistan, to keep its western borders secure and prevents

"A decade later, the Soviets withdrew from
Afghanistan, and in 1996, the Taliban, with Pakistan’s
backing, defeated the anarchic Mujahideen groups.
This was the time when Pakistan appeared close to
achieving its vision of ‘strategic depth’ in
Afghanistan."
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prevent Indian influence in that country. In a February 2010 press briefing,
General Ashfaq Parvez Kayani’s said, “We want a strategic depth in
Afghanistan but do not want to control it. A peaceful and friendly
Afghanistan can provide Pakistan a strategic depth”.
With a peace deal between the United States and the Taliban now
imminent, Pakistan finds itself in a favourable position. It is not clear as to
what the future holds for Afghanistan, but it is certain the Taliban will play
a significant role. This could result in an intensification of India-Pakistan
rivalry in Afghanistan. The Pakistan Army seeks to reduce the Indian
presence and influence in Afghanistan, long seen as an attempt to
encircle Pakistan.

PAKISTAN’S CONVENTIONAL MILITARY STRATEGY
After the Balakot strikes, there was some concern around the world that a
conflict between India and Pakistan could spiral out of control and turn
nuclear. This impression was reinforced by the repeated invoking of the
nuclear spectre by Pakistani leadership. In an address to the United
Nations in September 2019, Prime Minister Imran Khan said, “If a
conventional war starts between the two countries, anything could
happen…We will fight ... and when a nuclear-armed country fights to the
end, it will have consequences far beyond the borders”.
The direct linking of conventional and nuclear aspects of warfighting
sometimes leads us to ignore the fact that Pakistan has, in the recent past,
also developed a credible conventional warfighting doctrine. In response
to the ‘Cold Start Doctrine', Pakistan Armed Forces conducted four Azm-eNau joint military exercises from 2009 to 2013. At the end of these

"The direct linking of conventional and nuclear
aspects of warfighting sometimes leads us to ignore
the fact that Pakistan has, in the recent past, also
developed a credible conventional warfighting
doctrine."

30 30

exercises, the Pakistan Army developed a doctrine named ‘New Concept
of War Fighting' (NCWF). Although not many details are known of the
NCWF, what can be gleaned from open sources is the broad strategy that
comprises the following measures:
Use its geographical advantage to mobilise faster than the Indian Army
and be prepared for any offensive by the adversary. There were reports
in the Indian media that after Balakot, the Pakistan Army had mobilised
from the Afghanistan border to forward positions along the Line of
Control.
Create additional reserves for the defensive role to absorb the initial
Indian offensive and prevent any significant capture of territory.
Employ its strategic reserves for an offensive into Indian
territory.
Pakistan
Army
Doctrine
2011:
Comprehensive
Response endorses taking the battle into enemy territory before India's
air superiority and ground attacks minimize Pakistan's response options.
This doctrine requires the Pakistan Army to shore up its conventional
capability, and it has been reasonably successful. As per SIPRI data, there
was a 58% increase in military acquisitions between 2010 and 2016 as
compared to the years from 2003 to 2009. Walter C. Ladwig, in his
paper Indian Military Modernization and Conventional Deterrence in
South Asia, has pointed out that “India’s defense procurement continues
to underperform, producing far less in terms of military power than its
spending would suggest. Conversely, Pakistan – assisted by China and
others – has prevented the emergence of sharp asymmetries in the
conventional military balance and even narrowed previously existing
gaps.”
Notwithstanding the development of its conventional capability, the vast

"This doctrine requires the Pakistan Army to shore up
its conventional capability, and it has been
reasonably successful. As per SIPRI data, there was a
58% increase in military acquisitions between 2010
and 2016 as compared to the years from 2003 to
2009."
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disparity in military spending will become unbridgeable in the future. It is
for this reason that Pakistan has taken a new position, as Khalid Kidwai
admitted at IISS, “Pakistan consciously will not indulge in a conventional
arms race except to seek qualitative upgrades, it is compelled to seek
security and strategic stability, by investing in appropriate nuclear
weapons through quality, quantity, doctrines and the concept of Full
Spectrum Deterrence.” Kidwai further went on to say, “Pakistan’s nuclear
capability operationalised under the well-articulated policy of Full
Spectrum Deterrence comprises of a large variety of strategic,operational
and tactical nuclear weapons, on land, air and sea, which are designed to
comprehensively deter large-scale aggression against mainland Pakistan.”
It is apparent that Pakistan seeks to deter any conventional conflict with
threats to use nuclear weapons even at a tactical level, and to graduate to
a flexible response based on circumstances. This is in direct contrast to
India's nuclear doctrine of "No First Use" and "Massive Retaliation”, and a
separation of the conventional and nuclear strategies.

FUTURE PROSPECTS
An analysis of the strategies adopted by the Indian and Pakistan armies
brings up future challenges to stability and conflict-management in the
region. For the longest time, the situation in Jammu and Kashmir with
regard to Pakistan has been classified by the Indian Army as “No War No
Peace”, but a balance was maintained between these two ends. The
middle ground has now shrunk, and with a blurring of lines between a
proxy and conventional war, risks have increased.
Deterrence has a different meaning for both sides. The Indian military

"For the longest time, the situation in Jammu and
Kashmir with regard to Pakistan has been classified
by the Indian Army as “No War No Peace”, but a
balance was maintained between these two ends.
The middle ground has now shrunk, and with a
blurring of lines between a proxy and conventional
war, risks have increased."
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seeks to deter Pakistan’s support of terrorism in India through its growing
conventional superiority. It believes there is space for a conventional
conflict below the nuclear threshold because Pakistan will not be
irrational enough to put the survival of the state ahead of an unrealizable
goal of seizing Kashmir.
Pakistan appears convinced that its nuclear capability has effectively
deterred India from utilizing its military strength. Pakistan cites
the Operation Parakram stalemate and the restraint shown by India
during the Kargil conflict as examples to support their view. A Rand
Corporation study on the Kargil war, Limited Conflicts Under the Nuclear
Umbrella, assessed that among the lessons learned by Pakistan was that
its possession of nuclear weapons provided the “permissive condition that
made contemplating Kargil possible” and that they are “straightforward
deterrents to any Indian conventional and nuclear threats thatmay
materialize in a crisis, and… perfect instruments for catalysing international
intervention on Pakistan’s behalf.”
This variance in strategic thinking is perhaps the most significant hazard as
one side almost dismisses the nuclear factor, while the other’s strategy
appears to completely revolve around the nuclear deterrence. The
problem is also compounded by the nature of civil-military relations on
both sides. The Pakistan Army has a dominant say in formulating security
strategy and indulges in risk-taking behaviour without fully considering
the political and diplomatic fallout. India's civil-military relations are
characterized by what Amit Mukherjee calls the "absent dialogue," and
this could lead to the initiation of military actions without a serious
strategic assessment of future implications.

"This variance in strategic thinking is perhaps the
most significant hazard as one side almost dismisses
the nuclear factor, while the other’s strategy appears
to completely revolve around the nuclear
deterrence."
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To view matters from a realistic lens, the Indian Army’s strategy to counter
the proxy war in Kashmir will ensure that violence in the region remains
controlled. There could be a few high-profile incidents, but they will not
alter the overall trajectory. Frustrated with an inability to influence events
in Kashmir and facing a conventional imbalance in military capability,
Pakistan will increasingly play the nuclear card and continue, at least in
the short term, to support terror activity in India. This is a volatile mix in
which both countries will seek to coerce the other by adopting different
strategies on the use of force. However, we would both do well to heed the
advice of the Nobel laureate Thomas C. Schelling, who writes, in his
book Arms and Influence:
“Coercion by threat of damage requires that our interests and our
opponent’s not be absolutely opposed. If his pain were our greatest
delight and our satisfaction his greatest woe, we would just proceed to
hurt and to frustrate each other…Coercion requires finding a bargain,
arranging for him to be better off doing what we want – worse off not
doing what we want – when he takes the threatened penalty into
account.”
These are sane words, but whether a bargain is possible in the current
environment remains doubtful.
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THE LINE OF LITTLE CONTROL
AJAI SHUKLA
It is no exaggeration to label the Line of Control (LoC) – the de facto border
that separates the Indian and Pakistani controlled parts of the state of
Jammu and Kashmir (J&K) – as the most heavily militarised border in the
world. A similar description is used for the Korean Demilitarised Zone
(DMZ), which separates the North and South Korean armies along the
38th Parallel. Comparatively, the Korean DMZ is a haven of peace. The two
militaries are separated by a strip of land four kilometre wide, in which
neither side deploys troops or weapons on a permanent basis. Along the
LoC, however, nothing separates the Indian and Pakistani armies; they are
deployed eyeball-to-eyeball, with certain Indian and Pakistani forward
posts a mere 25 metres apart.
Consequently, there are regular and intense exchanges of fire featuring a
range of weapons from small arms to medium artillery. In the year 2019,
there were 3,479 incidents of cross-LoC firing, in which 15 security
personnel and 18 civilians lost their lives[1]. Both armies take advantage of
momentary slackness in the opposing pickets to launch cross-LoC raids.
These frequently result in deaths and injuries, and occasionally in the
horrific mutilation of bodies of enemy soldiers, aimed at striking fear into
the other side. With close to 100,000 heavily armed soldiers from the two
nuclear-armed countries on hair-trigger alert, the potential for
uncontrolled escalation is always present and real.

"In the year 2019, there were 3,479 incidents of crossLoC firing, in which 15 security personnel and 18
civilians lost their lives[1]."
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GENESIS OF THE LOC
Since August 1947, when India and Pakistan were hastily chiselled out of
the British Raj, India’s land frontiers have sprawled over 15,500 kilometres.
Of this, the India-Pakistan border comprises around 3,206 kilometres[2].
The lion’s share of this- specifically the 2,120 kilometres that separate the
Indian states of Gujarat, Rajasthan and Punjab from the Pakistani states of
Sind and Punjab- is undisputed between the two sides. New Delhi and
Islamabad refer to this settled portion as the “international border” (IB). The
alignment of the IB follows the so-called “Radcliffe Line”, which, in the
frenetic weeks preceding India’s partition, was hurriedly drawn up by a
Boundary Commission chaired by Sir Cyril Radcliffe[3]. The IB has since
been demarcated on the ground after being surveyed in detail by the
Survey of India and the Survey of Pakistan. It is fenced, manned by border
police forces, and seldom witnesses armed confrontation or firing.
In contrast, the LoC, has not been drawn by a boundary commission but
by the force of arms. This 776 kilometre frontier, that runs entirely within
the state of Jammu & Kashmir (J&K), is contested for the simple reason
that both India and Pakistan claim the state of J&K, in its entirety. The
genesis of the LoC lies in Pakistan’s invasion of J&K in October 1947.
Twomonths after partition, anticipating Maharaja Hari Singh’s – the Hindu
monarch of the Muslim-majority J&K – decision to accede to India,
Pashtun tribal lakshars (militia) from Pakistan’s North West Frontier
Province (NWFP) invaded J&K. Later, regular Pakistan Army troops followed
suit. Ironically, the tribal invasion, advancing towards Srinagar, leaving a
bloody trail of pillage and rape, caused the panic-stricken Maharaja to
hasten the accession to India on October 26, 1947, and request military
assistance. The next day, Indian troops were flown in to Srinagar and

"This 776 kilometre frontier, that runs entirely within
the state of Jammu & Kashmir (J&K), is contested for
the simple reason that both India and Pakistan claim
the state of J&K, in its entirety."
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began to gradually repel the invaders. In the 14 months of sustained
fighting that followed, the Indian Army managed, by the end of 1948, to
recapture much of the Kashmir region (including all of the Kashmir Valley),
as well as large sections of the Jammu region, including the border areas
of Poonch, Rajauri, Naushera and Sunderbani.
A ceasefire that came into effect on New Year’s Day 1949 saw J&K divided
in twain, with the Indian Army in control of about two-thirds of the state
and the Pakistan Army occupying the remaining one-third. The de facto
front line between the two armies was designated as the Cease-fire Line
(CFL). This was formalized on July 27, 1949 with the signing of the Karachi
Agreement, mediated by the United Nations Commission for India and
Pakistan (UNCIP). In a document officially titled the “AgreementBetween
Military Representatives of India and Pakistan Regarding the
Establishment of a Cease-Fire Line in the State of Jammu and
Kashmir,” the CFL was marked on a map, though not physically
demarcated on the ground.
Over the years, the CFL was drawn and redrawn through physical
combat. During the India-Pakistan wars of 1965 and 1971, significant
chunks of territory exchanged hands due to capture by either army, often
at a high loss of lives. While territory captured along the IB was returned at
the end of the wars, there were a few instances of territory captured along
the LoC being retained, such as in Kargil and Tithwal in 1965. However,
underlining a perhaps subliminal desire to avoid destabilising the status
quo, there were examples of India returning captured territory of genuine
strategic value after a war. For instance, the return of the Haji Pir Pass
during post-conflict negotiations in Tashkent, USSR, in January 1966, after
the September 1965 war.
A greater degree of permanence and stability was imparted to the LoC
with the Shimla Agreement, that converted the CFL, as it stood at the end
of the 1971 war, into the LoC. In the Shimla Agreement (signed on July 2,
1972), billed as a framework for lasting peace between India and Pakistan,
Prime Ministers Indira Gandhi and Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto agreed to “settle
their differences by peaceful means through bilateral negotiations.[4]”
Indian bureaucrats, who assisted Indira Gandhi during the Shimla
Agreement negotiations, have revealed (this is denied by their Pakistani
counterparts) the two leaders secretly agreed to work towards converting
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the LoC into an international border, with Bhutto arguing that he needed
more time to sell this proposition within Pakistan’s political circle. Having
obtained Gandhi’s support, and India’s agreement to release 93,000
Pakistani prisoners-of-war, Bhutto never felt the need or pressure to follow
up on his supposed agreement. Instead, Pakistan continued claiming all of
J&K, and covertly supporting armed separatism in the state.
Nevertheless, a crucial clause in the Shimla Agreement effectively
“cemented” the LoC. The clause noted: “In Jammu & Kashmir, the line of
control resulting from the ceasefire 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.[5]”
The de facto border was further solidified in December 1972, when Indian
and Pakistani military commanders signed off on a jointly delineated LoC.
This was marked on 27 map sheets formed into nineteen mosaics, further
clarified in 40 pages of Annexures that detailed every geographical feature
along which the LoC runs[6]. For the most part, this agreed LoC has
remained unchanged since then, as decreed in the Shimla Agreement.
Pakistan, however, insists that India violated the LoC, and the Shimla
Agreement, by militarily occupying the Siachen Glacier sector in 1984. New
Delhi counters that it was not in violation of the Shimla Agreement, since
the Siachen Glacier was never a part of the LoC. India takes advantage of
the fact that, when the CFL was delineated in 1949, the Siachen Sector
appeared so remote that neither side would ever consider militarising this

