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Introduction

“This chapter examines the India—Pakistan conflict in light of international
" felations theory. What can some of these theories tell us about the causes of
the conflict, why the conflict goes to war, why it persists, and whether
nuclear weapons will increase or decrease the probability of war? H.So
‘major theories will be the focus of the analysis: the steps to war explanation
and classical deterrence theory, with an emphasis on the former. ‘Hﬂn
- chapter will begin with an overview of the steps to war nwimnmﬂon. It will
7 then review some of the research on that explanation. Next, this mx.mmmnm-
G " tion will be utilized to see how it can explain the India-P akistan conflict and

what new insights it might offer. Then, deterrence theory will be reviewed :

. and criticized in light of the steps to war explanation. Hmmm%. the possibility
" of deterrence failure in the Tndia-Pakistan conflict will be discussed.

The steps to war explanation: an overview

The steps to war explanation attempts to make sense of a welter of -

empirical findings on war by thinking about what these findings tell c.w.
about the foreign policy behavior between two or more states ﬁ.w,mﬂ Em.wm"m
- them go to war. Since I have presented this explanation Uomm in aoﬁmmw.@
and summary form, I will give only a hrief overview here. 05. of mzm
foreign policy perspective comes the idea that as states m&ovﬁ. certam goals
" and objectives and then take action to mﬂw@oﬁ.mamn o.d._mnmqmmu they
" engage in behavior that has the effect of increasing hostility and threat

. .. - .?E thanks to T. V. Paul, Daniel Geller, Marie Henchan, David Stuligross, and the anog--.

ymous reviewers of the book for vahuable comments. The responsibility for the mﬁm_wﬂw
remains mine alone however. . ) ,

Y See John A. Vasquez, The War Puzzle (Cambridge: Cambridge ﬁE<oB:Q Press, w@@.uu
S John A. Vasquez, “Reexamining the Steps to War: Zm.&. Evidence and A,nnn.ﬁoﬂnm
- Insights,” in Manus Midlarsky {(ed.), Handbook of War Studies IT (Ann Arbor: CE<®2..

of Michigan Press, 2000), 371-406.

e
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perception. This has both external effects (in terms of a state’s relations
with an opponent) and internal effects (in terms of the number of foreign
policy hardliners and accommeodationists). The end result is that certain
foreign policy actions can be seen as a series of steps to war in that each
step increases the probability of war.

The explanation posits that territorial issues are an underlying cause of war.
Of all the issues over which states contend, territorial issues can be regarded
as the most likely to become life and death issues worthy of going to war.
They are highly salient and tend to fester unless both sides can resolve the
issues to their mutual satisfaction or one side can achieve an overwhelming
victory over the other. Tn the absence of these outcomes protracted conflice
and even recurrent wars are not surprising, even if not the modal pattern.

For obvious reasons, territorial disagreements are most likely to occur
between neighbors, and empirical evidence supports the claim that most
wars and rivalries involve neighbors.? Whether a territorial disagreement
goes to war, however, depends on how it is handled. The same is true for
- whether territerial conflicts persist — how they are handled, given the
.- domestic and external context, will have a major impact on whether the
- contending states become enduring rivalries, as we will see when we
- examine the India~Pakistan case.

The foreign policy practices of a state, how it handles issues between
itself and those that contend with it, are posited as the proximate cause of
‘war. These practices, including the institution of war, should not be seen as
given. It is assumed that war is a social invention that is Iearned in history
-and changes in history. Itis also argued that leaders, diplomats, and others
_treate folklores or diplomatic cultures that guide states and inform their
Jeaders when it is appropriate to handle a situation with the use of force.

2 In the West, one of the most important roles of realist thinking, begin-
“ning with Thucydides and going down to Morgenthau and beyond, is that
“it has provided a folklore that tells leaders how they should act when faced
with security issues. Realist folklore or culture informs leaders that, in the
face of security issues, they should increase their power. The two main
-ways of doing that for realism are to either make alliances and/or build up
one’s military. The problem, however, as realists recognize, is that this
“gives rise to a security dilemma in that taking these actions makes one’s
opponent insecure and encourages them to do the same thing. The end
esult can often be thar alliance making leads to counter-alliances and

i Stuart A. Bremer, “Dangerous Dyads: Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Interstate
War, 1816-1965,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 36 (1992), 309-41; John A. Vasquez and
Marie T. Henehan, “Territorial Disputes and the Probability of War, 1816-1992,”
FJournal of Peace Research 38 (2001), Tables I-IV.
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milirary buildups lead to arms racing. One of the ironies of realism is that,
among relative equals,” each of these steps increases insecurity, threat
perception, and hostility. In this sense, they can be seen as steps that bring
each party closer to war.

Seates adopt these practices not only to increase their secutity, but also
to press their claims or defend their positions. Alliance making and
military buildups not only signal resolve, but also provide a means of
attaining foreign policy objectives. To attain an objective, however, a state
must do more than make alliances of build up its military; it must take
action, and in the face of action, a target must defend itself. Realism sees
the threat and use of force {and a host of realpolitik tactics) as one of the
main ways (and of course it is the only unilateral way) of bringing about
changes (or redistributions) in the existing allocation of valued things in the
international system. Since territory is so salient, resorting to the threat or
use of force is not apt to resylt in many concessions, especially among
equals. It is more likely to lead to a stalemate or simply to no resolution at
all. Nevertheless, because the issue is salient to leaders (and to hardliners
within the polity) territorial disputes tend to recur. The theory posits that
crigses and militarized interstate disputes that recur promote escalatory
behavior and increase the gumber and influence of hardliners domestically,
even though this may not occur in a straight uninterrupted linear fashion,
Eventually, a crisis emerges that escalates to war.

Power politics can be seen as a set of proximate causes of war in that it
tells leaders how to handle security issues, including territorial issues. Itis
a proximate cause in that it is closez to the outbreak of war. Tt is a cause In
that if issues could be handled in other ways, then war could be avoided,
or at least have a higher probability of being avoided. Power politics,
because it involves a way of handling issues that increases the probability
of war, will increase the probability of any issue going to war and not just
territorial issues.

* Fquals is defined here in terms of starus, which is assumed to have some relationship, but
not a perfect one, 0 material capability in terms of demographic, economic, and military
resources. All major states (¢.8. Britain, Germany, Russia, Japan, etc. in the late nine-
teenth century) are reated as equal to each other, and all minor staies are treated as equal
to each other, even though they have different capabilities. At their birth India and
Pakistar: are egual in status, both being minor siates, even though India has greater
capability on a pumber of standard measures. See Russell J. Leng, Bargaining and
Learning in Recurring Crises {(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 2002), 197-99; Sumit
Ganguly, Conflict Unending: India—Pakistan Temsion since 1947 (New York: Columnbia
University Press 2001}, 19; Baldev Raj Nayar and T.V. Paul, India in the World Order:
Searching for Major Power Status (Cambridge: Carmnbridge University Press, 2003). Later,
cspecially after the Bungladesh War, India seems 10 be emerging as a dominant state in
South Asia, and in the long run Tndia can be seen as a potential major state. Pakistan tries
(0 counter this by acquiring niclear weapons — the quick technological fix.
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The poi i
mﬂoEo%MHMM,MME Hm_ not ﬂm deny that the structure of the situation alse
r politics, but to maintain that the instituti izati
mat \ ; e institutionalization of
rea i N
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Te s well as more likel
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way of predicting what kinds of polici handle highly
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m 1 o ]
owu.on?uwmﬂwmw of .mﬁﬁm ? _mm meant to convey that the pursuing of certain
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: e threat and use of &
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; v precede or follow military build ili
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v to punctuate the entire refad 1
. ; : ionship, thereb
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-+ might be a sequential pattern to the steps that can be theoretically derived

and/or i i i i
mﬁmmwow MBQEQEME ﬁw\mwm@wmwn&u such precision is not necessary at this
research. What is important i
is that the presence of
srase. . . more than
ep, regardless of its order, results in an increase in the probability

of war,

o : . .
ne of the problems in applying general international relations

. M - - . .

- %Moamm t0 a specific case is that sometimes these theories may not have
~had ma i

. 1y tests to see if the general patterns they posit actually hold across

histo 1 icati
ry. While such applications of theory to current situations can be

5 enlightening, they also can lead to misleading conclusions if the theory

upon whi
p ich they are based turns out 10 be empirically inaccurate. Since

the initi T
e mwwwmw @MEmowﬂom of the steps to war explanation a number of empiri
ies have been conducted that h ;
: . ave tested aspects of th

- tion. A review of this res i e
i earch will help us see the i i
: : extent to which vario

| aspects of the explanation have empirical corroboration. ®

Previous research

-One of the main thi
- e main things we now know about territorial disputes that we did

not know before 1996 is that they are, in fact, highly war prone. This has

.MMMMH nmﬁmd%m%oa by a number of studies employing different research
| gns and databases, so that the finding seems to be robust.” It should

-7 See Vasquez, The War Puzzle, 114-17.

5
Paul He “ i i I Q
o Dwmw %FNW.E.BW a Course to Conflict: Territorial Issues and Interstate Conflict
816-1992, onflict Management and Peace Science 15 {(Spring 1998), Table 2: H.mﬂm
3 H
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be noted that most of these studies define a militarized interstate dispute
(MID) as over territory only when official representatives make specific
claims of territory in another state’s jurisdiction before the actual threat or
use of force made in relation to that claim.® In this way, the concept of
territorial dispute is not so elastic as to make every war a war over territory
simply because bartles may be fought to hold and capture territory or
territory may be exchanged after a war even though it was not officially
claimed before.”

The research on territorial disputes has also found that territorial disputes
are more apt to recur between the parties, which suggests that dyads that
have territorial disputes are more apt 0 become enduring rivals, a predic-
tion that has been subsequently substantiated by research.® There has been
research also on whether certain types of territorial claims, like those related
to ethnic conflict, are more apt to escalate to more intense levels of military
confrontation.’ One of the reasons that ethnic territorial issues are the most
likely to escalate is because domestic hardhners demand that leaders take
more drastic actions and oppose attempts to COMpromise. '® The tendency
of ethnic tertitorial issues to generate domestic hardline constituencies may
be an important factor for explaining why territorial disputes recur,

Senese, “Geographic Proximity and Issue Salience: Their Effects on the Escalation of

Militarized Interstate Conflict,” Conflict Management and Peace Science 15 {19963, 151,

153-54; Vasquez and Henehan, “Territorial Disputes and the Probability of War,”

Tables 1-IV; Hemda Ben-Yehuda, “Territoriality, Crisis and War in the Arab-Israel

Conflict, 1947-94,” Fournal of Conflict Studies 21 (2001), 78-1 08.

See Daniel Jones, Stuart Bremer, and J. David Singer, “Mikhrarized Interstaie Disputes,

1816-1992: Rarionale, Coding Rules, and Empirical Patrerns,” Conflict Management and

Peace Science 15 (1996}, 178,

7 Withour a rigorously narrow definition of territorial disputes, thie territorial explanation
of war would be tautological. For an empirical examination of whether the territorial
explanation is rautological, see Vasquez, «“Reexamining the Steps to War,” in Midiarsky
(ed.), Handbook of War Studies II, 383-86. This study shows that the territorial explana-
ton of war is testable and falsifiable. This analysis shows that only 28.7 percent of the
2,034 MIDs are coded as territorial and that policy disputes with 46.3 percent are the
modal dispuate in the data. It should also be noted that coding of territorial MIDs was
done by those who had no knowledge of the territorial explanation of war, since it did not

o

exist at that time, and therefore there was no unconscious tendency of finding territorial :

disputes because the coder thought it was going to go to war,

=3

Disputes in Latin America, 1816-1986,” Fournal of Peace Research 31 {1994), 281-98;
John A. Vasquez and Christopher Leskiw, “The Origins and War Proneness of Interstate
Rivalries,” Annual Review of Political Science 2 (2001}, 265-316.

o

Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1996).

in Pakistan for Ayub Khan to fight 2 jihad to liberate Kashmiir, see Leng, Bargaining and
Learning in Recurring Crises, 224-25, 227-28.