"India takes advantage of the fact that, when the CFL
was delineated in 1949, the Siachen Sector appeared
so remote that neither side would ever consider
militarising this seemingly uninhabitable location."
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seemingly uninhabitable location. The 1949 Karachi Agreement defined
the CFL as running from “Manawar (the Munawwar Tawi river) in the south,
north to Keran, and from Keran east to the glacier area.” This omission of
Siachen was also carried forward to the Shimla Agreement maps, which
delineated the LoC only up to NJ 9842 – a map grid reference of a point
slightly short of the Siachen Glacier’s precise location. New Delhi, therefore,
argues that the Shimla Agreement does not restrict activity in Siachen.
Furthermore, the Indian military claims that it acted reactively in Siachen,
so as to pre-empt Pakistan’s plan to occupy those strategic heights. In
1983-84, Indian mountaineering expeditions to the Karakoram peaks that
overlook the Siachen Glacier reported that Pakistan was promoting
foreign mountaineering teams in those areas, and thereby staking a claim
to ownership of Siachen. Indian concern was reinforced by the discovery
that the Pakistan Army was procuring extreme-cold clothing and highaltitude mountaineering equipment, presumably with the intent of
occupying Siachen Glacier and linking up with the Chinese in Shaksgam
Valley to the north. In a surprise action during the summer of 1984, Indian
troops occupied the Saltoro Ridge, which commands the western
approaches to the Siachen Glacier, effectively shutting out Pakistan from
the glacier. India continues to hold the Saltoro Ridge despite repeated
Pakistani attacks. The front line in this sector, described as the world’s
highest battlefield, is referred to as the Actual Ground Position Line (AGPL).
New Delhi and Islamabad have held numerous rounds of dialogue aimed
at a mutual military withdrawal from Siachen. A solution has not been
reached because of disagreement over the modalities of verification and
Pakistan’s reluctance to officially record the AGPL on a map.
Notwithstanding India’s occupation of the Saltoro Ridge and the Siachen
Glacier, the LoC has acquired the sanctity of a de facto international
border. This was starkly undermined in 1999, when the Pakistan Army,
hoping to internationalise the Kashmir dispute, and also provide a boost to
armed separatism in J&K, took advantage of the winter conditions to
infiltrate across the LoC, and occupy a swathe of Indian territory around
the border town of Kargil. A furious New Delhi responded with the use of
localised force, including air power, in what has come to be known as the
Kargil War. In a diplomatic triumph for New Delhi, India’s right to defend
the LoC was backed by the international community, notably the United
States. US President Bill Clinton summoned Pakistani Prime Minister
Nawaz Sharif to Washington and forced Pakistan to announce a
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withdrawal from the positions its soldiers had occupied on the Indian side
of the LoC. Besides reaffirming the legitimacy of the LoC and the Shimla
Agreement, India's use of military force in Kargil also validated New Delhi’s
conventional deterrent doctrine, predicated on the notion that,
notwithstanding Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal and its threat of early use in a
military confrontation, there exists strategic space below the nuclear
threshold for conventional military operations by India.
Currently, the unsettled J&K portion of the India-Pakistan border
comprises of three parts. There is the 776 kilometre LoC stretch, that
separates the Indian-held and Pakistani-held parts of J&K state. This
merges into the 109 kilometre AGPL, that separates the Indian-held and
Pakistani-held parts of the uninhabited (but technically within J&K state)
Siachen Glacier sector. Finally, there is what Pakistan calls the “Working
Boundary,” a 201kilometre stretch that separates India’s plains of J&K
(specifically Jammu and Kathua districts) from the Sialkot district in
Pakistani Punjab. New Delhi argues this is a part of the settled IB, since it
abuts Pakistani Punjab province. Islamabad counters that since it abuts
Indian-controlled J&K, it remains to be settled as part of the larger J&K
dispute and is, therefore, only a temporary “Working Boundary.”

OPERATIONAL ENVIRONMENT ON THE LOC
The CFL of 1949 began as a far more benign frontier than the present-day
LoC. The ceasefire on the 1st of January, 1949, provided a welcome respite
from the fighting that had been going on for more than a year. It offered a
chance to consolidate positions, rather than continuing to stage an
endless series of costly attacks that had already led to more than a
thousand combat fatalities on each side, and at least thrice that number

"India’s use of military force in Kargil also validated
New Delhi’s conventional deterrent doctrine,
predicated on the notion that, notwithstanding
Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal and its threat of early use
in a military confrontation, there exists strategic
space below the nuclear threshold for conventional
military operations by India."
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wounded. Both sides focused on improving their defences, constructing
forward bunkers, laying minefields, digging communication trenches, and
building living accommodation for the soldiers who occupied posts on
either side of the LoC.
Complications arose around the fact that the CFL was not drawn along a
tactically defensible frontier. Instead of geographical and military logic –
such as one side holding a ridgeline that was separated from the
adversary’s positions by a valley or a stream – the CFL was determined
simply by where both armies had physically reached on New Year’s Day of
1949. The CFL, ran randomly, cutting through villages, rivers and ridgelines.
In many areas, Pakistani posts were dominated by Indian positions above
them on the same spur. In other areas, Indian posts were similarly
disadvantaged. This created a deterrence of sorts; resting on the unstated
assurance that firing by one army from a dominating post would assuredly
invite retaliation onto its posts that were at a positional disadvantage.
During the 1950s and early 1960s, New Delhi and Islamabad held several
rounds of negotiations aimed at framing rules of behaviour for both sides
along the IB. In 1960, the Ground Rules Agreement (GRAs) was signed and
this was subsequently updated in 1961, specifically for Punjab. This was a
comprehensive code of behaviour for border meetings, provisions for the
expeditious return of inadvertent border crossers and cattle, and a 300yard demilitarised belt along the border. The GRAs even recommended
media restraint from both sides and the official contradiction of incorrect
reportage. However, these progressive rules were not extended to the CFL,
that continued to be governed by the Karachi Agreement of 1949.[7]
Through the 1970s and 1980s, there were sporadic attempts to update

"Through the 1970s and 1980s, there were sporadic
attempts to update and improve the GRAs, but the
need to temper the operational environment and
rules of business on the LoC did not feature in these
talks."
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and improve the GRAs, but the need to temper the operational
environment and rules of business on the LoC did not feature in these
talks. With the J&K insurgency gathering steam in 1989-90, India saw little
benefit in talks with Pakistan. The latter was occupied facilitating the
move of Kashmiri and Pakistani militants across the LoC, providing them
with weapons training in camps in POK, and offering cover to infiltrating
or exfiltrating militants by firing from Pakistani posts onto Indian positions
on the LoC
Through the 1990s, the Indian army honed its techniques in counterinfiltration, eventually perfecting a multi-layered “counter-infiltration grid”,
consisting of three layers of posts that covered the known transit routes
between hinterland villages and the LoC. Soldiers from these posts would
patrol the area and plant ambushes on routes where they expected
movement. With frequent militant movement between POK and the
Valley, the Indian Army was killing hundreds of militants in the counterinfiltration grid. To be able to target the militants freely in this difficult
environment, the Indian Army obtains legal cover from the much-reviled
Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act – widely shortened to AFSPA – which
shields soldiers from prosecution for acts carried out while on duty. Over
the years, the alienation of the Kashmiri population from India,
fundamentally rooted in political factors, has also fed off AFSPA, which has
become an emotive symbol of New Delhi’s high-handedness.
A bloody LoC Notwithstanding the official sanctity of the LoC, over which
New Delhi went to war in Kargil, both sides have staged, and continue to
stage cross-LoC raids on each other’s positions, often with the simple aim
of establishing psychological dominance over the adversary. While
occasional raids have been staged for decades, the hostility around the
Kargil war appears to have boosted this phenomenon. India initiated a
new, intensified, phase of cross-LoC attacks on the night of
22nd/23rd January 2000, when a raiding party crossed the LoC near its
southern tip in the Jaurian sector, near Jammu, overran a Pakistani post,
and killed more than 10 of its defenders. Pakistan retaliated within days,
and a vicious tit-for-tat cycle of raids and counter-raids began on the LoC.
Utilizing the Kashmiri militants they were training and arming, the
Pakistan Army initiated the tactical concept of “Border Action Teams”
(BATs), a mix of Special Forces commandoes and militants that staged a
series of bloody cross-LoC raids. Since the Pakistan Army regards militants
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as expendable, these civilians were used for the high-risk tasks of closing in
on Indian posts and silencing the sentries. The militants also provided
Pakistan with convenient deniability. Since soldiers from the Special
Forces were operating in civil dress, any soldiers killed were passed off as
militants. Angered by this seemingly endless attrition and Pakistan’s
continuous training, harbouring, and material support of militants
operating in J&K, the Indian Army planned its own version of Kargil.
Operation Kabaddi[8], involved the near-simultaneous capture of a large
number of Pakistani posts across the entire frontage of the LoC. In this
carefully planned series of attacks aimed to “smoothen out” the LoC,
Indian forward-deployed formations were each given the task of capturing
one-to-two objectives that Indian posts dominated, and would therefore
be able to capture without incurring heavy casualties. The entire operation
was meticulously planned, centrally coordinated, and cleared by the army
chief at that time, General S Padmanabhan. It is unclear whether political
clearance was obtained from the Bharatiya Janata Party government.
Operation Kabaddi was planned for early September, but was called off
when the Twin Towers of the World Trade Centre were brought down in
the 9/11 Al Qaeda attack. Indian generals calculated that, with the world
united against the shocking terrorist attack, a surprise Indian military
operation on Pakistan would be regarded by the international community
as an unseemly attempt to benefit from the situation. To this day, the LoC
continues to experience relentless, low-grade conflict at a tactical level –
cross-border firing, small-team raids, and infiltration by armed militants.
The next major disruption on the LoC came in the wake of the 1999 Kargil
War, when New Delhi decided to fence the frontier. Between 2002-2004,
the army created a formidable obstacle all along the LoC, consisting of
multiple layers of razor wire that was lit by floodlights, and monitored by a

"Between 2002-2004, the army created a formidable
obstacle all along the LoC, consisting of multiple
layers of razor wire that was lit by floodlights, and
monitored by a range of electro-optical, audio and
seismic sensors"
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range of electro-optical, audio and seismic sensors. Indian command posts
inside forward posts attempted to pick up movement early and react by
sending patrols or ambushes to intercept what could only be militants.
Since Pakistani posts would prevent activity by firing on fence
constructers. ndia eventually constructed the fence between 200 metres
to 2 kilometres inside the actual LoC. However, the area ahead of the fence
also needs to be patrolled and monitored, which provides Pakistani
“Border Action Teams” – a small group of soldiers and militants – the
opportunity to ambush Indian patrols. Many of the gory incidents of
beheading and bodily mutilation of Indian soldiers take place while
patrolling ahead of the LoC fence.
Besides physically intercepting militant movement, a key activity for Indian
posts on the LoC involves maintaining and repairing the border fence,
which is vulnerable to damage by heavy snowfall. After the winter
infiltration of Kargil, and because of the need to safeguard the fence, many
Indian posts left vacant in the winter are now occupied round the year.

THE UNITED NATIONS ROLE: UNMOGIP
Amongst the many incongruities around the LoC is the continuing
existence of the United National Military Observer Group in India and
Pakistan (UNMOGIP), set up in 1949 to monitor the New Year’s Day
ceasefire between India and Pakistan. UNMOGIP is the second-oldest UN
peacekeeping mission, after the United Nations Truce Supervision
Organisation (UNTSO), set up in 1948 to monitor the Armistice Agreement
between Israel and its Arab neighbours.
After India lodged a complaint with the United Nations (UN) in January

"The first UNMOGIP military observers arrived in J&K
in January 1949 to supervise the ceasefire. The
military observers are required to accompany local
authorities during their investigations, gather
information, and submit accurate and impartial
reports."
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1948 about Pakistan’s aggression in J&K, the UN Security Council (UNSC)
adopted Resolution 39, which established the UN Commission for India
and Pakistan (UNCIP) to investigate and mediate the dispute. In April 1948,
the UNSC adopted Resolution 47, which enlarged the membership of
UNCIP and recommended that military observers be deployed to stop the
fighting. The first UNMOGIP military observers arrived in J&K in January
1949 to supervise the ceasefire. The military observers are required to
accompany local authorities during their investigations, gather
information, and submit accurate and impartial reports. They are required
to avoid direct intervention between India and Pakistan, nor interfere in
the activities of either army.
Later that year, the Karachi Agreement of July 27, 1949, which delineated a
CFL, required supervision by UN military observers. The Agreement
specified that UNCIP would station observers where it deemed necessary,
and the ceasefire line would be verified mutually on the ground by local
commanders on each side with the assistance of UN military observers.
After the UNCIP was wound up on March 30, 1951, UNSC Resolution 91
mandated UNMOGIP continue supervising the J&K ceasefire. UNMOGIP
was required to observe and report, investigate complaints of ceasefire
violations, and submit its finding to each party and the UN SecretaryGeneral.
After the 1971 war, India and Pakistan signed the Shimla Agreement,
delineating the LoC. With minor deviations, this followed the same course
as the CFL established by the Karachi Agreement in 1949. Subsequent to
the Shimla Agreement, New Delhi took the position that the mandate of
UNMOGIP had lapsed, since it related specifically to monitoring the CFL

"New Delhi also argued that since the Shimla
Agreement committed India and Pakistan to resolve
all their issues bilaterally, a UN-mandated observer
group no longer had a role or relevance. Islamabad,
which seeks to keep the UN role alive in Kashmir,
contests this position."
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which no longer existed. New Delhi also argued that since the Shimla
Agreement committed India and Pakistan to resolve all their issues
bilaterally, a UN-mandated observer group no longer had a role or
relevance. Islamabad, which seeks to keep the UN role alive in Kashmir,
contests this position.
Since the Shimla Agreement, the Indian military has stopped lodging
complaints with UNMOGIP about Pakistani ceasefire violations. New Delhi
has severely limited the activities of UN military observers, though it
continues to provide security, transport and other services to UNMOGIP. In
2014, the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) government of Prime Minister
Narendra Modi requested UNMOGIP to vacate the government building it
had used as its office. UNMOGIP requests for visits or meetings are
processed at a snail’s pace, hindering its functionality. In contrast, Pakistan
sees UNMOGIP as a useful political tool, hosting it warmly, facilitating its
movement to areas where India is allegedly violating the ceasefire
agreement, and appointing a brigadier-rank officer as a liaison officer.
Given India’s position that UNMOGIP no longer has a role and that it
should be terminated, the UN Secretary-General has ruled that
termination requires a decision of the UNSC. Until then, UNMOGIP
continues as a lame duck, with the same arrangements established after
the December 1971 ceasefire. As of January 2020, UNMOGIP consists of 118
personnel, including 74 civilians and 44 “experts on mission” – mainly
military observers stationed on both sides of the LoC. The UN currently
allocates an annual budget of $10 million for UNMOGIP.
The UNMOGIP annual report strikes an incongruously upbeat tone. In the
latest report, the mission chief, Major General José Eladio Alcain, states:
“Our mission has continued to build confidence in the region, and we will
continue to fulfil our mandate with impartiality. This has only been made
possible through the support of our host nations, India and Pakistan,
coupled with the welcoming attitude of the local Kashmiri population.”