See respectively, Paul Hensel, “One Thing Leads ro Another: Recurrent Militarized ©

Paul Huth, Standing Your Ground: Territorial Disputes and International Conflict (Ann

I5id.; A. Bikash Roy, “Intervention Across Bisecting Borders,” Journal of Peace Research
34 (1997}, 3-14. One example of this just prior to the Second Kashmir War are the calls =
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especially when the two sides are relatively equal. Such hardline behavior
can even extend to the point where non-state actors take matters into their
own hands by engaging in communal strife or attacking the other side,
something which has frequently happened in Kashmir.

The research on the other steps to war — alliances, rivalry, and arms
races —1s Lo extensive to review here in detail. Nevertheless, an overview
of the research most relevant to the model reveals a general consistency
with the claim that taking these steps is often associated with war,
although little of this work examines the steps in combination with each
other. Evidence on alliances shows that certain types of alliances increase
the probability of war. ™!

Research on recurring crises finds that as disputes between the same two
parties repeat, war is more likely. ** Pairs of states or dyads that have recurring
disputes are conceptualized as rivalries,'” and a key conclusion of this litera-
ture is that most wars that have been fought since 1816 have rivals in them.

Early research on arms races supported the claim that militarized
 confrontations between major states that occur in the context of an
il ongoing arms race are more apt to escalate to war. This research, how-
o ever, generated a heated debate as to whether there really is a relationship
between arms races and the escalaton of disputes to war or whether these
" findings are a function of the research design and measures.'* Recent
tesearch, however, has shown that while the relationship between arms
“races and a given MID escalating to war is at best of only moderate
strength (although statistically significant), the probability of an MID
between the parties arms racing escalating to war within five years is fairly
‘high during the pre-nuclear era.'”

. .:..wnm Douglas M. Gibler, “Alliances: Why Some Cause War and Why Others Cause
L Peace,” in John Vasquez {(ed.), Whar Do We Know abour Wear? (Lanham, MD:
o Woiﬁmu and Littlefield, 2000), 145-64; Paul Senese and John Vasquez, “Alliances,
. Territorial Disputes, and the Probability of War: Testing for Interactions,” in Paul Diehl
- {ed.), The Seostrge of War {Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2004); Jack S. Levy,
o “Alliance Formation and War Behavior: An  Analysis of the Great Hvoﬁwnmn
1495-1975,” Journal of Conflics Resolurion 25 (December 19813, Table 7. ’
. Russell Leng, “When Wili They Ever Learn? Coercive Bargaining in Recurrent Crises,”
- Journal of Conflict Resoluzion 27 {September 1983), 379-419.

HumE Um.o:_ and Gary Goertz, War and Peace in Internattonal Riwvalry (Ann Arbor
University of Michigan Press, 2000); see also Frank Whelon Wayman, “Rivalries:

. ...Wnnsiomm Phsputes and Explaining Was,” in Vasquez (ed.), What Do We Know abour
- War?, 219-34.

S Michael P, Wallace, “Arms Races and Escalation: Some New Evidence,” Yournal
i of Conflice Resolution 23 (March 19793, 3-16; Paul Diehl, “Arms Races and Escalation:
‘A Closer Look,” Journal of Peace Research 20 (1983), 205-12.

Susan G. Sample, “Arms Races and Dispute Bscalation: Resolving the Debate,” Fourrnal
‘of .wmanm Research 34 (1997), 7-22; Susan G. Sample, “The Qutcomes of Military
‘Buildups: Minor States vs. Major Powers,” Journal of Peace Research 39 (2002), 669-02,

15
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The steps to war in the India~Pakistan conflict

To what extent are these findings and the steps to war explanation
relevant to the India—Paldstan conflict? Can such aggregate findings and
theory elucidate specific historical cases? Table 3.1 lists the various steps
to war. It will be interesting to see how many of these steps can be found in
the India~Pakistan case. Territory as an underlying cause will be treated
first and the power politics proximate causes second.

The role of tervitory

One of the initial things that the steps to war explanation can tell us is
what is driving these wars and how typical are they in terms of their
undetlying causes. The steps to war explanation asserts that territorial
conflict is frequently an underlying cause of war. Among neighbors, the
explanation goes further and says that: “Cereris paribus, two states border-
ing on each other will early on in their history use aggressive displays to
establish a border in an area where they both have frequent contact.”"®
The India—Pakistan case provides an interesting test of this proposition
on borders because two new nation-states are being created from a
colonial empire through a process being structured by the former colonial
power in light of those demanding independence. In general, the entire
process of colonial independence and contemporary state creation pro-
vides a set of cases for seeing the extent to which borders are demarked
through aggressive displays. One path-breaking study maintains that
whether the borders of new states are challenged militarily depends very
much on how the states come into existence.'” If new states arise through
revolution or other forms of violence, they are more apt to have their
borders challenged by neighbors. If these states arise through a more
evolutionary process and their borders are consistent with the norms of
the time, then the probability of their being challenged goes down. Thus,
among sub-Saharan African states that gained independence peacefully
in the 1960s, an agreement is reached through the Organization of
African Unity (OAU) that the borders made by the colonial powers will
be honored and recognized. This has the effect of preventing many
interstate wars,'® but such borders are not always recognized internally

6 Vasquez, The War Puzzle, 310; sec also 140-41,

17 Zeev Maoz, “Joining the Club of Nartions,” International Studies Quarierly 33 (June 1989),
199-231.

¥ Douglas Lemke, Regions of War and Peace {Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2002).
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Table 3.1 Steps ro war

Rise of Territorial Disputes {underlying cause)
handled in a power politics fashion (proximate causes):
Recurrent disputes
Alllance making
Arms races
One Crisis Escalares to War

and have been associated with civil wars and ethnic conflict. Whether
such an OAU consensus will continue as certain states become stronger
and more able to expand remains to be seen, but the territorial explana-
tion: of war would predict that it would, Nevertheless, even if it does not,
sub-Saharan Africa has been spared the kind of warfare that was attend-
ant at the birth of India and Pakistan or the birth of modern Israel.