HOW MANY SECURITY PERSONNEL DOES INDIA HAVE IN
KASHMIR?
To be sure, India has a large security presence in J&K.Is there any truth to
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the accusations by international and Indian human rights groups, civil
society and activists,[9] that “half the total strength of the Indian army”, or
between 650,000-750,000 soldiers are used to suppress the people of
J&K? While sovereign governments need no permission to deploy armed
forces anywhere in their territory, it is surely sensible policy to avoid the
impression that New Delhi holds Kashmir down with a jackboot on its
neck. One reason for the multiple figures cited as India’s troop numbers in
J&K is the ambiguity over whether one is referring to Kashmir alone (where
the militancy is focused), or to the entire state of J&K, which also includes
Jammu and Ladakh regions. There is also the question of whether to
include soldiers and policemen deployed south of Jammu, where the
settled international border (or “working boundary”, as Pakistan calls it) is
similar in most respects to the border in other states, such as Punjab or
Rajasthan. Finally, there is the confusion over the multiple security
agencies that have a presence in the state – the regular army, Rashtriya
Rifles, Central Armed Police Forces (CAPFs), state police forces, and
intelligence agencies.
Disaggregating the deployment figures, the first element of the security
forces is the regular army. This includes the battalions and formations
deployed on the LoC to safeguard against Pakistani military intrusion.
These formations also establish a counter-infiltration grid to prevent
militant ingress and egress. It is well known that the army defends
Kashmir, Jammu and Ladakh with about two regular infantry divisions
each, with each division consisting of around 20,000 troops, the exception
being the larger Rajauri division. Of the two divisions in Ladakh, much of
the Karu Division is deployed on the Line of Actual Control (LAC) with
China. However, since it also holds the Siachen Glacier, half its overall
numbers are included in our calculation. Added to these numbers, are
about 15,000 soldiers (including logistics units) affiliated to each of the
three corps headquarters that oversee operations in Kashmir, Jammu and
Ladakh respectively. That adds up to 165,000 regular army soldiers ranged
against Pakistan and militancy in J&K. Excluded from this calculation are
two army divisions deployed on the international boundary between
Jammu and Pakistani Punjab ( “working boundary”), which have no role in
counterinsurgency.
The army presence in J&K also includes some 60 battalions of the
Rashtriya Rifles (RR), with about a 1000 soldiers each. The RR is manned
by regular army soldiers on deputation, but it is a specialised counter-
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insurgency force, equipped with light weapons only. The RR is divided
equally across the Kashmir and Jammu hinterland, controlling villages but
staying out of big towns and cities. Since there is no insurgency in Ladakh,
there is no Rashtriya Rifles there. Along with the regular army formations,
that takes the number of army soldiers in J&K to 225,000, less than onefifth of the army’s authorisation of 1,215,049 soldiers. To say that half the
Indian Army is deployed in J&K is an exaggeration. In addition to the army
are the CAPFs, which include the Central Reserve Police Force (CRPF), the
Border Security Force (BSF) and the Indo-Tibet Border Police (ITBP). The
CRPF and BSF work alongside the J&K state police to maintain law and
order in the larger towns and cities of J&K. They number around 40,000
troopers in Kashmir and around 30,000 in Jammu. Some 30,000 ITBP
border guards are deployed on the LAC with China in Ladakh, but they are
not involved in counter-militancy.
Finally, taken together, the J&K Police, along with the J&K Armed Police,
special police officers (SPOs) and intelligence agencies, number about
130,000. Over the years, the J&K Police has grown in both numbers and
capabilities and, today, forms the cutting edge of counter-insurgency
operations. From almost zero capability at the start of the insurgency in
1989, the J&K Police is arguably India’s most capable state police force
today. All told, the central and state police forces engaged in countermilitancy in all three regions of J&K adds up to about 200,000 policemen.
That adds up to a total of 425,000 security personnel, including the state
police, whose primary job is maintaining law and order, and traffic control.
Is this an overwhelming presence in the context of international counterinsurgency norms? The US military’s counterinsurgency doctrine, based on
its experience in Afghanistan and Iraq, recommends a force level of 20
security personnel for every thousand local people in the operational zone.
In counter-insurgency and border protection operations across the state of
J&K, that number is comfortably surpassed, with 34.2 security personnel
deployed for every thousand local people. Disaggregating the numbers by
region, Kashmir has 26.5 security personnel per thousand people and
Jammu has about 37. However, in addition to counterinsurgency, these
security personnel are also engaged in protecting a live, porous border.
The figure in the Ladakh region, at 187 security personnel per thousand
locals, seems inordinately large, because, while Ladakh is bigger than both
Kashmir and Jammu, its two districts – Leh and Kargil – are amongst those
with India’s lowest population density.
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Notwithstanding these numbers, it is difficult to assess the degree to
which the security forces are succeeding in sealing the LoC and
neutralising militancy within J&K. The number of militants killed has
increased year-on-year: from 150 killed in 2016, to 213 in 2017, to 257 in
2018. But that could be a consequence of growing militant numbers,
which would indicate failure alongside success. Furthermore, the security
forces are paying a continuing price, with 82 fatalities in 2016, 80 in 2017,
and 91 in 2018.

[1] Defence Minister Rajnath Singh’s reply to a Parliamentary question (Starred
question No.76) in the Rajya Sabha on February 10, 2020
.[2] These figures are from the 22nd Report of the 15th Lok Sabha’s Standing
Committee on Defence, presented before the Indian Parliament on Feb 18, 2014.
[3] Owing to the inherently contentious nature of the task, the boundary was
promulgated only on 17 Aug 1947, two days after India became independent.
[4] Simla Agreement, July 02, 1972, Ministry of External Affairs
website https://www.mea.gov.in/bilateral-documents.htm?
dtl/5541/Simla+Agreement Last accessed on February 15, 2020.
[5] Ibid
[6] Clarifications on LoC, 02 July 1972, Ministry of External Affairs
website: https://mea.gov.in/in-focus-article.htm?19004/Clarifications+on+LoCLast
accessed on December 15, 2020
[7] Line on Fire Jacob, OUP, New Delhi: 2019, Pg 82
[8] Ibid, Pp 4-6.
[9] For example, Khurram Parvez in an interview to
Scroll.in: https://scroll.in/article/812010/do-you-need-700000-soldiers-to-fight150-militants-kashmiri-rights-activist-khurram-parvez Last accessed on February
18, 2020.
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INDIA-PAKISTAN RELATIONS
AND WEST ASIAN POLITICS
K C SINGH
From 1947 to 1991, India maintained a consistent approach to the
Palestinian dispute, which was the primary issue occupying the mental
horizon of the Islamic world. At the beginning of 1992, newly-elected
Prime Minister P.V. Narasimha Rao began calibrating India’s foreign policy
to the post-Cold War geo-political scenario. A critical choice confronting
India was the establishment of diplomatic ties with Israel because the
Madrid Peace Conference, supported by the United States and the Soviet
Union, kicked-off in 1991 to resolve the Palestine-Israel dispute. India found
itself in a corner as the US let it be known, that for the Washington leg of
the meetings, only those parties that had relations with all parties to the
dispute could be invited as observers. The goodwill of the elusive Jewish
Lobby in Washington was also considered necessary to make a
breakthrough in relations with the US. Despite the urgency, before finally
overcoming the self-imposed diplomatic hurdle, the Indian government
consulted Yasser Arafat, supreme leader of the Palestine Liberation
Organization (PLO), the then voice and face of the Palestinian struggle.
Once liberated from the shackles of the aforementioned constraint, India
followed a two-track approach to rapidly develop engagement with Israel
while maintaining a low-profile outreach to the Palestinians. The latter was
easier since US President Bill Clinton was personally overseeing Israel-PLO
parleys, eventually leading to the 1993 Oslo Accords. Prior to the signing,
Arafat, as Chairman of the PLO, signed two letters renouncing violence
and officially recognising Israel. In return, Israeli Prime Minister, Yitzhak
Rabin, on behalf of his nation, acknowledged the PLO. Although this
created a split among the Palestinians, it led to the establishment of the
Palestinian Authority and transition towards limited autonomy. The
situation was complicated by the election of Benjamin Netanyahu as
Israeli prime minister in 1996 as he was hostile to any settlement with PLO.
President Clinton’s persistence led to the Wye River Memorandum, and
subsequently, the 2000 Camp David Summit during the closing months
of the Clinton presidency. Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak offered Arafat
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a Palestinian State with 73% of the West Bank and the entire Gaza Strip,
with almost complete sovereignty over a ten-to-twenty-year span. The
offer included custodianship over Temple Mount and sovereignty over
three of the Old City’s four quarters. Arafat rejected the offer.
That was an inflection point and an opportunity missed. The region was
about to face a series of cataclysmic geo-political events, which would
take the focus away from the Palestinian question, the impact of which is
still unfolding. Radical Islam had been gathering force in Afghanistan
since the exit of the Soviet Union in 1988. The fall of Kabul to Taliban forces
in 1996 merely formalised the takeover by a malevolent regime that
sheltered terrorists and their training camps, and shared their radical
Islamist vision of a caliphate. India, Iran and Russia valiantly tried to bolster
the Northern Alliance, led by Ahmad Shah Masood, to deny Taliban total
control over Afghanistan. But his assassination days before the 9/11 terror
attacks unleashed US intervention in Afghanistan, and then in Iraq in 2003
to depose President Saddam Hussein’s regime.
From the day of the 9/11 attacks the focus shifted away from Palestine, a
traditional international issue Islamic nations had been preoccupied with
since 1948. The existential threat posed by Al Qaeda, and the ties between
political Islam and terrorism came to the fore. Somewhere in the middle
of that lay Pakistan’s aiding and abetting of international terrorism and
nuclear proliferation. But Pakistan also positioned itself as critical to the
solution. These themes converged between 2001 and 2003. In the latter
year as US intervention extended from Afghanistan to West Asia and the
Gulf, the clandestine nuclear programmes of Libya and Iran, aided by
Pakistani scientist A. Q. Khan’s network, were revealed. Ironically, this also
provided traction, on the international stage, to India’s old complaints

"From the day of the 9/11 attacks the focus shifted
away from Palestine, a traditional international issue
Islamic nations had been preoccupied with since
1948. The existential threat posed by Al Qaeda, and
the ties between political Islam and terrorism came
to the fore."
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against Pakistan as an abettor of terror beyond its borders. The converse of
this was that US and NATO nations could now depend on Pakistan as a
provider of supply corridors, intelligence, and possible collaborator to
mop-up Al Qaeda elements who had fled Afghanistan to Pakistani
sanctuaries.
Three major terror attacks were made on India, clearly sponsored and
assisted by the Pakistani military’s shadowy Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI),
when India was first under a BJP-led government of Prime Minister Atal
Bihari Vajpayee, and then the Congress-led regime of Prime Minister
Manmohan Singh. In December 2001, the Indian Parliament was attacked
and its outer perimeter breached in what could have wiped out India’s
parliamentarians. In 2006, multiple train bombings took place in Mumbai,
similar to Al Qaeda attacks in Spain and the UK. Finally, in 2008, multiple
terror attacks on hotels and Israeli establishments caused untold trauma,
loss of life, and international concern. Thus, India was no longer a spectator
in some peace conference to settle an international dispute like the IsraelPalestinian confrontation. India was sucked into the whirlpool of
international terror fed by radical Islam and Wahhabism.
However, as militant Islam was spreading from its cradle in AfghanPakistan salient westwards, a new force arose in 2011 in Tunisia, that swept
across North Africa and West Asia and travelled eastwards. In what is
dubbed Arab Spring, popular protests overthrew autocratic but secular
governments in Tunisia, Libya and Egypt. A cerebral US President Barack
Obama saw in the popular protests a possible antidote to radical Islam, as
their success undercut Al Qaeda propaganda of US, and its allies foisting
dictators on Arab masses.[NR1] Thus, the US did not come to the rescue of
old allies like Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak, much to the chagrin of

"India was no longer a spectator in some peace
conference to settle an international dispute like the
Israel-Palestinian confrontation. India was sucked
into the whirlpool of international terror fed by
radical Islam and Wahhabism."
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Saudi Arabia. But this potential soon turned into a new challenge as free
election in Egypt only passed power to the extreme right-wing Muslim
Brotherhood. They soon set about undermining instruments of democratic
rule. This led to a counter-revolution and return of military rule.
In Tunisia, the popular uprising has ended somewhat better, as a modus
vivendi exists between the Islamist and more centrist political forces. In
Libya, however, there has been constant in-fighting between the UNrecognised regime in Tripoli, backed by Turkey, and Benghazi-based forces
led by General Khalifa Haftar, supported by Egypt, Russia and the UAE.
But the nation that went through a complete churn has been Syria, where
the ruling dispensation led by President Bashar al-Assad nearly lost power
but has reclaimed most of the territory after Iran and Russia threw their
weight behind his regime. However, the face-off between Syria and Turkey
is now pivoting around who controls area and cities along the TurkishSyria border. Turkey’s Operation Peace Spring in October 2019 was to
create a buffer in Northern Syria where displaced Sunnis could be settled,
many of whom are in refugee camps in Turkey. But recently RussianTurkish relations have been strained leading to some convergence of
Russian interests with those of Syrian Kurds, who are feeling abandoned
by the US. Turkish President, Recep Erdoğan has been warning that he is
preparing to counter the Syrian offensive in and around Idlib. The matter
has potential to spin out of control and there is the possibility of a
confrontation between Russia and a NATO member.
At the root of the current instability in the entire region has been the
Trump administration’s reversal of his predecessor’s outreach to Iran. The
2015 nuclear deal Iran signed with the five permanent members of the UN

"The nation that went through a complete churn has
been Syria, where the ruling dispensation led by
President Bashar al-Assad nearly lost power but has
reclaimed most of the territory after Iran and Russia
threw their weight behind his regime."
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Security Council plus Germany was predicated on the strategic
assumption that an ascendant ISIS could not be reeled back without the
co-option of ran. That calculation turned out to be correct. During the
leadership of Major General Qasem Soleimani, assassinated recently under
President Trump’s direct orders, Shia militias combined with battlehardened Hezbollah troops from Lebanon, and Kurds strengthened a
tottering Syrian army and began the rout of ISIS. Intelligence and aerial
support provided by Russia helped speed up the decimation of ISIS. This
naturally enlarged the strategic footprint of Iran, extending now across
what has been called the “Shia Crescent”, from Iran to the Mediterranean.
Saudi Arabia and the UAE had been sulking over this unleashing of their
Shia rival. Immediately after his election, President Trump travelled, unlike
other US presidents whose first visit abroad was always to Europe to
emphasise support for NATO, to Riyadh. The Saudis had gathered there a
sundry collection of Sunni nations heralding US reversal of Obama’s Iran
policy.
However, this Trumpian pirouette could not simply restore the anti-Iran US
orientation of previous regimes, which had been standard policy since the
1979 Islamic Revolution in Iran. The differences between Qatar and Turkey
on the one hand, and Saudi Arabia and UAE on the other, split up even
the Sunni camp. Even the six-nation Gulf Coordination Council (GCC)
stood divided. These fissures are continuing to feed the existing friction
points in various nations. Rival camps are backing different groups in
Yemen, Libya, Syria and now even Iraq. Popular protests in Iraq against the
Iranian influence are seen by Iran as sponsored by the Saudis and the US.
Powerful cleric, Moqtada al-Sadr has played first with one side and now
wants a stake in power directly. Thus, a functioning, though inefficient,
Iraqi government has ended up destabilised, perhaps allowing the re-

"At the root of the current instability in the entire
region has been the Trump administration’s reversal
of his predecessor’s outreach to Iran."
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mergence of ISIS. Against this backdrop, the US has negotiated an
agreement in Afghanistan with the Taliban, after eighteen months of testy
talks. The final deal happened while votes were being counted in the
Afghan presidential election. Incumbent President Ashraf Ghani has
declared that he has won the poll with a little over half the votes, in an
election where polling was a mere 10%. This is being contested by rival
candidate Abdullah Abdullah. If the US-Taliban agreement is signed on
February 29, then it leaves a quarrelling ruling dispensation little authority
to negotiate a final settlement with the Taliban.
India so far has had an easy run while US troops were in the region, as the
US kept mischief-makers at bay because it was in their interest to do so.
Now developments in Afghanistan, ascendancy of the Taliban, and a
moral victory for Pakistan may encourage the coalescence of anti-India
elements. Iran is no longer the nation that India joined hands with in the
1990s to counter the Taliban. Iranian interests lie in maintaining good
relations with whoever runs Afghanistan, as their primary focus is on West
Asia and the Gulf. India’s proximity to the US, demonstrated by a
standalone US presidential visit to India, will not create trust in Iranian
minds.
These developments are being played out against the backdrop of
domestic politics in India, which has evolved into identity-based
majoritarianism. Till 1990, during the first 43 years of Indian independence,
relations with the Islamic world were shaped by the Congress Party’s
desire to keep Muslims committed to communal oneness and Indian
unity. The Indian partition, and assassination of the symbol of this thought
and Father of the Nation Mahatma Gandhi, in 1948 indicated lack of