India and Pakistan are states that are born in disagreement about their
border and specifically about the future of Jammu and Kashmir. Note
that there are several disagreements here: (1) initially the disagreement is
not about the demarked border around Jammu and Kashmir (although
where it is not clearly demarked will later become an issue) but about
whether Jammu and Kashmir will accede to India or Pakistan or be
independent; (2) whether the process agreed upon for accession has
been properly followed; and (3) whether the norm of nationalism and
self-determination should be the principle followed for the transfer of
territory that is in dispute.

The territorial concerns at the time of independence and the funda-
mental territorial issues underlying the rivalry should not be interpreted
narrowly as the concrete stakes associated with the “land” of Kashmir.
According to the territorial explanation of war, what makes territorial
disputes so intractable is that concrete tangible territorial stakes, like
pieces of land, that are in principle divisible, become infused with “sym-
bolic” and even “transcendent” qualities that make them intangible,
perceived in zero-sum terms, and hence difficult to divide.

Symbolic stakes involve the idea that a given stake is important not for
its intrinsic value, but because it stands for a number of other stakes.'’

" Reputational concerns play a key role in making symbolic siakes

1% The Rann of Kutch is an example of symbolic stake. Here is 2 fairly worthless piece of
ground that rakes on importance because it stands for Kashmir. See Leng, Bargaining and
Learning in Recurring Crises, 215-16. For further ¢laboration on the concepts of concrete,
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R ‘intractable.2® Leaders will fight for a symbolic stake from fear that failure
- to do so will encourage further attacks or probes, Transcendent stakes
~ - frame issues in terms of fandamental disagreements over vatues (like
" democracy vs. dictatorship). These can easily become a fight for survival

. and one’s way of life or culture, which in turn can be seen as a battle

between good and evil. Such issues become zero-sum, and because they
©.cannot be compromised, they fester and tend to end relatively quickly

‘primarily when one side is completely destroyed.
None of the questions involving major territorial disagreements at the

- time of independence are successfully negotiated even though there are a
-7 number of intermediaries, including the United Nations, trying to prevent
. the demarcation of the border through war. The steps to war explanation

and existing research on territorial disputes suggest that this is a situation

- . where the conflict of which norm to follow (nationalism or the process laid

out for accession) is going to provide an ambiguity where both sides will be
unwilling to accept the outcome of the decision game that will result in

i ..9&_., losing potential territory. The steps to war explanation assumes, as

does Clausewitz, that war occurs when the goals of policy cannot be
attained by the normal means available. This is precisely what happens in

" ‘the First Kashmir War. Pakistan and nationalists in Kashmir who do not

“want to accede to India resort to arms because they feel that they will lose if
they do not. Added to this is the dual notion that the decision game that will
‘fead to Jammu and Kashmir acceding to India is rigged and in violation of
the greater principle of nationalism and self-determination.

The First Kashmir War is fundamentally a territorial war, In one way or
another all the subsequent wars (even the Bangladesh War) are derivative
from the set of territorial concerns at the time of independence, as are
most of the MIDs between the wars.”' From an international relations

theory perspective, the India-Pakistan wars arise out of an initial typical

war between neighbors over territorial boundaries. As a set of interrelated

symbolic, and rranscendent stakes, see Richard Mansbach and John Vasquez, In Search of
Theory: A New Paradigm for Global Politics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1981),
61-67.

© 20 Monica Duffy Toft, The Geography of Ethnic Conflict (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2003), 26-29; Barbara Walter, “Explaining the Intracrability of Territorial
Conflict,” International Studies Reviere 5 (2003), 137-53; Mansbach and Vasquez, In
Search of Theory, 61-62.,

2! (n how the Bangladesh War is related to territorial dispute over Kashmir see Leng,
Bargaining and Learning in Recurring Crises, 25657, 26061, For a more detailed discus-
sion see Richard Sisson and Leo E. Rose, War and Succession: Pakistan, India, and the
Creation of Bangladesh (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990). Purt simply, the
Bangladesh War is triggered by the huge influx of refugees into India, but at the same time

17+ India uses this opportunity to dismember and weaken its rival, while enhancing its own

- siraregic position vis-g-vis Pakistan and China.

23
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wars, they are not unusual in their causes and are fairly straightforward in
terms of their underlying fundamentals. They are also typical in terms of
how they compare to other wars fought since 1816. If one classifies wars
in terms of what they are fought over and who fights them, then one
finds that the modal interstate war since 1816 is the dyadic war over
territory.”® Of these, the most common is between minor states fighting
over territory.** .

The steps to war explanation posits, and existing empirical findings
show, that territorial disputes that fail to be resolved tend to recur. This is
because the revisionist state will not permit the status quo to persist
unmolested. This too is the pattern in the India—Pakistan conflict with
Pakistan assuming the role of the revisionist state. Figure 3.1 plots all the
MIDs between the two parties from 1947 through 1992. The Y axis
portrays the level of hostility with 1 equal to non-mulitarized action
(these are not included in the data), 2 equal to the threat to use force,
3 equal to a display of force, 4 equal to an actual use of force, and 5 equal
to those uses of force that result in war (with at least 1,000 combined
battle deaths). The lightly colored lines portray the MIDs that each state
had with the other. As can be seen, this is a very disputatious dyad; indeed
it is one of the most contentious in the post-1945 era.