"India so far has had an easy run while US troops
were in the region, as the US kept mischief-makers at
bay because it was in their interest to do so. Now
developments in Afghanistan, ascendancy of the
Taliban, and a moral victory for Pakistan may
encourage the coalescence of anti-India elements."
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unanimity in India over this policy of inclusiveness and religious harmony.
Indian support for Palestinians, whose land was occupied after World War
II to settle Jews who suffered immensely during Nazi persecution, was in
line with Indian support for those who like India were again suffering neocolonial control. Thus, India’s foreign policy choices in dealing with the
Islamic world, despite Pakistan’s attempt to polarise opinion against India
through the Organisation of Islamic Conference (OIC), retained the
message that had resonated during the Indian freedom struggle.
However, post 9/11 developments, there was a ruffle in the Islamic world as
US allies were made to choose US or radical Islamist forces. This opened
up new strategic space for India. The present-day closeness in Indo-Saudi
relations was unimaginable two decades ago. It was also unanticipated
that concomitantly, Indian domestic politics will start mutating into
majoritarian edginess. Some of this has now started impacting India’s
relations with certain big Muslim nations. Following criticism by Turkey,
Malaysia and Iran of the abolition of special status of Jammu and Kashmir
and subsequent downgrading to a union territory, India strongly contested
the stand taken by the first two countries. India also decided to
commercially punish Malaysia by curtailing palm oil imports from the
Muslim-majority nation. Criticism is also beginning to trickle in from
members of the European Parliament and US Congress, regarding the
Indian government’s sectarian and divisive policies and legislative agenda.
In conclusion, with the US military buffer being withdrawn from
Afghanistan, the chaos in the Islamic world will start impacting India and
Indian interests in the Gulf. Perceived closeness to the US opens doors, but
also creates apprehension among many other nations. In the past, India

"Present-day closeness in Indo-Saudi relations was
unimaginable two decades ago. It was also
unanticipated that concomitantly, Indian domestic
politics will start mutating into majoritarian
edginess. Some of this has now started impacting
India’s relations with certain big Muslim nations."
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could maintain a balance in its relations with most major Muslim nations,
even when they were at daggers drawn, as its domestic politics were seen
as inclusive, minority-friendly and emulative. It would be challenging times
for Indian diplomacy, as with a less than rosy economic situation, there
appears to be little likelihood of the Modi government scaling back their
sectarian agenda. When the external environment is evolving to create
adverse conditions, India needs unity at home and multi-partisan politics.

"Present-day closeness in Indo-Saudi relations was
unimaginable two decades ago. It was also
unanticipated that concomitantly, Indian domestic
politics will start mutating into majoritarian
edginess. Some of this has now started impacting
India’s relations with certain big Muslim nations."
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INDIA, PAKISTAN & CHINA

MATRICES OF POSITIVE STAKEHOLDING
INTER-DEPENDENCE AND PEACE BUILDING
MAHENDRA P. LAMA

By the mid-1980s, China had realized that national security could be
ensured through mulin zhengce, better relations with neighbouring
countries.[1] For a country with 14 neighbouring countries with ‘diverse
international regions’, the end of cold war brought an opportunity to
broaden its foreign policy options. It faced an enigmatic challenge of
remaining “a regional power without a regional policy”. This is where
Deng Xiaoping’s advocacy of comprehensive zhoubian zhengce (periphery
policy) was squarely driven by an ‘open world’ policy where he stated that
“reviewing our history, we have concluded that one of the most important
reasons for China’s long years of stagnation and backwardness was its
policy of closing the country to outside contact. Our experiences show
that China cannot rebuild itself behind closed doors and that it cannot
develop in isolation from the rest of the world”.[2]
China started consciously designing a clear regional policy based
on wendingzbhoubian (stabilizing periphery). The determinants like
political system - ideology linkage (buyi yishi xingtai he sheshui zhidu lun
qingsu) and super power alliance (yimei huaxian, yisu huaxian)[1] - that
had so far remained the fundamental basis and hallmark of its foreign
relations were increasingly abandoned. These newer policies emanated
partly from the realization that the reforms and growth, key to plug and
prevent domestic political turmoil, needed a larger playing field. Deng
Xiaoping remained doubly convinced that if China were to emerge as an
economic powerhouse and a flag bearer in the emerging “new Asianism”
and “prospect of Pacific century”, a favourable international environment
was inevitable. South Asia, specifically India and Pakistan, has been central
to this rapprochement game.
A new China has been trying to woo South Asia in exactly the same mode
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as it has successfully done in other neighbouring regions including
Southeast and Central Asia. Similar to the way India engaged its
neighbours during a protracted period between the 1950s and 2000s,
China has also sophisticatedly adopted the Trishula[4] (trident) approach
to enter South Asia in a sustained manner.[5] This trident approach is
based on making very local entries through strategic entry points,
engaging the neighbouring country nationally in core economic sectors,
and partnering with regional organizations like ASEAN, CARAC and
SAARC through initiatives like free trade regime, sub-regional groupings
like Greater Mekong Basin Growth Triangle (GMBGT)[6], and region-wide
projects like Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP).
India’s geographical construction limited its actions mostly to South Asia
whereas China could experiment with, and implement, this trident
approach in three critical neighbouring regions of South Asia, Southeast
Asia and Central Asia.
The Khunjerab Pass in Karakoram Highway in Pakistan, KerungRasuwagadhi in Nepal, Wakhan Corridor in northeast Afghanistan, and
Nathu la pass in India are signs of local integration that mainly address the
borderland geography and communities. The total world imports from
China amount to 22% in Sri Lanka, over 21% in Bangladesh, 21% in
Pakistan, and over 15% in India. Besides a range of huge investment and
credit driven projects in these countries, this significant import
concentration is a critical manifestation of national level engagements.
Thirty years back these statistics were negligible. The consistent Chinese
foray into regional initiatives like Bangladesh-China-India-Myanmar Forum
for Regional Cooperation (BCIM), and the South Asian Association for
Regional Cooperation (SAARC) is the third point of the trident laced with
an umpteen number of soft power tools. Despite the initial apprehension

"Similar to the way India engaged its neighbours
during a protracted period between the 1950s and
2000s, China has also sophisticatedly adopted
the Trishula[1] (trident) approach to enter South Asia
in a sustained manner."
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and resistance from partnering countries, this trident strategy has
benefited China handsomely in both Central and Southeast Asia.

LOCAL INTEGRATION
China has been consciously trying to make economic inroads at very local
levels. Like India, it has extensively utilized border trade[7], water sharing,
electricity interconnection, and cross border physical infrastructure as its
main instrument to realize this goal of local economic integration. It is
broadly estimated that border trade through its 120 inland towns and
ports constitute nearly half of China’s total foreign trade.[8] In terms of
feasibility, the July 2006 reopening of the Nathu La Pass route in Sikkim is
the shortest route (roughly 590 kms between Lhasa, Tibet and Gangtok,
Sikkim) to reach the ever bourgeoning middle class in Indian mainland,
Bangladesh, Bhutan and Nepal. It could drastically reduce the tortuous sea
route entries to these compulsive markets. For India, besides Lhasa, these
new transport infrastructures could open access to other business centres
in the western, eastern and south-eastern sea coasts of China.[9]
India has also recently completed/inaugurated a greenfield airport at
Pakyong, Sikkim, and is working to pave a two-lane highway up to Nathula, and a railway line to Rangpoo in Sikkim. All these transportation lines
are well connected with its Golden Quadrilateral highways. The pilgrimage
project to Kailash Mansarovar that begins through Nathu la via the 1650
km Sherathang-Kangma-Lazi-Zhongba-Darchen-Qugu route reduces the
distance, journey time, and physical hardship of the traditional Khasa
(Tatopani) route in Nepal and Taklakot in Uttarakhand, India. Similarly,
Khunjerab Pass connected with the China Pakistan Economic Corridor
(CPEC) recorded a trade volume of nearly $1 billion in 2019 (Table 1). In the
process, all these local integration instruments are likely to be
mainstreamed and transformed into national and cross-regional
connectography. This also enables Chinese exports through Karakoram
Highway and Gwadar Port to other regions. From insignificant
commodities to huge trade baskets, interspersed with burgeoning
physical connectivity, the interventions have moved from traditional nonformal institutions as the key factor to expansive regulatory instruments
and multiple stakeholders. Besides the conspicuous use of Chinese RMB
as a key currency in trading exercise, these border trading actions extend
Chinese financial parameters and practices to neighbouring countries.
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Foreign exchange reserves in RMB are consciously promoted to maintain
financial stability and the ease of doing business.[10] All these local
integration initiatives will entail unprecedented changes along the land
borders. Firstly, the orthodox definition of border as a geometric line will
undergo changes thereby bringing widespread development, national
security, and spacious interpretations of borderlands.[11] The entire
historical emergence of borderlands - which determined cross-cultural
ecology, political economy, transhumance, biodiversity, human security
and environmental flows of this sub-continent- is likely to be repositioned
and reinvigorated. This is more so in the context of trans-border
environmental injuries like flood, gene piracy, pollution and pandemics
like novel Coronavirus and SARS.
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Secondly, the interactive fulcrum will shift from bilateralism to perhaps
minilateralism and multilateralism thereby expanding markets, politicostrategic engagements, and critically generating increased compact
growth and development poles that would fit into the larger vicissitudes of
sub-regionalism, like the BBIN and BCIM, and new regionalism. Thirdly, the
political economy of engagement will be more local, decentralised and
even provincialized, which could trigger actors and stakeholders at the
provincial and community level.[16]
Fourthly, it could even open hitherto inaccessible geographies to
neighbouring countries. For instance, India could reacquire its prepartition access to Central Asia via Afghanistan and Xinxiang province of
China through the present Pakistan occupied region of Gilgit–Baltistan
and Karakoram Highway, and access the newly built Gwadar Port. For
instance, India-Pakistan local integration (Amritsar-Lahore) and border
trade at Wagah-Attari could be connected with the Karachi- Peshawar
(1100 km) Motorway, wherein Indian traders could utilize the KarachiLahore Motorway (392 km Sukkur-Multan Section) built under CPEC. This
motorway ends at an upward point at Peshawar via Islamabad and a
downward point at Hyderabad. It also bifurcates to Gwadar from Ratodero
in Sindh. This motorway finally connects to Karakoram Highway in the
north which makes it possible for the Indian traders and tourists to get
access to both Xinxiang and Gwadar Port in the south. This would possibly
be the shortest route to move to Karakoram Highway (917 km from
Lahore) and Gwadar Port (1834 km from Lahore via Makran Coastal
Highway) using modern multimodal connectivity.[17]
Use of this corridor - emerging as a constituent of the CPEC - could inject
confidence, reconciliation and openness between India and Pakistan. In

"India could reacquire its pre-partition access to
Central Asia via Afghanistan and Xinxiang province
of China through the present Pakistan occupied
region of Gilgit–Baltistan and Karakoram Highway,
and access the newly built Gwadar Port."
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fact, Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif hinted at this possibility when he said
“Let me make it very clear that the China-Pakistan Economic Corridor is an
economic undertaking open to all countries. It has no geographical
boundaries… We are also trying to [establish] a peaceful, connected and
caring neighbourhood, it is time we transcend our differences, resolve
conflicts through dialogue and diplomacy and leave a legacy of peace for
future generations.”[18] And finally, connecting these very local
arrangements with major physical infrastructures, that have huge crosscountry and inter-regional consequences, could lead to a new set of
arrangements that bring newer opportunities alongside unforeseen
vulnerabilities.

NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE
The economic interests of India, Pakistan and China coincides deeply and
calls for national level interaction. The last two decades has shown
significant national level integration between China and these countries in
terms of trade, investment, tourism, and infrastructure projects. China’s
trade with Pakistan has increased substantially (Table 2). The total volume
of Sino-India trade increased from a mere $3.4 million in 1970 to $2.8
billion in 2000, and to a whopping $90.16 billion in 2018. This is expected
to reach over $100 billion by 2025. China’s free trade agreement with
Pakistan will further consolidate this trade. The level of interdependence is
steadily growing. For instance, amidst the alarm triggered by the spread of
novel Coronavirus in Wuhan, the capital of Hubei province in Central
China, it is revealed the disruption in the Chinese manufacturing sector
could deeply affect India’s $39 billion pharmaceutical industry. Over 70%
of active pharmaceutical ingredients (API) and bulk drugs imports are
from China.[19]

"India could reacquire its pre-partition access to
Central Asia via Afghanistan and Xinxiang province
of China through the present Pakistan occupied
region of Gilgit–Baltistan and Karakoram Highway,
and access the newly built Gwadar Port."
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From a situation of natural backyard and traditional engagements with
India, most South Asian countries including Bangladesh, Pakistan and Sri
Lanka have recorded sharp increases in trade exchange with China.
[20] For instance, China’s share in Pakistan’s total global trade increased
from a mere 3.5% in 1996 to almost 18% in 2018. (Table 3)

In all the North-South negotiations during the 1960s to 1980s, a crucial
issue highlighted and fought against by the Non-Aligned Movement
(NAM), Group of 77 (G77), and the United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development (UNCTAD), had been the secular decline in primary
commodity prices that adversely affected the terms of trade and balance
of trade of developing countries. Raúl Prebisch and Hans Singer
empirically demonstrated how developing countries were made to export
primary commodities—basically raw materials like bauxite, iron ore, cotton,
copper, wool etc.— and how these commodities were converted into final
products that were re-exported back to developing countries at a price
much higher than the cost of raw materials.[21]
India had been a fierce fighter for getting better deals in the global market
for its primary commodities and other exports. The Africans, South East
Asians and Latin Americans partnered with India to fight against the
developed countries on their unfair trade practices.[22] India has a
bourgeoning trade deficit of $57.4 billion in 2018. The terms of trade have
been blatantly and conspicuously against India. Indian exports to China
are overwhelmingly primary commodities i.e. raw or semi-raw materials
like cotton, copper, iron ore, organic chemicals, and other minerals. And its
imports are finished products like telecom equipment, electrical
machinery, computer mobile hardware and fertiliser.[23] However, India
both as a traditional advocate of favourable terms of trade at the global
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Road Initiative (BRI). Chinese investment has been steadily increasing with
varied conditions, some of which are fairly opaque and raise quite a few
questions. India continues to attract an overwhelming share of almost 85%
of the total investment flows ($1430 billion – 3% of the global total
investment) to this region (Table 4). Prime Minister Modi’s “Make in India”
initiative stands to be critical where the country’s raw materials are used
by its own manufacturing and other production bases. This allows India to
enjoy the massive value-added benefits to cater to global markets. China
used its comparative advantage of raw materials and relatively cheaper
labour by bringing most of the top multinational companies from Japan,
Europe and the US to its Guangdong, Fujian, Shanghai, Zhejiang, Jiangsu,
Shandong and Liaoning provinces in the form of small and medium
enterprises and ancillary units. Can “Make in India” campaign be
globalised? Could China transfer some of these industrial projects to
India? The two way investment link between India and China is
deepening. If top brands like Oppo, Huawei and Xiaomi manufacture
their smartphones in various states under the “Make in India” banner, then
their marketability to entire SAARC and ASEAN regions under various free
trade agreements could also be harnessed. Could competitively-priced
Indian dairy products cater to the multitude of milk and yogurt consumers
in Chinese provinces?

INVESTMENT DYNAMICS
At macro level national engagement with South Asian countries, China
has been effectively using investments in multiple sectors as a key
economic instrument. In addition to this, the China Pakistan Economic
Corridor (CPEC) project is one of the flagship projects under its Belt and
Road Initiative (BRI). Chinese investment has been steadily increasing with

"India both as a traditional advocate of favourable
terms of trade at the global and individual level, has
no voice on similar exploitative practices vis-a-vis
China. This is now a common phenomenon in
China’s trade exchanges with other developing
regions including Africa and South East, Central, and
South and Middle East Asia."
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varied conditions, some of which are fairly opaque and raise quite a few
questions. India continues to attract an overwhelming share of almost 85%
of the total investment flows ($1430 billion – 3% of the global total
investment) to this region (Table 4).
The two way investment link between India and China is deepening.
[24] During the five years, 2013-14 to 2017-18, India received a total of $2.82
billion from China which hardly constituted 1.88% of the total FDI inflows
(US- $150.5 billion) into India.[25] Pakistan has recorded a steady rise in
Chinese investment which constituted almost 60% of its total investment
in 2017-18. In the course of just six years its investment increased almost
fourteen times to $1.8 billion (Table 5). The Chinese firm, Meteorological
Construction Corporation’s (MCC) investment of $73 million in zinc and
lead exploration and mineral development projects in Dodhar, Lasbela
district in Baluchistan, is indicative of China’s burning need for raw
materials required for industrial growth. Very recently, a Chinese company
decided to invest $300 million in Total Telecom, a local company, to relaunch Instaphone with Code Division Multiplier Access (CDMA)
technology. Interestingly, Total Telecom now literally owns Instaphone
(Millicom Group) in Pakcom Limited, a leading cellular operator in
Pakistan. However, the biggest Chinese investment has been in the first

"Biggest Chinese investment has been in the first
phase of Gwadar’s deep sea port on the Balochistan
coast (460 km from Karachi). This provides China
easy access to the entire Persian Gulf. This along with
its access to Bay of Bengal through Myanmar gives
China total access from the mountains to the sea."
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phase of Gwadar’s deep sea port on the Balochistan coast (460 km from
Karachi). This provides China easy access to the entire Persian Gulf. This
along with its access to Bay of Bengal through Myanmar gives China total
access from the mountains to the sea. China has been trying to negotiate
crucial strategic alliances with a few major firms in South Asia. If these
deals are realized, Chinese mergers and acquisitions could take place
across this region.

REGIONAL APPROACH
At the regional level, China’s silent quest to enter SAARC has been partially
fulfilled as it has been granted observer status at this regional forum. This
is another route through which China could effectively and expansively
enter the South Asian market. China has never been part of the South
Asian sub-continental past, its political ethos or its cultural panorama.
Perhaps to camouflage this oddity, SAARC leaders also offered observer
status to Australia, Mauritius, Myanmar, Iran, US, EU, Japan and Korea. The
regional forum has even allowed the engagement of “the SAARC
Observers into productive, demand-driven and objective project based
cooperation in priority areas as identified by the Member States”, at the
18th Summit in Kathmandu in 2014.

"Firstly, it has been trying to enter the SAARC
process, and has been steadfastly promoting the
Bangladesh, China, India and Myanmar (BCIM)
cooperation initiative."
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China, who for the longest time remained focused on South East, East and
Central Asia, has adopted four tangible ways to enter the South Asia
region. Firstly, it has been trying to enter the SAARC process, and has bee
steadfastly promoting the Bangladesh, China, India and Myanmar (BCIM)
cooperation initiative.
In fact, China included the BCIM as one of the flagship projects under the
Belt and Road Initiative (BRI).[26] India developed cold feet on its
participation in BCIM, because it states that China made it a part of BRI
without prior consultation. However, when India finally gives way to
Bangladesh, Bhutan and Nepal to take advantage of India-MyanmarThailand trilateral highway under its Act East Policy, and when
Bangladesh-China-India-Myanmar (BCIM)[27] Economic Corridor sees the
light of day, the central force of gravity will be the Northeast region of India
and its historic cross border connections. This is going to actually end the
syndrome of ‘connectivity black hole’ of the NER.
Secondly, China uses forums like BRICS, Shanghai Cooperation
Organisation to attract South Asian countries. Thirdly, it effectively uses
newly created development financing institutions like the Asian
Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) and the Silk Road Fund (US $140
billion) to finance projects in South Asia. Though the AIIB’s[28] Articles of
Agreement does not mention its relationship with the BRI, the Office of
the Leading Group for Promoting the Belt and Road Initiative clearly
mentions that “in fulfilling its own purposes and missions, the bank has
become one of the key multilateral platforms for building the Belt and
Road, along with other multilateral development banks.”[29] Both India
and Pakistan have already started borrowing from the AIIB for both federal
and province level infrastructure projects (Table 6). The idea of a joint

"China uses forums like BRICS, Shanghai Cooperation
Organisation to attract South Asian countries.
Thirdly, it effectively uses newly created
development financing institutions like the Asian
Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) and the Silk
Road Fund (US $140 billion) to finance projects in
South Asia."
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cross-border project between India and Pakistan through AIIB funding
could also be explored. And finally, the gradual unfolding of RCEP and its
alignment with regional and sub-regional groupings in South Asia over the
next few years is clearly seen to extend its pivot status to South Asia. China
can make a big difference by either consolidating SAARC through
substantive cooperation-integration action, or erode the functioning of
SAARC through counter-active action against the traditionally established
pivotal role of India.

POSITIVE STAKE-HOLDING AND POTENTIAL
COOPERATION
The vital question of designing new Confidence Building Measures (CBMs)
needs to be consistently addressed, particularly in the domain
of economic CBMs- like business and other economic cooperation
measures (Track III diplomacy). As there are stakeholders who look to
keep the conflict alive, there are stakeholders for building the peace. There
could be six roles of business and economic cooperation in peace
building[30] viz., business diplomacy; technology in the service of peace;
business, development and the environment; trade and investment as
preventive diplomacy; business as a funding source for peace building and
business skills; and practices for peace building.
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There has been CBM sustainability by economic stakeholders in South
Asia. In this regard, India’s relations with its smaller neighbours - including
Bangladesh, Bhutan, Nepal, and Sri Lanka - have several examples to offer.
There have been serious political crises faced by these countries vis-à-vis
India but they have been remarkably short-lived. These countries have
displayed urgent recovery mainly because of the large scale economic
stake-holding on both sides of the border.[31] This proves that positive
stake-holdings can act as a determinant variable in the bilateral political
matrices.[32]
Contrastingly, it is striking to note there has been no such stake-holding in
the business sector between India and Pakistan. The stake-holding has
been on the side of keeping the conflict alive.For example, the arms
purchase lobby, smuggling syndicates, and the Dubai-based traders. In
other words, higher the possibility of conflict between India and Pakistan,
better and wider are the opportunities and avenues for these ‘negative
stakeholders’ to maximise their gains. One can cite several examples to
conclusively show as to how certain agencies have been playing the
Kashmir card only to perpetuate narrow economic interest of these
miniscule stakeholders.[33]
Despite physical proximity, cost effectiveness, product complementarities,
socio-cultural bonds and availability of basic infrastructure developed
during the pre-independence period, the extent of India-Pakistan trade is
miniscule (Table 3). The total absence of interaction on the investment
front has defied all economic and business logic.
That’s why a chain of economic CBMs have to be designed and
operationalised. There will be conscious and constant efforts to thwart

"China uses forums like BRICS, Shanghai Cooperation
Organisation to attract South Asian countries.
Thirdly, it effectively uses newly created
development financing institutions like the Asian
Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) and the Silk
Road Fund (US $140 billion) to finance projects in
South Asia."
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and abort any move towards creating positive stake-holdings, as seen in
the case of trade policies of Pakistan and India after the Pulwama attack
in 2019. Even if an incrementalist mindset persists in the improvement of
the relationship, the actors behind have become more diverse and
dynamic in character. Unlike the typical military-bureaucracy combination
in Pakistan which has remained a formidable fortress, there are IMFWorld-Bank-led players and, more importantly, a combination
of transnational corporations. For the latter, the strategic intent is
corporate gains. The transnational actors are bound to put adequate
pressure on the “pull factors” in the domestic circle. These TNCs have
acted similarly in other theatres of bilateral contempt-suspicion.
There are several examples where these economic stake-holdings have
significantly helped in transforming, at times even the context of,
protracted and violent conflicts into more amenable situations. This, in
turn helps the ripening process for a negotiated settlement. For instance,
there have been scores of joint ventures between the Catholics and
Protestants both in Northern Ireland, and between the north and the
south. “These ventures are operational, profit making examples that
members from both communities can, and do work together. While some
politicians continue to struggle with a political framework for peace and
reconciliation, business has been able to profit from diversity and
cooperation”. Similarly, the Peace Technology Fund (PTF), supported by
the Israeli and Palestine business community, is primarily designed to help
place social peace-building in the hands of the business community.[34]
Nothing can symbolically represent India-Pakistan relations better than
the familiar Snakes and Ladders board game. Change parameters like
cricket,cinema, music, leadership, hospitals, food, Kartarpur and Taxila act

"Despite physical proximity, cost effectiveness,
product complementarities, socio-cultural bonds
and availability of basic infrastructure developed
during the pre-independence period, the extent of
India-Pakistan trade is miniscule."
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as fragile ladders, but snakeheads like Kashmir, Line of Control,
communalism, fundamentalism and terrorism are sharp precipitators. No
scenario-building local-shocks and forecast techniques could ever project
the friendship curve. The variables that determine this non-linearity are
deeply characterised by negative stakeholders, spoiler institutions, and
typical South Asian prejudices.[35] The positive players and stake-holdings
are yet to emerge, which if consciously generated will go a long way in
building sustainable CBMs between India and Pakistan. In creating,
designing, building and promoting all these economic stakeholdings, India’s role can be crucially pivotal- both in terms of a driving
force and as a consolidating agency.
Imagination and innovation could inject a diverse cooperative matrix
among India, Pakistan and China. There are ample opportunities for
bilateral and trilateral ventures. Both India and China have developed a
massive network of power grids and transmission lines that would not only
provide access to various demand centres in their national markets, but
also facilitate inter-connections with other neighbouring countries. The
Super Grid concept and Smart Grid provisions have made the grid
interconnections and market access both economical and easier. China’s
plans to build bulk power hybrid grids by 2020 will make the “transregional, large capacity, long-distance and low loss transmission” a reality.
India’s first national grid to national grid interconnection with Bangladesh
through Behrampur-Bheramara grid, and the 400KV D/C Muzzafarpur–
Dhalkebar interconnection with Nepal opens a new theatre of
cooperation. The power exchange between Tripura in the Northeast
Region of India and Bangladesh triggered by a 726 MW Combined Cycle
Gas Turbine (CCGT) at Palatana (Tripura) provides a new direction in terms
of local integrative exchange.[36]

"The positive players and stake-holdings are yet to
emerge, which if consciously generated will go a
long way in building sustainable CBMs between
India and Pakistan. In creating, designing, building
and promoting all these economic stakeholdings, India’s role can be crucially pivotal- both in
terms of a driving force and as a consolidating
agency."
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To overcome power deficit, the Government of Pakistan has announced a
power policy whose thrust is to encourage private investment in the
power sector with the aim to increase the installed capacity to 48,284 MW
in 2025. However, a rising gap will emerge between installed capacity and
peak demand from 1194 MW in 2002 to 10174 MW in 2025. Some estimates
put the deficit at 45000 MW by 2025.[37] Peak energy shortage will
remain in all possible scenarios till at least 2020. The high cost of fossil fuel
power generation may not be feasible because thermal plants are old and
inefficient. So interconnection options emerges as a crucial factor.
There are several possibilities of effective inter-connection between India
and Pakistan. India's proposed power import from Pakistan in 1998 was an
impressive step.[38] Inter-government talks began afresh, this time
however, for the supply of electricity to Pakistan. An MOU was proposed
between the Power Ministries of these two governments in March
2014. This included a proposal for the formation of a Joint Technical
Committee. This committee would put together a feasibility study for an
HVDC line (for transfer of 500 MW) between Amritsar and Lahore (around
40 KMs), which will take around 3 years and ₹400 crores investment, likely
to be financed by the World Bank and USAID.[39] Indian private investors,
including the Adani Group[40], have also started displaying interest. A
series of studies show that the India-Pakistan power exchange, both ways,
is imminently and gainfully possible.[41] The CPEC overwhelmingly
concentrates on the energy sector. CPEC projects during 2015-2019 has
provided a new dimension to this possible power exchange (Table 7). With
theaddition of installed capacity of over 6300 MW (out of the 10400 MW)
falling under a variety of energy mix in diverse locations under the early
harvest. Another 17045 MW is likely to be added under actively promoted
projects in the next decade, or so.

"The high cost of fossil fuel power generation may
not be feasible because thermal plants are old and
inefficient. So interconnection options emerges as a
crucial factor."

73 73

In case of India-Pakistan short term 250 MW transfer at 220 kV (45 km)
and medium/long term 400 kV (high voltage alternating current (HVAC) or
HVDC line) transfer of 500 MW, it will cost a maximum of $50 million
(including costs of upgrading the internal transmission systems on
bothsides), and $150 million, respectively. The annualized cost will be $6
million and $18 million respectively. The 220 kV transfer[42] will generate
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an annual benefit[43] of $335 million (including $122 million in fuel cost
savings). The 400 kV[44] transfer will yield an annual benefit of $491 million
(including $163 million in fuel cost savings, USE reduction related savings
of $302 million, and Capacity deferral related savings of $26 million).
The newer opportunities triggered by Central Asia South Asia (CASA) and
China-Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC) projects on one hand, and
India’s foray in electricity interconnections and trading with other
countries - as announced in the India’s Central Electricity Regulatory
Commission’s (CERC) Guidelines for Import / Export (Cross Border) of
Electricity, 2018 - indicates the convergence of interest on power trading.
[45]
For a meaningful exchange, some critical interventions are required. This
includes the formulation of a comprehensive policy and an institutional
framework, including an inter-governmental agreement on bilateral and
regional power trade, and a power trade coordination committee. This
has to be supplemented by developing the grid interconnection
infrastructure and a grid code through a building block approach,
including physical power interconnection, and the harmonisation of
transmission planning, design, and operational practices. Besides a crossborder investment, a mutually agreeable tariff structure for bilateral
electricity trade, the cost of the transmission line, and its sharing
mechanism has to be put in place; the payment mechanism, and most
importantly the power supply sustainability, and its geo-political
immunisation are crucial. Only these will avert the risk of ‘trade and fade’.
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[45]https://powermin.nic.in/sites/default/files/uploads/Guidelines_for_ImportExpo
rt_Cross%20Border_of_Electricity_2018.pdf
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LIFE AFTER ARTICLE 370:

INDIA AND PAKISTAN’S POTENTIAL
ENDGAMES IN KASHMIR
HAPPYMON JACOB

Jammu and Kashmir (J&K) has once again emerged as a major flashpoint
between South Asia’s nuclear-armed rivals, India and Pakistan. The
constitutional changes carried out by the government of India (GoI) in J&K
on August 5, 2019 has further vitiated the relationship between India and
Pakistan, and brought the Kashmir dispute to the attention of the
international community. There is no clarity yet on the domestic
implications of the GoI’s August decision within J&K given the shut-down
of internet services, massive military presence, and the continuing
incarceration of mainstream and dissident political leaders in the Kashmir
valley. The Constitution Bench of the Indian Supreme Court is currently
hearing petitions challenging the abrogation of special status of J&K under
article 370 of the Indian constitution, and the Jammu and Kashmir
Reorganisation Act, 2019 which divided the J&K state into two Union
Territories. There is little doubt the August decision of the GoI is likely to
have major negative implications for the Valley, and for India Pakistan
bilateral relations.