The steps to war explanation posits that territorial disputes are so
salient that they will continue to fester unless they are resolved either
through an overwhelming victory or through a mutually accepted settle-
ment that recognizes the border as legal.** The India—Pakistan conflict is

- so disputatious because neither side has been able to attain that over-
T whelming victory, and as a result they have had a sufficient number of
“recurring disputes that they have become an interstate rivalry (conven-
“tionally defined as six or more MIDs within twenty years) 2% Again this is

not unusual, as research has shown a pair of states that has a territorial

“dispute has a greater probability of developing an enduring rivalry than a
_pair of states that has policy or regime disputes.?®

There are fifty-one dyadic wars {of seventy-nine interstate wars) fought from 1816 to

. 1997, and of these fifty-one, twenty-six are between neighbors fighting over territory. The
next ranked dyadic war between neighbors are fifteen policy wars, see John A. Vasguez

v . and Brandon Valeriano, “A Classification of Interstate War.” Paper Prepared for the

- International Studies Associatien Annual Meeting, Mar. 21, 2004, Montreal, 14.
Minor stares are defined in the post-1945 period in accordance with the Correlates of
War project as none of the following: US, USSR, UK, France, China (after 1949),

- Germany {after 1990), Japan (after 1990). This variable refers to status not to capability.

2 asquez, The War Puzsle, 146-49, 311.

25

o See Diehl and Goertz, War and Peace in International Rivalry, 45; and Diehl, Goertz, and

-8aeedi in this volume.
Vasquez and Leskiw, “The Origins and War Proneness of Interstate Rivalries,” 305--07.
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The disputes and wars fail to produce victory primmarily for two reasons:
first, each side is relatively equal in status, and, second, international
intervention prevents the wars from becoming fights to the finish.
Nevertheless, one of the remarkable things about this rivalry from a realist
perspective 1s that the two states, although equal in status, are relatively
unequal in capability and that Pakistan persists in pursuing the issue and
initiated three of the four wars (if one includes the Kargil armed action as
awar) even though it is typically the weaker of the two. This was true early
on, as pointed out by Sumit Ganguly, when military hardware was
divided on a 30:70 ratio in favor of India, and especially the case after
the Bangladesh War, which led to Pakistan’s dismemberment.?’
Nevertheless, there are times when this asymmetry is not very large in
Kashmir, the main theater of the conflict.®®

Although much work has been done on the seeming irrationality of
such asymmetric conflict,?? the steps to war explanation can provide a
couple of insights. First, it maintains that hardliners push leaders to take
more forceful and often more escalatory action. They often prevent

- leaders from grandng concessions and making compromises that might

settle the dispute. The Pakistani leadership has certainly felt this pressure
at various times, and if we are 1o take it at least partially at its word, they

" have even been drawn into MIDs by the actions of naticnalist groups not
- fully under their control. In states with salient territorial disputes, there is
.- always an incentive for leaders to ride to power on a nationalist tiger, but
. once in power they then have to satisfy that constituency and failure to do
“s0 will result in losing power. In Pakistan this simple model will not
‘account for the various leadership changes, which are complex; never-
theless, leaders do feel compelied by their own beliefs and nationalist

hardliners not to allow the Kashmir issue to slip off the agenda.?”
Second, the steps to war explanation maintains that coercive strategies

“ate not abandoned until they fully run their course. Realists and hard-

liners can always explain why force failed by maintaining that the strategy
and tactics were not sufficiently escalatory — they held back, i.e., the state

did not go to war or did not fight the war correctly. So long as the existing

strategy has not met with success, hardliners feel a more escalatory
strategy or a war fought in more favorable circumstances will lead to

-2 Ganguly, Conflict Unending, 19.

28 See Paul in this volume, who points out that at times nearly half of India’s troops are on
- the border with China.

2 For example, see T.V. Paul, Asymmerric Conflicts: War Initiation by Weaker Powers
= (Cambyridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994).
3 For an analysis of how identity and the Kashmir issue are important for framing domestic

‘politics in Pakistan, see Nasr in this volume.
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success. There is a reluctance to abandon the coercive realist path until ali
the strategies embodied in its logic have been tried. Russell Leng has
shown that this kind of thinking has led crises to become maore escalatory
as they repeat; in this way coercion leads to coercion and wars to more
wars.”!

Leng’s definition of “crisis” involves characteristics that make them a
more hostile sub-set of MIDs in general. Nevertheless, the kind of esca-
latory partern he describes as taking place across crises is only partially
evident in the India—Pakistan rivalry depicted in Figure 3.1. Rather than a
straight linear relationship, the general pattern is a fairly high level of
severity with a periodic low-level dispute.”® What is remarkable about the
India—Pakistan case (see Figure 3.1) is how many MIDs reach level four.
This pattern however does not necessarily contradict Leng since the five-
point MID scale is very broad with four being any use of force without
regard to the degree of force other than that it produces fewer than 1,000
bartle deaths.”® Leng does not specify an escalatory trend across wars,
and it is less clear whether there is an upward trend across wars in this
case, although the Bangladesh War can be seen as more severe, especially
in terms of its consequences, than those before, as can the nuclear
posturing in 1998-95.

If a given leader will not oy the unused strategies, then domestic
constituencies will push the leader from office or even try the strategies
on their own. Territorial disputes are particularly prone to such tenden-
cies becatse leaders do not want to give in, and hardliners’ constituencies
will not permit them to give in. Some research on Latin America 18
informative in this regard in that it shows that even when leaders try to
avoid responsibility for giving in on a territorial issue by turning it over to
an arbitration board, they end up either reneging on the agreement if it
goes against themn or being overthrown.>* Within the India—Pakistan case,
the most recent example of this tendency is the overthrow of Nawaz
Sharif by Musharraf after the Kargil War, although Sharif provoked the
coup by not permitting General Musharraf’s airplane to land.”®

Nevertheless, Sharif felt boxed in by Pakistan’s hardliners, especially

3\ Leng, Bargaining and Learning in Recurring Crises, 260.
32 See Diehl, Goertz, and Sacedi in this volume.
33 Gee the discussion in the next section on rivalry where research using a more refined

measure provides support for Leng’s hypothesis on escalation across MIDs.
34

Dimensions of International Conflict (Mashville: Vanderbilt University Press, 19997,

205-37.
35

Brookings Instirution, 20043, 176.