"There is no clarity yet on the domestic implications
of the GoI’s August decision within J&K given the
shut-down of internet services, massive military
presence, and the continuing incarceration of
mainstream and dissident political leaders in the
Kashmir valley."

81 81

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS
In early August 2019, the Indian government took the radical decision of
carrying out a series of major constitutional changes in the then state of
J&K. Consequently, it ‘read down’ (often erroneously referred to as
‘repealed’) Article 370 of the Indian Constitution, which provided the state
“special” status within the Indian union, and bifurcated the state into two
“Union Territories”. The new union territories (UT), areas in the country
which come directly under the federal administration, have since been
called the Jammu and Kashmir UT and the Ladakh UT. The federal
government apportioned the erstwhile state’s bureaucracy between the
two UTs and appointed new lieutenant governors to govern the UTs who
would in turn report to the Union Home Ministry.
Jammu and Kashmir, the erstwhile princely state, has been the
fundamental dispute between India and Pakistan since their
independence in 1947. The state is divided primarily between India and
Pakistan (the Line of Control separates the two sides for the most part
except a small portion in the Jammu Sialkot sector which is separated by
what India calls the International Border and Pakistan refers to as Working
Boundary), and a small portion is under Chinese control. With its August
move, New Delhi seems to have virtually closed, at least for now, all doors
for a negotiated settlement of J&K with Pakistan. Senior functionaries of
the government have gone on record to argue there will be no bilateral
talks on Kashmir except on the part presently under occupation by
Pakistan. This then means that while until today, India had insisted this
was a bilateral issue, India now considers it as a purely domestic issue,
something it would find no need to discuss with Pakistan.

"With its August move, New Delhi seems to have
virtually closed, at least for now, all doors for a
negotiated settlement of J&K with Pakistan. Senior
functionaries of the government have gone on
record to argue there will be no bilateral talks on
Kashmir except on the part presently under
occupation by Pakistan."

82 82

In the light of this radically altered political environment, what are the
likely strategies India and Pakistan will adopt in Kashmir in the months
ahead? How successful are they likely to be? Put differently, what are the
respective endgames of India and Pakistan in Kashmir? This paper
attempts to describe a set of strategies that are either currently adopted
by the two countries, or are likely to be adopted in the months and years
ahead in the context of Jammu and Kashmir.

NEW DELHI’S ENDGAME IN KASHMIR
The GoI’s August decision on J&K was a widely popular one, with members
of the opposition Congress Party even supporting the move on Article 370,
if not the bifurcation of the J&K state. The Rajya Sabha, the Upper House of
the Indian Parliament where the government does not have a majority,
also passed the J&K state reorganization bill. Article 370 was widely,
though I would say erroneously, perceived to be: 1) a stumbling block in
bringing Kashmir closer to the rest of India, 2) fermenting extremism and
separatism in the valley, and 3) helping Pakistan gain a foothold in the
valley. Notwithstanding the merits of these arguments, the government’s
Kashmir decision was supported by a popular discourse fuelled by such
arguments. Many of those who disagreed with the government’s decision
did so due to their disagreement with the manner in which it was done,
not because of the substance.
However, the easy part was taking the decision, and the less difficult part
was implementing it in J&K. The most difficult part, however, will be
dealing with its long-term aftermath. The question therefore is whether
New Delhi has a long-term policy to stabilize and mainstream Kashmir.
Has the GoI

"Article 370 was widely, though I would say
erroneously, perceived to be: 1) a stumbling block in
bringing Kashmir closer to the rest of India, 2)
fermenting extremism and separatism in the valley,
and 3) helping Pakistan gain a foothold in the valley."
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thoroughly considered the various steps of what might be a long-drawn
out process to stabilize Kashmir? The government, beyond its rhetoric and
grandstanding, has not yet revealed a blueprint of a well-thought-out plan
for the future of Kashmir. Put differently, does New Delhi have an
endgame in Kashmir? Let’s try and examine what appear to be a few
features of what might constitute such an endgame.
First of all, New Delhi will strengthen its hold over the affairs of J&K in every
sense of the term. To a great extent, it has already increased the federal
control over Kashmir by bringing the administration of the union territory
under a Lieutenant Governor directly appointed by the Union Home
Ministry. More so, the increase in troop presence in J&K has led to further
consolidation of the GoI in Kashmir. By most accounts, the total number of
security personnel in J&K (including the J&K police) is around 4,50,000.
The new administrative changes will also assist New Delhi cut through the
din of local politics and the complexities of local bureaucracy in
implementing its schemes in the Valley. This increased presence of New
Delhi in Kashmir is unlikely to be a temporary measure. This seems to form
a key element of New Delhi’s endgame in Kashmir.
Secondly, the current thrust on mainstreaming Kashmir into the rest of
India through developmental activities will see a lot more emphasis in the
days ahead. It is believed that industrial development in the valley will be
faster and easier given the absence, unlike in the past, of restrictions on
land acquisition and the challenges associated with local politics. This
would also possibly involve a return of the Kashmiri Pundits who had to
leave the valley in the late 1980s and early 1990s under duress. There are
indeed plans to relocate the Kashmiri Pundits (Hindus) from their
makeshift camps to specially created enclaves in the Valley.

"This would also possibly involve a return of the
Kashmiri Pundits who had to leave the valley in the
late 1980s and early 1990s under duress. There are
indeed plans to relocate the Kashmiri Pundits
(Hindus) from their makeshift camps to specially
created enclaves in the Valley."
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Thirdly, there seems to be a slow process of lifting of restrictions in
Kashmir. This is a gradual process and will take some time to materialise.
The court order and the pressure from within and outside India could
potentially accelerate this process. This is unlikely to be a quick process
which, the government might fear, would lead to massive anti-India
protests, something it would like to avoid. Not lifting restrictions is not a
possibility either. The compromise formula would be to do so in a
calibrated manner. In February 2020, the government once again charged
former Chief Ministers Farooq Abdullah, Omar Abdullah and Mehbooba
Mufti, as well as half a dozen other state political leaders, with Jammu and
Kashmir’s draconian Public Safety Act (PSA). The PSA is a particularly
draconian law allowing the State to hold a person without producing
them in court.[1]
The fourth strategy, as outlined above, is to wean senior politicians away
from J&K’s traditional political parties such as the NC and the PDP, and
create a new political formation in the Union Territory of J&K. This, New
Delhi’s Kashmir strategists believe, will enable a new style of politics in
Kashmir, create a new bunch of leaders, and generate new demands and
new bargains. More so, the fact that many of the jailed leaders are not
favourites of the Kashmiris will ensure there will not be too much
resistance against the creation of a new political formation in the valley.
This does not, however, mean that such a political experiment will be
successful, since it would depend on a variety of factors. A related strategy
would be to get the Kashmiri leadership to restrict their dialogue with
New Delhi to the question of returning J&K’s statehood. This is a relatively
easy strategy to put in place since this would be a popular demand in J&K
in the days to come. Once the conversation is restricted around this

"In February 2020, the government once again
charged former Chief Ministers Farooq Abdullah,
Omar Abdullah and Mehbooba Mufti, as well as half
a dozen other state political leaders, with Jammu
and Kashmir’s draconian Public Safety Act (PSA)."
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matter, other issues such as reinstating special status
autonomy, could be side-lined for the time being, at least.

or

PAKISTAN’S ENDGAME IN KASHMIR
In the wake of New Delhi’s decision vis-à-vis J&K, Pakistan’s Kashmir policy
seems to be in deep disarray. In one strike, New Delhi seems to have
unilaterally changed the rules of the game in Kashmir, leaving little choice
for Pakistan to either accept or resist the fait accompli. Accepting the fait
accompli has domestic and bilateral reputational costs, but resisting
India’s Kashmir move is easier said than done, and has associated material
and other costs in the longer run. In the immediate aftermath of the
August decision by New Delhi, Pakistan launched a calibrated and feverish
campaign to denigrate the Indian action in Kashmir. Pakistan highlighted
the human rights issues of India’s new Kashmir policy as well as the
bilateral and regional implications.Immediately after the decision, Imran
Khan convened a meeting of Pakistan’s National Security Committee and
called India’s move “unilateral and illegal”, and suspended bilateral trade
with India. Pakistan stated that, “Pursuant to the decision of the National
Security Committee today, the Government of India has been told
towithdraw its High Commissioner to Pakistan. The Indian Government
has also been informed Pakistan will not be sending its High
Commissioner (Designate) to India.” Pakistan also decided to observe its
Independence Day on August 14 as a “day of solidarity” with Kashmiris, and
India’s Independence Day on August 15 to be observed as a “Black Day”.
Imran Khan also raised the issue on the floor of the UNSC.
In retrospect, at least some of Pakistan’s post-August rhetoric can be
attributed to a sense of disarray and confusion regarding the future of its

"In the immediate aftermath of the August decision
by New Delhi, Pakistan launched a calibrated and
feverish campaign to denigrate the Indian action in
Kashmir. Pakistan highlighted the human rights
issues of India’s new Kashmir policy as well as the
bilateral and regional implications."
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own Kashmir policy. While the Pakistan army has not been vocal about its
reactions to Kashmir, questions from within Pakistan will be raised as to
what Pakistan army’s Kashmir policy has achieved so far after investing so
much material effort. Pakistan’s Kashmir policy, in reaction to the Indian
move, seem to consist of the following pieces. To begin with, and as
pointed out above, Pakistan has invested in a concerted effort to ‘Kashmirshame’ India in various international forums. This is particularly useful
given India’s traditional embarrassment about the global focus on
Kashmir, especially the human rights situation there. Therefore, Imran
Khan’s speeches at the UN and repeated references to Kashmir are aimed
to internationalize Kashmir and to shame India’s treatment of Kashmiri
Muslims.
As a close corollary of this, Pakistan seeks to enlist the support of the
international community in its tirade against India’s Kashmir policy. The
‘Muslim 5 Summit (M5S)’- a newly created forum hosted by Malaysia, along
with attendees Iran, Qatar and Turkey- has been vocal on the Kashmir
question. Pakistan, slated to be a member of the initiative but did not do
so due to Saudi pressure, however, got the group to be critical of India’s
Kashmir policy.[2] Pakistan’s close ally, China, attempted to raise the issue
at the UNSC, “with all other permanent members — US, Russia, France and
the UK — resolutely rejecting the Chinese proposal for the UN Security
Council to take up the Kashmir issue.”[3] Pakistan also reached out to the
US to take up the Kashmir issue. But Washington has been sending mixed
signals on Kashmir. While the US government officials backs the Indian
position, in early October, the United States Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations appealed to end what it calls a “humanitarian crisis” in Kashmir.
The official US position — as articulated by Alice Wells, Acting Assistant
Secretary at the US State Department — was much more nuanced and

"The United Nations Human Rights Commissioner as
well as the Office of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Human Rights have both been
critical of India."
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even appeared to formally back the Indian government’s rationale for the
Kashmir decision. The UN Human Rights officials have been particularly
critical of India’s Kashmir decision. The United Nations Human Rights
Commissioner as well as the Office of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Human Rights have both been critical of India. Earlier,
the UN Human Rights office had published two reports on alleged human
rights violations by the Indian security forces in J&K, both of which were
dismissed by the Centre. Even though there has been very little support for
Pakistan’s Kashmir statements internationally, there are perhaps more
listeners of Pakistan’s complaints today than ever, given the increasing
global concern about New Delhi’s Kashmir policy.
Thirdly, in response to India’s rather ‘revisionist’ Kashmir policy as currently
undertaken by the present government, Pakistan has also adopted its own
version of revisionism on Kashmir. Since August, retired Pakistani officials
close to the establishment seem to argue that in the wake of India’s
Kashmir decision, the Shimla Agreement of 1972 is not valid anymore. The
Pakistani side argues the Indian decision vis-à-vis Kashmir goes against the
spirit of the Shimla Agreement, particularly the following clause of the
agreement: “That the two countries are resolved to settle their differences
bypeaceful means through bilateral negotiations or by any other peaceful
means 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”.[4]
While this is not official Pakistani policy at this point of time, that such
statements were raised in several track II conferences by senior retired

"Since August, retired Pakistani officials close to the
establishment seem to argue that in the wake of
India’s Kashmir decision, the Shimla Agreement of
1972 is not valid anymore."
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Pakistani officials with traction in the Pakistani establishment, indicates
the possibility there is perhaps a serious rethink in Pakistan today about
the validity of the Shimla Agreement. If this indeed reflects emerging
thinking or undeclared policy in Pakistan, this might have many
implications. For one, this would mean that the agreement governing the
India-Pakistan border in J&K will no longer be the Shimla Agreement but
the one signed between the two sides in Karachi in 1948 at the end of
their first war soon after partition. Since the Shimla Agreement formalized
several territorial changes which took place after 1947 and until 1971
December, such territorial adjustments could become null and void.
Would this imply the two forces might engage in skirmishes to capture
new territory, and defend it? Could land grab operations by either party be
justified on this basis? If the LoC is not recognised, could infiltration,
officially and formally, be acceptable? In short, the entire logic of IndiaPakistan negotiations since 1972 may cease to exist if Pakistan decides to
undermine the Shimla Agreement worsening the current relationship.
Pakistan’s fourth strategy would be the most crucial. In off the record
conversations with this author, several retired Pakistani military officers,
without elaborating on aspects of this strategy, have argued that
Rawalpindi might help create a situation in Kashmir that would force New
Delhi to the negotiating table with Pakistan on the Kashmir question. In
unleashing this strategy, the Pakistan army could provide support to those
taking up arms against the Indian forces in Kashmir, and also train and
infiltrate fighters from the Pakistani side. This strategy would then mean
material, financial, logistical and diplomatic support for those fighting
Indian forces in Kashmir. Given the negative light in which the
international community views the current developments in Kashmir,
militant violence in Kashmir will be portrayed by Pakistan as an aftereffect

"Since the Shimla Agreement formalized several
territorial changes which took place after 1947 and
until 1971 December, such territorial adjustments
could become null and void. Would this imply the
two forces might engage in skirmishes to capture
new territory, and defend it?"
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of India’s Kashmir policy. More so, as pointed out earlier, if Pakistan deemphasises the sanctity of the LoC, as codified in the Shimla Agreement,
then it would be easier to politically justify such infiltration from the
Pakistani side. As part of this strategy, the pressure on the LoC would
invariably increase resulting in further ceasefire violations and related
escalation. This strategy however could be calibrated based on the
outcome of the Financial Action Task Force (FATF) findings on Pakistan’s
track-record of countering terrorism.
Pakistan’s ability to further stoke the disaffection in Kashmir, and provide
material and political support to the militant cause in Kashmir, will
depend a great deal on the extent of the protests in Kashmir in the
months and years ahead. Without local support in Kashmir for a new wave
of militancy, Pakistani strategies would bring sub-optimal outcomes. Put
differently, if New Delhi is able to stabilize and pacify the situation in
Kashmir by both political and security means, Pakistan’s ability to play
spoilsport in Kashmir will be very limited. If not, Kashmir will be fertile
ground for the Pakistani deep state’s designs.
Pakistan’s ability to turn up the heat in Kashmir stems from two factors:
one, it has over the past three decades built a network of local support
and infrastructure that can be used to create trouble for the Indian forces
in Kashmir; secondly, there is a certain amount of goodwill in Kashmir for
Pakistan. The anti-India sentiment in Kashmir is directly proportional to
the pro-Pakistan sentiment.
Where the Pakistani logic might be faulty is in its view that creating
troubles in Kashmir will force the Modi government to the negotiating
table. This might not go as planned given the fact that terror attacks in

"Pakistan’s ability to turn up the heat in Kashmir
stems from two factors: one, it has over the past
three decades built a network of local support and
infrastructure that can be used to create trouble for
the Indian forces in Kashmir; secondly, there is a
certain amount of goodwill in Kashmir for Pakistan."
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Kashmir need not necessarily reduce the BJP’s political standing with the
rest of India. While there is a limit to the political utility of Kashmir and
Pakistan in the Indian elections, there are hardly any costs for doing so. As
a matter of fact, it is even possible that increasing terror attacks in the
Valley might strengthen the BJP government’s political position in the rest
of the country, until such attacks are either carried out in other parts of the
country, or its implications felt in regions other than J&K. While Pakistan
has reacted adversely to India’s Kashmir decision, what needs to be noted
is that Pakistan’s moral authority to do so may be questionable given how
Pakistan has, over the decades, carried out several constitutional changes
in the part of J&K it has controlled since 1947.
In conclusion, what can be said is that in the absence of meaningful
engagement between India and Pakistan, at least with an agenda of
conflict management, if not conflict resolution, the likelihood of escalating
conflict in Kashmir cannot be ruled out. In the absence of such a dialogue,
the contours of the Indian and Pakistani potential endgames in Kashmir,
as laid out in the previous pages, are likely to play out in Kashmir in the
months and years ahead. Such an environment will invariably nullify the
many bilateral gains the two sides have made on the Kashmir question
over the last two decades especially from 2004 to 2007.

"The absence of meaningful engagement between
India and Pakistan, at least with an agenda of
conflict management, if not conflict resolution, the
likelihood of escalating conflict in Kashmir cannot be
ruled out. Such an environment will invariably nullify
the many bilateral gains the two sides have made on
the Kashmir question over the last two decades
especially from 2004 to 2007."
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[1] The law’s provisions also allow the following: “Within four weeks of passing the
detention order, the government has to refer the case to an Advisory Board. This
Advisory Board will have to give its recommendations within eight weeks of the
order. If the Board thinks that there is cause for preventive detention, the
government can hold the person up to two years. The person detained has
limited rights. Usually when a person is arrested, they have the right to legal
representation and can challenge the arrest. But, when a person is arrested
under the PSA, they do not have these rights before the Advisory Board unless
sufficient grounds can be established that the detention is illegal. According to
Section 13(2), the detaining authority need not even inform the detained
individual as to the reason for the action, if it decides that it goes against public
interest.” https://www.thehindu.com/news/national/explained-the-jammukashmir-public-safety-act/article29438694.ece
[2] https://www.orfonline.org/expert-speak/the-muslim-5-summit-and-the-oictake-on-indias-citizenship-bill-protests-59470/
[3] https://www.thehindubusinessline.com/opinion/columns/gparthasarathy/imran-khan-stumbles-on-kashmir-ambitions/article30667633.ece
[[4] https://mea.gov.in/in-focus-article.htm?19005/Simla+Agreement+July+2+1972
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NUCLEAR ASYMMETRY AND
ESCALATION DYNAMICS
RAKESH SOOD
The nuclear shadow over India-Pakistan relations has certainly existed
since May 1998, when both countries conducted a series of nuclear
explosive tests and declared themselves to be nuclear weapon states.
Many would argue that it existed even earlier. Some would go back to
January 1972, when after the creation of Bangladesh, Prime Minister
Zulfikar Ali Bhutto convened Pakistan’s nuclear scientists announcing that
the only guarantee for ensuring Pakistan’s territorial integrity was to
develop nuclear weapons; or even earlier, to 1965 (after the 1965
unsuccessful war) when he famously declared, “we will eat grass if we have
to, we will make the nuclear bomb”[1]. Others would link it to India’s
Peaceful Nuclear Explosion in 1974, or US attempt at nuclear coercion
during the 1971 war, or even 1964, when China after inflicting a humiliating
defeat on India in the 1962 border conflict, announced its entry on to the
nuclear stage[2].
References to the 1987 Operation Brasstacks crisis marks the first attempt
at nuclear signalling. This was followed by the escalation of the Kashmir
crisis in May 1990, that saw the hasty visit of US Deputy National Security
Advisor, Robert Gates, to Delhi and Islamabad after reports that Pakistan
was moving its nuclear payloads out of Kahuta.

"Prime Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto convened
Pakistan’s nuclear scientists announcing that the
only guarantee for ensuring Pakistan’s territorial
integrity was to develop nuclear weapons; or even
earlier, to 1965 (after the 1965 unsuccessful war)
when he famously declared, “we will eat grass if we
have to, we will make the nuclear bomb""
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However, since neither country was a declared nuclear weapon state at
the time, such signalling had to be opaque and indirect. After 1998, there
was a qualitative shift and both countries articulated their respective
versions of nuclear strategy or doctrines, and subsequent crises had to
factor the nuclear dimension in their messaging in a more explicit
manner.
If there was a feeling that as declared nuclear weapon states, the Line of
Control would stabilise, it was soon dispelled. Barely had the ink dried on
the forward-looking Lahore Declaration and the MOU on nuclear
confidence building measures - signed during Prime Minister Atal Behari
Vajpayee’s historic visit to Lahore in February 1999 - when the Kargil
conflict erupted. The next crisis was the mobilisation of the Indian Army at
the International Boundary during Operation Parakram (2002-03) in
response to a terrorist attack on the Indian Parliament by a group of
Lashkar-e-Taiba (LeT) and Jaish-e-Mohammed (JeM) militants in
December 2001. Next came the terrorist attack in Mumbai by a group of
LeT militants in November 2008. In 2014 Prime Minister Narendra Modi
came to power and has since adopted a more muscular policy. Though
there have been more terrorist attacks, two that often get highlighted are
the JeM terrorist attacks in September 2016 at an Army camp in Uri, and
the suicide attack using an explosive-laden SUV against a convoy
transporting para-military forces in February 2019.

SHAPING OF NUCLEAR THEOLOGY
Nuclear weapons have been used once, on 6th and 9th August 1945 in
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, respectively, and at a time when only one
country

"There is a degree of opaqueness about numbers and
capabilities, and also an asymmetry in doctrinal
approaches which means that only ‘reasonable’
inferences can be drawn about the rationales behind
decisions."
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possessed nuclear weapons. Therefore, no empirical data regarding
nuclear escalation and use can be drawn from the theories of nuclear
deterrence that were subsequently developed, or their near failure on
numerous occasions. These instances of near failure have been
documented[3] and certainly make it clear that an element of luck also
played a role in ensuring the nuclear threshold was not breached.
Furthermore, the war gaming done has been on the basis of the arsenals
of the two nuclear superpowers, US and Russia (or USSR) as it was during
the Cold War. The doctrines of the US and USSR also evolved in a bipolar
world, and the ideas of nuclear deterrence and strategic stability reflected
the political reality of the bipolar world.
Therefore, looking at the India-Pakistan nuclear doctrines and crises
through the bipolar prism will only provide a partial picture, at best. This
challenge becomes greater because US and USSR reflected symmetry in
terms of their nuclear arsenals once the USSR had caught up with the US.
For India and Pakistan, the relationship is marked by asymmetry and
further, it is not possible to see the equation in terms of a nuclear dyad.
The reason for the latter lies beyond the India-Pakistan tensions, in the
broader geopolitical shift from Euro-Atlantic to the Indo-Pacific, which
pitches many more nuclear actors in a crowded geopolitical
space. Pakistan’s long-standing, all-weather, friendship with China has
made it the reliable strategic partner in the development of Pakistan’s
conventional, nuclear and missile capabilities. China has had a long-term
strategic interest in forging this partnership. The return of major power
rivalry brings Russia, US, and North Korea into the region along with US’s
treaty allies– Japan and South Korea. This region therefore hosts multiple
dyads and each dyad can be linked to other nuclear actors, presenting the
new challenge of seeking stability in a loosely linked nuclear chain.[4]

"Pakistan’s long-standing, all-weather, friendship
with China has made it the reliable strategic partner
in the development of Pakistan’s conventional,
nuclear and missile capabilities. China has had a
long-term strategic interest in forging this
partnership."
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Any nuclear doctrine must address two questions– the role of nuclear
weapons in addressing security threats; and the balance between explicit
and ambiguous strategy. These are political questions. In turn, the doctrine
determines the nuclear posture– targeting, deployment, and finally
employment. The doctrine also sends a message to the nation’s citizens in
terms of assurance, and to adversaries.
Nuclear doctrine is part of the security doctrine which is part of grand
strategy. The term ‘grand strategy’[5] is often used in terms of waging
major wars, but essentially, it is connecting the dots between ends (which
keep expanding) and means (which are limited). The last example of a
‘grand strategy’ was ‘containment’ during the Cold War that was also
combat without direct conflict. In actual practice, containment evolved far
beyond political and economic containment, taking on far stronger
shades of military containment assuming a character quite different from
how George Kennan had visualised it.
A grand strategy depends on a mix of factors - the historical experiences
that have made India what it is, how India perceives itself, its civilizational,
colonial and independence movement legacies, how Indian leaders
visualise India’s future role, threat perceptions, resources and capabilities,
regional and global developments, and international structures - within
which they shape India’s future. Similarly, Pakistan’s grand strategy will be
based upon its sense of national identity which would seek to be distinct
from India, notwithstanding the shared civilizational roots, the experience
of 1971, the loss of its eastern territory, a more dominant role of the military
because of its political experiences, and a leadership role in the Islamic
world particularly since the 1970s. Unlike the US or USSR, neither country
has formally articulated a grand strategy and that is one reason why

"Unlike the US or USSR, neither country has formally
articulated a grand strategy and that is one reason
why historical narratives are becoming increasingly
divergent."
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historical narratives are becoming increasingly divergent.

POLITICS OF COLD WAR
From 1945, it was clear that nuclear weapons are qualitatively different.
Even today, the biggest conventional bomb is the GBU Massive Ordnance
Air Blast with 11 MT of TNT equivalent; in comparison, the Hiroshima bomb
was 15 KT or 15,000 MT; and nuclear weapons today are many times larger
in explosive yields. Broadly, there were two schools of ‘deterrence’ in the
US. One was led by Bernard Brodie who believed that deterrence is
automatic, it is ensured through retaliation because the one who
instigates the attack cannot be certain that he has taken out the
adversary’s entire nuclear arsenal. To Brodie is attributed the idea– “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”. [6] The other was
led by Albert Wohlstetter [7] who believed that deterrence works if there is
assurance of massive retaliation which implies large arsenals, survivability,
and the assurance of a devastating second strike after facing a surprise
attack (like a nuclear Pearl harbour). For Brodie, the risk of retaliation was
an adequate deterrent while for Wohlstetter, it was certainty of retaliation
with large numbers that was necessary. Looking at the nuclear arms race
that followed, when both the US and USSR accumulated over 65,000
nuclear weapons between them, it is clear that Wohlstetter carried the
day.
This in turn gave rise to concepts of nuclear warfighting, flexible response,
second strike, escalation dominance, countervalue and counterforce,
survivability, compellence and prevailance. US and USSR were locked in a
political and economic competition that was ideological and waged
through a policy of ‘containment’, while the military competition was
manifest in the nuclear arms race. In hindsight, the search for equivalence
was meaningless, except in political terms. For example, in 1949, when
USSR tested and declared itself a nuclear weapon state, the US had
approximately 50 bombs and it would take 40 persons two days to fully
assemble. Till 1959, the US had a centralised target planning approach
and this was sought to be modified by President Eisenhower, leading to
the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP-1962) which envisaged the
use of 3,200 nuclear weapons in a pre-emptive strike. A plan that horrified
President Kennedy when presented with the option during the 1962
Cuban Missile Crisis. At the time, the US had an arsenal of 25,540 devices
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and the USSR had only 3,346, but deterrence clearly worked[1]. It
nevertheless established the ground rule of mutual vulnerability and as
USSR reached equivalence, it gave birth to the idea of managing the
nuclear arms race in terms of equal numbers, or the bean-counting
approach to arms control.
Deterrence stability was underwritten by parity and mutual vulnerability
(codified through the 1972 ABM Treaty). Arms race stability was sought to
be achieved through arms control agreements like SALT, START, INF, and
New START in 2010, though it did little to curb the nuclear arms
race. Finally, crisis management stability was ensured through hotlines,
nuclear risk reduction centres, and early warning systems, but these did
not prevent some fairly close shaves, some inadvertent and some a result
of misperception. During the 1970s, nuclear stability did not appear
particularly reassuring and not many would have believed that the Cold
War would end the way it actually did without a shot being fired, or that
the nuclear taboo would last as long as it has done.

INDIA’S DOCTRINE
'
India laid out the elements of its nuclear doctrine in a paper tabled by
Prime Minister Vajpayee in parliament, shortly after the nuclear tests. The
‘Evolution of India’s Nuclear Policy[9]’ made it clear that India saw nuclear
weapons not as weapons of war fighting, but intended to address current
and future nuclear threats through deterrence. This was followed by a
draft paper circulated in 1999 to elicit wider discussion, and then a more
succinct and authoritative text that was released following a meeting of
the Cabinet Committee on Security in January 2003[10].
The elements are:

"The ‘Evolution of India’s Nuclear Policy' made it clear
that India saw nuclear weapons not as weapons of
war fighting, but intended to address current and
future nuclear threats through deterrence."
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Building and maintaining a credible minimum deterrent, based on a
triad;
A posture of nuclear no-first-use and non-use of nuclear weapons
against non-nuclear weapon states;
Nuclear retaliation in response to a nuclear attack on Indian territory, or
on Indian forces anywhere, to be massive and inflict unacceptable
damage;
Option of nuclear retaliation in response to a chemical or biological
attack retained;
Continued observance of moratorium on nuclear tests;
Participation in Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty negotiations;
Ensuring strict export controls on nuclear and missile related materials
and technologies;
Continued commitment to the goal of a nuclear weapon free world
through global, verifiable, and non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament.
Since India’s doctrine makes it clear that India’s nuclear weapons are only
to deter a nuclear threat or attack, India has to develop other capabilities
to deal with threats of sub-conventional and conventional conflicts. By
denying a war fighting role for nuclear weapons, India is able to duck
temptations of an arms race with Pakistan (or China). Also, given the short
distances which compress decision making time, it is not possible to make
a distinction between ‘tactical’ and ‘strategic’ use of nuclear weapons. This
is a departure from the US-USSR approaches which provided for 20-25
minute interval from mainland launch to mainland targets. These longrange vectors were considered ‘strategic’ and systems with ranges below
5500km were considered intermediate, medium and short range systems.
Extended deterrence assurances to allies in Europe and Asia also
introduced political compulsions for forward deployment of such

"By denying a war fighting role for nuclear weapons,
India is able to duck temptations of an arms race
with Pakistan (or China). Also, given the short
distances which compress decision making time, it is
not possible to make a distinction between ‘tactical’
and ‘strategic’ use of nuclear weapons."
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weapons that were given a tactical or battlefield role. It also created the
grounds for the nuclear arms race.