Beth Simmons, “See You in Court? The Appeal ro Quasi-Judicial Legal Processes in the
Sertlement of Territorial Disputes,” in Paul Diehl (ed.), A4 Road Map fo War: Territorial

Strobe Talbott, Engaging India: Diplomacy, Democracy, and the Bomb (Washington, DCH
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those in the military, and expressed this concern during his White House
meeting regarding Kargil>®

What theoretical conclusions can be reached about the India—Pakistan
case in light of the above analysis? The analysis maintains that territory is
the key to this and most other conflicts between neighbors. Ideological,
religious, or cultural rationales, even if believed by actors, may intensify a
tertitorial dispute, but they are not the fundamental cause, especially in
terms of determining whether an issue has a high probability of escalating
to war. At best these rationales are epiphenomena produced by the
natural tendency to infuse territorial stakes with symbolic and transcen-
dent attributes, or, at worse, attempts to rally domestic and external
supporters. In this sense, this analysis agrees with Steve Saideman that
territory is the key in terms of explaining the rivalry and its wars.®’
- Likewise, it agrees with Ashok Kapur, that the religious »s. secular state
“ " issue is not fundamental.”® It follows that territory is the key to resolving
the rivalry and avoiding future war,

. Conflicts between neighbors over territory are seen as both natural and
-difficult to avoid. In the absence of clear natural borders or a history of an
established border, the territorial explanation of war posits that two states
will use aggressive displays to establish a border. Given that the British
“departure did not delineate the borders of the two states and get all sides
10 recognize them, but instead established a process for creating indepen-
~dent states, disagreement is not surprising. Interestingly, the British did
“get recognition of existing borders of many individual states. The dispute
“was not over the border of Kashmir, but the process of determining
~whether it would adhere to India or Pakistan, or be independent.
:“Despite this concern over legality, the territorial explanation would
“anticipate that loopholes would be exploited and then lead to conflict
“'when the borders were not mutually accepted.*”

- Having said that territory is a key, it is equally true that some types of
‘térrivorial disputes are more intractable than others. In particular, ethnic
o E..mwﬁmm that center on the control of the same territory are highly conflict-
:prone. The main reason for this, as stated earlier, is that they give rise to
hardline constituencies that push for their issue. In doing so, they often

ww.a&.u 164; see m._mo Bill Omm:mmr My Life New York: Knopf, 2004}, 865.
i .mw_an.gmn in rthis volume. 8 Kapur in this volume.

-Ambiguity in norms for transferring territory usually leads ro condlict, as can be seen
%mewéw there was an ambiguity in the norm of dynastic succession {e.g., could succes-
-sion occur through the female line) or when there is a conflict of norms as between
‘dynastic succession and nationalism; on both these questions, see BEvan Luard, War in
Internaiional Sociery (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986), 87, 110; Vasquez, The
War Puzzle, 148-49.
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infuse territory {which is a concrete material tangible stake that is divi-
sible) with symbolic and transcendent (involving fundamental values)
qualities that make it intangible and difficult to divide, The inability of
either India or Pakistan to impose their preferred position has meant that
they have become long-term rivals, where Pakistan, as the weaker revi-
sionist state, will not give in and/or try to become stronger in order to
change the status quo. In such cases, the weaker revisionist state tends to
follow the kinds of power politics strategics suggested by realist culture,
which simply increase the probability of war.

The role of power politics
In The War Puzzle it is stated:

When territorial disputes are not settled, relations with neighbors become a
struggle for power. Much of power politics thinking probably derives from such
experiences. So long as there is a struggle for power over contiguous territory, then
workd pelitics is a struggle for power, but once boundaries are settled, world
politics has other characteristics ... This suggests that the very idea of power
polirics and its practices are derived from an inability to settie territorial questions.
Power politics is not the key fact of existence, as the realist paradigm would have
us believe, but may simply be an epiphenomenon of territoriality. Realism and the
practice of power politics come out of a particuiar set of struggles and construct a
world appropriate to those struggles.°

As the quotation above suggests, power politics and strategic thinking
are most apt to occur when territorial disputes are at the center of rela-
tions. These disputes transform whatever relationship two states might
have into one of intense hostility and rivalry. This has been the case with
India and Pakistan, as well as other states, that are “born feuding.”*'
Power politics are endemic to (an enduring) rivalry. The reason for this,
as outlined in the first secton of this chapter, is that realist thinking tells
diplomats and leaders to increase their power when faced with security
issues. The two ways to do that are through the making of alliances and
the building up of one’s military.

Figure 3.1 denotes when during the history of the India—Pakistan
conflict each side has had outside alliances and when they have been
engaged in an arms race.*? The figure demonstrates that all three steps to

* Vasquez, The War Puzzle, 147-48.  *' Wayman, “Rivaldies,” 230.

*2 These data are drawn from the pelitically relevant alliance data set of the steps to war
project (see Senese and Vasquez, “Alliances, Territorial Disputes, and the Probability of
War™ for a brief description) and from Susan G. Sample’s arms race data for minor states
in her, “The Qutcomes of Military Buildups: Minor States vs. Major Powers.” My thanks
1 Susan Sample for sharing her data. “D&H” in the figure refers to whether both the
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war have been present in this conflict: recurrent disputes, outside alli-
ances, and arms racing. It is also significant that alliances come early on
and arms races later, which is also consistent with work on the steps to
rivalry,™ although India’s outside alliance does not come until after the
first major period of arms races. The graph does not show the nuclear
arms race which we could assume to be occurring at least around 1998,
the period of overt nuclear testing and signaling. On the basis of the
graph, it can be concluded that the India—Pakistan conflict, on the
whole, has all the steps to war listed in Table 3.1. Not every single war,
however, especially the first, has been preceded by ecach step. As can be
seen i Figure 3.1, the First Kashmir War has none of the steps, the
Second Kashmir War has all the steps, and the Bangladesh War lacks an
arms race.

The steps to war explanation assurnes that alliance making and military
buildups occur in order to increase capability so that one can compete
more effectively. These in turn lead to counter-alliances and arms races,

- which in turn lead to increased hostility and a hardening of positions.

There is evidence that this motivation is present in the India-Pakistan
case. Pakistan as the weaker state is always hopeful thar support from
allies, especially the US and Britain, will give it an edge, if not carry the
day by providing better equipment or by diplomatic intervention.**
Likewise, it looks to China as a porential ally after the Chinese-Indian

. border conflict and war. However, there is a distinct tendency for the

Pakistanis to exaggerate the support of potential allies,*> even though at
the UN the US will tilt toward Pakistan, especially before the end of the

-~ Cold War. On the Indian side, there are fears that Pakistan’s allies,

particutarly the US and Britain have, from the beginning, supported

. Pakistan as a way of keeping India down and managing the Indian sub-
" continent for their own purposes through a policy of divide and rule.*®

Because Pakistan is continually declining, it feels that time is not on its

" side and it tries to time its war activities for when it can have the support of
. outside parties. This is seen in 1965 with China before the Second
‘Kashmir War when Pakistan thought it had the promise of Chinese
*‘military assistance should war break out.*” Pakistan is also bolder when

it feels the US needs it, as it did after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, a

- condition again present after September 11.

Diehl and Horn measures of arms races apply, see Sample, “Arms Races and Dispute
Escalation” for the definivions. My thanks also to Hilde Ravio (who worked as my
research assistant} for including these two variables on the MID plot.

"% Brandon Valeriano “The Steps to Rivalry,” unpublished Ph.D). thesis, Vanderbilt

University (2003).

: * See Leng, Bargaining and Learning, 217,225, 228. % Ganguly, Conflict Unending, 27.
4® Kapur in this volume. ¥ Ganguly, Conflict Unending, 42-43.
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India, as the stronger side, is less in need of a formal ally, particularly
since during the Cold War it can rely on the Soviet Union to protect it in
the UN Security Council, as it does by either exercising or threatening to
exercise its veto on India’s behalf. Nevertheless, the US alliance with
Pakistan and its tilt toward Islamabad puts domestic pressure on India’s
leadership to abandon India’s non-alignment policy and align with the
Soviet Union, which eventually does happen in 1971, finally giving India
its counter-alliance. In the interim, it does react to Pakistan receiving
support from outside allies, as the steps to war explanation anticipates, by
digging in its heels, as Nehru does when he rejects the idea of a plebiscite
and fundamentally shifts his view on the role of the UN after the US and
Pakistan sign their military pact.*®

The India—Pakistan conflict provides some insights for the steps to war
explanation in that it illustrates, at least for one case, the interactive effect
between alliance making and arms races, as well as the impact of these on
hardtiners in each side. Alliances and informal alignments often result in
military buildups, some of which become full-fledged arms races as
denoted in Figure 3.1. This linkage, which is probably typical of many
minor states, occurs because both Pakistan and India rely on credits from
major states to buy very expensive armaments. When Pakistan gets aid
from the US, including new weapons systemns, this puts pressure on
India, which at times complains directly to the US, as when the latter
agrees to sell AWACS systems to Pakistan.*® On the other side, India sees
itself as having to rely on the Soviet Union to ensure that it can maintain
its edge over Pakistan after the Bangladesh War.>®

Nevertheless, when all is said and done, what produces the arms race in
the first place is the territorial dispute over Kashmir and Pakistan’s belief
that it cannot change the status quo without increasing its power. This
affects India in that if India does not arm, then it can be exploited by
Pakistan. This can be seen in 1965: when Ayub Khan thinks Pakistan is
more than a match for India after the Rann of Kutch skirmishing, he
attacks.”! Further re-enforcing Pakistan’s perception that only an
increase in its power will make India negotiate is India’s feeling that it is

¥ Ibid., 25; sce also Bscott Reid, Enwvoy to Nehru (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1981),
which is a primary source for Gangaly.

Ganguly, Conflict Unending, 83; for an overview, see Dennis Kux, Disenchanred Allies:
The United States and Pakistan, 1947-2000 {(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1992).

Ganguly, Conflict Unending, 81.

Leng, Bargaining and Learning in Recwrring Crises, 221, 224-25, 257; see also, Altaf
Gauhar, Ayub Khan: Pakistan’s First Military Ruler (Karachi; Oxferd University Press,
1996, 203, 211, cited by Leng, 224-25.
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militarily superior and therefore does not need to negotiate. Leng argues
that Khan, like Anwar Sadat of Egypt, launches a war not in the expecta-
tion that he will necessarily win (although he seems to believe that at
times) but that this will lead to mediation where he will have a chance for
gains.>?

Fueling the arms race is the presence of outside rivalries and conflicts,
in particular the Chinese—Indian border dispute. After the Sino-Indian
War of 1962, India reacts to its defeat with a substantial military buildup,
including not only increased procurement of weapons, but also increasing
the number of military personnel.”” This puts more pressure on Pakistan,
especially since India is getting aid from the US. The fear in Pakistan is
that India, which already has an edge, will now be bevond Pakistan’s
reach, if nothing is done.”* At the same time, the conflict with China

-~ draws India closer to the Soviet Union, which has its own incipient

conflict with China. This bond becomes tighter as China and the US
move toward a rapprochement under Nixon.””

As would be anticipated by the steps to war explanation, these various
military buildups do not lead to one side’s conceding to the other; rather

- they lead to more intense efforts to court allies and gain weapons and to a
" deterioration of relations, as when American military aid increases toward
'~ Pakistan after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.”® It is at this time that
- India also moves closer to the USSR than it probably wanted to, in order

1o balance Pakistan’s new weapons.
- This case also shows that when alliances become unreliable, states turn

“to their own military buildups as a way of compensating. This is seen most
~-dramatically when the US does little to prevent the breakup of Pakistan
“-during the Bangladesh War (contrast this to Soviet and US intervention

o save their allies in the 1973 Yom Kippur War). Some have argued that

~this realization plays a role, although obviously only a partial role, in
. Pakistan’s attempt to acquire nuclear weapons.”’ Here, we have the
-idea that with nuclear weapons Pakistan will not have to rely on a
“reluctant ally in a situation where its very existence might be threatened.”®
Although splits berween the military and civilian leadership make the

52 Y eng, Bargaining and Learning in Recurring Crises, 221. See also Paul, dsynemeiric

i Conflices, ch. 6. Nawaz Sharif attempted a similar strategy during Kargil (see the discus-
- sion below), although it is less clear whether the Kargil action was initiated for that
- purpose or whether Sharif is exploiting the situarion after the fact.