PAKISTAN’S DOCTRINE
Pakistan has attributed a different role to its nuclear weapons. It prefers to
retain a degree of ambiguity claiming that it strengthens deterrence. It
consistently maintains that its nuclear capability is India-specific, and
therefore its size will be guided by India’s arsenal. While Pakistan also
states that it will have a minimum credible deterrent (sometimes also
called a minimum defensive deterrent), its role is to deter nuclear use by
India and also act as an equaliser against India’s conventional
superiority. Pakistan therefore rejects the idea of a no first use policy. This
led Pakistan to declare four red lines which could trigger a nuclear
response– were India to occupy a large part of Pakistan’s territory, to
destroy a large part of Pakistan’s military, seek to strangulate Pakistan’s
economy, or create political destabilisation.
This has since evolved to full spectrum deterrence as Pakistan developed
short range systems for tactical use with the 60-km-range Hatf IX or Nasr
ballistic missile attracting considerable attention. This was flight tested in
2011, and according to statements by the Inter-Services Public Relations
(ISPR) Directorate, “adds deterrence value to Pakistan’s Strategic Weapons
Development programme at shorter ranges”. The Nasr could carry “nuclear
warheads of appropriate yield with high accuracy” and is a quick response
system with shoot and scoot capabilities[11].
Lt Gen Khalid Kidwai led the Strategic Plans Division for a long time and
described Pakistan’s battlefield nuclear weapons, together with other

"Pakistan’s battlefield nuclear weapons are designed
to ensure that India cannot embark on a limited
conventional operation as it would breach Pakistan’s
nuclear threshold. According to Lt Gen Kidwai, it
makes war less likely and contributes to regional
stability."
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longer range ballistic and cruise missiles, as measures for providing
Pakistan with “full spectrum deterrence, including at strategic, operational
and tactical levels”[12]. Pakistan likens its doctrine of full spectrum
deterrence while emphasising first-use, to NATO’s flexible response
strategy during the Cold War to counter Soviet conventional
superiority. Pakistan’s battlefield nuclear weapons are designed to ensure
that India cannot embark on a limited conventional operation as it would
breach Pakistan’s nuclear threshold. According to Lt Gen Kidwai, it makes
war less likely and contributes to regional stability.

I MPLICATIONS OF ASYMMETRY
There is a fundamental asymmetry in the positions of both countries
unlike that between US and USSR during the Cold War. Therefore
deterrence equations regarding stability need to be rewritten.
Five levels of conflict between India and Pakistan can be defined:
Sub-conventional war or attacks by terrorist groups that are based in
Pakistan and have worked out a modus vivendi with the Pakistani
authorities, as in the attack on Indian parliament in December 2001;
Sub-conventional war with a combination of regular troops, as in Kargil
in spring of 1999;
Conventional war below the nuclear threshold;
Conventional war escalated to the use of Tactical Nuclear Weapons
(TNWs); Full scale conflict with large scale use of nuclear weapons.
All the crises referred to earlier have been caused by events falling in the
first two categories above making it clear to the Indian side that

"With each realisation, India has had to grapple with
the concept of appropriate retaliation. The basic
challenge for India is to prevent attacks falling in the
first and second categories through a combination of
deterrence and threat of punitive action."
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possession of nuclear weapons will not deter such attacks. With each
realisation, India has had to grapple with the concept of appropriate
retaliation. The basic challenge for India is to prevent attacks falling in the
first and second categories through a combination of deterrence and
threat of punitive action. Each time, logical reflection has revealed this
cannot be achieved by taking a leaf out of Pakistan’s nuclear doctrine.

PAKISTAN’S NUCLEAR DOCTRINE
During the Kargil crisis, India used air power but exercised restraint in
deploying it on the Indian side; furthermore, the Indian objective was to
restore the ground positions to status quo ante. The Indian strategy was
successful and the international community was supportive with the US
playing a major role[13].
The terrorist attack on the Indian parliament in December 2001 was
audacious and the Indian response of mobilising half a million soldiers on
the border with Pakistan was guaranteed to attract international
intervention, coming just a few months after 9/11 which had led to the US
intervention in Afghanistan. It led to the expected outcome and beginning
in 2003, the Line of Control went silent and cross border infiltration from
Pakistan reduced drastically. However, the deployment was a costly
exercise in coercive diplomacy lasting nearly two years.
The weeks taken to deploy forces revealed another shortcoming leading to
the idea of rapid deployment of integrated battle groups, captured in the
catchy label of Cold Start. It has been officially denied, then revived as a
pro-active conventional war strategy[14]. Whether it can act as a deterrent
remains doubtful but it certainly provided a ready justification to

"The weeks taken to deploy forces revealed another
shortcoming leading to the idea of rapid deployment
of integrated battle groups, captured in the catchy
label of Cold Start. It has been officially denied, then
revived as a pro-active conventional war strategy[1].
Whether it can act as a deterrent remains doubtful
but it certainly provided a ready justification to
Pakistan for TNWs."
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Pakistan for TNWs. In doing so, Pakistan lowered the nuclear threshold
and reduced the space available to India for a conventional riposte.
Whether Pakistan has the systemsfor battle field management and
escalation control in an evolving nuclear environment may be doubtful,
since this was a grey zone even for the US and USSR, but it has blurred the
line between nuclear and conventional war. It further highlights the
asymmetry between the postures of the two countries since the Indian
doctrine is based on a high nuclear threshold with a clean firebreak.
The November 2008 attack in Mumbai by 10 LeT militants at multiple
targets shocked India, but was also a rude reminder of the lack of available
kinetic options. Further, it tilted the debate towards nuclear deterrence,
quite unproductively. Western analysts, already unfamiliar with
asymmetric nuclear dyads, were now saddled with the additional
challenge of thinking through nuclear deterrence with respect to nonstate actors. India’s doctrine based on a credible minimum deterrent
backed by no-first-use, to serve the sole purpose of safeguarding from
nuclear threats and attacks, began to be questioned.
Another key difference with respect to the Cold War theorising is that both
India and Pakistan make political use of the ‘nuclear flashpoint’ idea since
it is a favourite for Western analysts and media. However, they use it for
very different objectives. Pakistan uses it to highlight the centrality of the
long-standing Kashmir dispute, hoping to catalyse some international
involvement while pushing for its resolution. The idea of international
involvement is anathema to India which highlights its commitment to
bilateralism enshrined in the 1972 Shimla Agreement. Further, it responds
to the ‘nuclear flashpoint’ by highlighting Pakistan’s irresponsible
behaviour of nuclear sabre-rattling- Dr A Q Khan’s well documented

"India’s doctrine based on a credible minimum
deterrent backed by no-first-use, to serve the sole
purpose of safeguarding from nuclear threats and
attacks, began to be questioned."
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proliferation activities, and linkages of Pakistani ‘deep state’ with
internationally proscribed outfits like LeT and JeM that have launched
terrorist attacks in India. It also enables India to contrast its own
responsible approach by highlighting its no-first-use doctrine and its
exemplary non-proliferation credentials.

DEBATE OVER INDIA’S DETERRENT
However, the inability to prevent such attacks or engage in kinetic
retaliation led to questioning of India’s nuclear doctrine. Deterrence is
always a product of power and intent. Power is hard military capability
and intent is political will. In India, questions emerged whether the
thermonuclear test in 1998 was a fizzle. DRDO’s lackadaisical progress
towards operationalising the triad was brought up for unfavourable
comparisons. Questioning of military capability was accompanied by
questions regarding political will to undertake punitive strikes.
Together, both cast doubt on the credibility of India’s nuclear deterrent
posture. This high decibel debate obfuscated the realisation that even a
first-use policy could not have added to India’s kinetic options.
Nevertheless, analysts pulled out the old Cold War deterrence playbooks
and began to talk about limited war and escalation dominance. Some
held up the example of Israel as a country that has dealt with terrorist
attacks with firm and resolute political will. Neither example stands up to
objective scrutiny. Israel’s adversaries are Hamas and Hezbollah, and even
repeated operations by Israeli military and intelligence services against
them have at best yielded a stalemate that provides temporary respite.
Secondly, Israel’s kinetic actions are not taken under a nuclear overhang
and finally, Israel’s real time intelligence and surveillance capabilities are

"Flexible response sowed the seeds of nuclear
warfighting by diluting the firebreak between
nuclear and conventional weapons as strategists
envisaged scenarios of nuclear war, often originating
away from their homeland, under conditions of near
parity with the USSR."
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far superior to those of its adversaries.
Application of escalation dominance is even more unreal. The
term gained currency during the 1960s as US strategic thinkers
grappled with questions about the credibility of “massive
retaliation” by unsure allies, covered under the extended
deterrence nuclear umbrella. Flexible response sowed the seeds
of nuclear warfighting by diluting the firebreak between nuclear
and conventional weapons as strategists envisaged scenarios of
nuclear war, often originating away from their homeland, under
conditions
of
near
parity
with
the
USSR.Herman
Kahn[15] explained 44 rungs on the nuclear escalation ladder
whose only contribution, in hindsight, was to provide a more
respectable label to the nuclear arms race. In later years, Kahn
admitted that the key variable in escalation dominance is the
ability of the adversary to take risks and absorb pain, neither of
which is accurately predictable. Further, escalation dominance
leads to counterforce which requires a new set of capabilities
and damage limitation policies involving layered missile
defences and civil defence preparedness, neither of which exists
in India.
After the introduction of TNWs by Pakistan, questions are raised
about the credibility of ‘massive retaliation’, the term used in
India’s stated nuclear doctrine. Would India respond with
‘massive retaliation’ if an advancing Indian armoured column in
Pakistani territory was stopped by Pakistan using a TNW? Former
Foreign Secretary, Shyam Saran, sought to address it by pointing
out that India made no distinction between tactical and

"Escalation dominance leads to counterforce which
requires a new set of capabilities and damage
limitation policies involving layered missile defences
and civil defence preparedness, neither of which
exists in India."
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strategic nuclear use because a nuclear exchange, once initiated,
would escalate to strategic level[16]. The no-first-use policy was
also questioned when Prime Minister Modi came to power in
2014 because the BJP’s election manifesto had promised to
review India’s nuclear doctrine, which was widely interpreted to
mean the jettisoning of the no-first-use policy. However, Modi set
all speculation to rest, before embarking on a visit to Japan in
August that year, when he described no-first-use as an enduring
feature of India’s nuclear strategy and “a reflection of our
cultural inheritance”[17]. In September 2016, four JeM militants
launched a fedayeen-style attack on an Indian army camp.
Nineteen Indian soldiers were killed in a gunfight lasting a few
hours. Eleven days later, India announced that it had launched
surgical strikes against five terrorist launch pads across the Line
of Control in Pakistan Occupied Kashmir, killing a large number
of terrorists. There was little evidence and the numbers killed
varied between 50 and 150. Pakistan denied that any such attack
had taken place and assured its citizens the Pakistan army was
capable of thwarting any incursion by India across the Line of
Control. The desire for kinetic action had been fulfilled, and
attention was diverted from the more serious issue of procedural
lapses that had enabled the terrorists to gain access to the
military camp.Attention was then devoted to ensuring Pakistan’s
isolation and the SAARC summit was postponed indefinitely at
India’s behest.
The next major terrorist attack was on 14
February 2019, when an Indian fedayeen drove his explosiveladen SUV into a CRPF convoy. JeM claimed responsibility for the
attack that resulted in 46 deaths. With national elections due in
two months, kinetic retaliation was necessary. On 26 February,

"The desire for kinetic action had been fulfilled, and
attention was diverted from the more serious issue of
procedural lapses that had enabled the terrorists to
gain access to the military camp."
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Indian pilots crossed into Pakistan to bomb a JeM training camp
at Balakot in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa province. It was described as
a ‘pre-emptive strike” on “non-military targets”, based on credible
intelligence. Once again, there was little clarity about numbers
killed or whether the aircraft had actually crossed into Pakistan
or merely crossed the Line of Control. This time, Pakistan
acknowledged the attack but asserted there were no casualties
as Indian bombs had missed the targets. The following morning,
Pakistani jets mounted a counterstrike. Their ordnance did not
hit any military targets or cause casualties, but in the dog-fight
an Indian plane was downed and the pilot captured in
Afghanistan. The rhetoric heightened and the international
community intervened. US, Saudi and Emirati leaders claimed to
have played a role in the Indian pilot’s quick release on March 1.
The Indian pilot was given a hero’s welcome on return and
Pakistan received credit for having defused the situation.

WHAT HAS CHANGED AND WHAT HASN’T?
Modi has dispelled the notion that Pakistan’s TNWs will deter
India from kinetic retaliation. A few retired military officers have
recalled the ‘surgical strikes’ after Uri were essentially shallow
cross border operations, similar to ones in the past but without
fanfare. Certainly, Modi has changed that but the military
authorities are understandably cautious and take care not to
cross each other’s red lines. They also understand the limited
military options available, given current capabilities on both
sides, though political rhetoric tends to amplify the magnitude
of kinetic actions. For example, the messaging during Balakot

"Military authorities are understandably cautious and
take care not to cross each other’s red lines. They also
understand the limited military options available,
given current capabilities on both sides, though
political rhetoric tends to amplify the magnitude of
kinetic actions."
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that air strikes were not aimed at military targets, or that it was
pre-emptive, shows that officials are more restrained than
indicated by political rhetoric. In other words, nobody called
anybody’s nuclear bluff as many strategic theorists would have
us believe.
Pakistan had developed a comfort level with the notion that its
TNWs were a deterrent that prevent India from retaliation. In
doing so, it conflated retaliation with the idea of ‘limited war’ as
visualised in NATO’s Cold War doctrines for European theatre.
Not only are these outdated for the US in the Asia-Pacific
theatre, these are even more irrelevant when applied to the Uri
and Balakot events. Modi has ensured that henceforth any Indian
government will undertake some form of kinetic retaliation
while taking care that the Pakistani military does not perceive it
as escalatory. Rhetoric will have a different and a shriller pitch
driven by domestic politics.
What is instructive is that all the escalation scenarios, whether
predicting
changes
in
Indian
doctrine
towards
counterforce[18] or even nuclear use, share the same origin. A
terror strike by a Pakistan-based group, Indian military action,
Pakistani retaliation, and then matters spiralling out of control
to cross the nuclear threshold. It merits thought that such
scenarios imply a tacit acceptance that Pakistan will continue to
host such groups on its territory. This is not a situation nuclear
adversaries have faced in the past.
While it is a fact that there is an element of uncertainty in any

"Modi has ensured that henceforth any Indian
government will undertake some form of kinetic
retaliation while taking care that the Pakistani
military does not perceive it as escalatory."
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conflict and the possibility of the unforeseen, the nuclear
deterrence theories of the Cold War or the US-USSR arms control
can hardly be the models for nuclear stability and to understand
escalation
dynamics
in
the
asymmetric
India-Pakistan
context. Indian and Pakistan will have to find their own
vocabulary which is not easy, given Pakistan’s predilection to
promote the nuclear flashpoint thesis; it likes to convey that its
nuclear doctrine derives from NATO postures during the Cold
War.
Finally, it is worth asking a counterfactual question. Had neither
country possessed nuclear weapons, what kind of military action
could
India
have
contemplated
after
Uri,
Balakot
or
Mumbai? After all, the wars India and Pakistan have fought have
been limited wars, limited in terms of both objectives and
duration, primarily on account of warfighting capabilities and
also because of the involvement of major powers. These realities
which do not give India a decisive conventional superiority, still
determine the nature and extent of Indian retaliation even under
the nuclear shadow.

"After all, the wars India and Pakistan have fought
have been limited wars, limited in terms of both
objectives and duration, primarily on account of
warfighting capabilities and also because of the
involvement of major powers. These realities which
do not give India a decisive conventional superiority,
still determine the nature and extent of Indian
retaliation even under the nuclear shadow."
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