53 Ganguly, Conflict Unending, 103. 7% Ibid, 37-38. *° Ibid., 52, 6466,

3 Ganguly, Conflict Unending, 82. 7 Ibid., 106.

-?8 T V. Paul maintains that the failure to gain security guarantees from the major states

““plays an important role in triggering Pakistan’s decision to go nuclear, see Paul, Power

< wersus Prudence: Why Nauions Forge Nuclear Weapons (Montreal and Kingston: McGill-
“+ Queen’s University Press, 2000), 133.
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current evidence unclear, it seems that even afrer Pakistan has nuclear
weapons, it tries to manipulate its ally by initiating a crisis or war hoping
to draw in the US as some sort of intermediary that will force India into
serious negotiations. During Kargil the US and Clinton resist such
manipulation and insist on Pakistani withdrawal, while simultaneously
Clinton moves closer to India.?® After September 11, the threat posed by
al-Queda and the new critical issue of terrorism leads the US to repair its
strained relations with Pakistan and Musharraf, again illustrating how
outside conflicts can affect the dynamics of the India—Pakistan rivalry.

The repeated crises and the interaction of alliances and military build-
ups play a crucial role in orienting both sides toward emphasizing strate-
gic thinking and possible windows of opportunity and vulnerability. As
would be expected in a territorial rivalry, states behave in the kind of
realist worst-case scenario; contrary to some thinkers, Pakistan and India
do jump through windows of opportunity. Thus, every one of the three
wars after the First Kashmir War can be seen as being initiated when one
side thinks it has an edge that it did not have before, even though in
Pakistan’s case, in three of the four wars it is clearly weaker. In the
Bangladesh War, which India initiates, it takes the opportunity of
Bengali resistance and the problem of dealing with a huge number of
refugees to support the creation of a separate state that will dismember
Pakistan and weaken it even further, while ending the potential threat of a
two-front war.®® The steps to war explanation would expect such strate-
gic thinking to occur in enduring rivalries because of the threat perception
and hostility generated by repeated crises and the interaction of alliances
and arms races. The steps to war explanation differs from realism, how-
ever, in that it sees this kind of behavior as the hallmark of enduring
rivalries and not the only kind of relationship that is present in world
politics.

In addition, the India—Pakistan rivalry exhibits the kind of escalation
across crises and wars that Leng anticipates. Leng finds this to be the case
where hostility begets hostility with each crisis leading each side to learn
this from the previous crisis.®’ In addition, Valeriano finds that in the
India—Pakistan rivalry prior to each of the three major wars the severity of
escalation from one MID to the next increases. His data revea) an increased
severity level from the time period between the first and sixth MID.%2

> Talbott, Engaging India, 165; Clinton, My Life, 865.

5 1 .eng, Bargaining and Learning in Recurring Crises, 244, *1 Ibid., 260,

¥ See Valeriano, “The Steps to Rivalry,” for his measure of escalation within rivalries.
Severity is taken from Diehl’s and Goertz’s basic rivalry level (see Diehl and Goertz, War
and Peace in International Rivalry, 2000, Appendix b).
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This underlines the point that intense territorial rivalries are a material
source for realist thinking and the practice of power politics. Just because
realist folklore and ideas encourage power politics thinking, this does not
mean that certain conditions — like territorial rivalries — do not also
encourage certain ideas. The use of power potitics makes it more difficult
for the other side not to reciprocate, especially since such tactics promote
the rise of hardliners in each side. A dramatic example of this is the
conversion of Nehru, who starts out eschewing power politics and
- alliances and ends up embracing both. He was particularly affected by

the 1962 war with China and later said of his earlier view that “we had
been living in a world of unreality.”®?
: The acquisition of nuclear weapons has been the latest development in
- this enduring rivalry. The original acquisition by India may have had
».more to do with China than with Pakistan, although the book on thar is
still open.®* Nevertheless, the acquisition of nuclear weapons by Pakistan
-Seems 1o fit what the steps to war explanation would posit about military
buildups. Pakistan was in a position where its power vis-d-vis India was on
. the decline, with no hope of ever catching up on the demographic,
. economic, or military dimensions of capability, It had failed to win a
. single war to date and it lost badly in 1971. Tts allies appeared unreliable
e ..msa reluctant. It seemed that Pakistan could only get weapons and sup-
port from the US when the US needed Pakistan, as during the Afghan
‘War and then after September 11,
.+ The lure of nuclear weapons is that they are a quick fix. They can serve
- Iwo purposes: they can be used as a last resort to protect existing territory
and they can be used to play chicken games of nuclear diplomacy that
might be a way of making gains on the Kashmir territorial issue.®® Will

ey increase or reduce the probability of war in the furure? The last
section addresses this question in light of classical deterrence theory
~and the steps to war explanation.

Classical deterrence theory

: lassical deterrence theory is based on the notion that nuclear weapons
make war unwinnable if both sides have a second strike capability,
.since either side could utterly destroy the other after absorbing an

B Quoted in Nayar and Paul, Inudia in the World Order, 115-16, My thanks to T V. Paul for
i suggesting this theoretical point and pointing e to the quotation.
. See Leng, Bargatning and Learning in Recurring Crises, 265 on the role of China.
Paul, for example, srates, “Acquiring an independent nuclear capability also seemed
-essential for dealing with India as an equal on Kashmir.” Paul, Power versus Pritdence, 133
-(see alsc note 42 on the same page).
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attack.®® Such Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) would make it irra-
tional to initiate a war because it could not attain any political objective,
‘and it would destroy the territorial integrity and political sovereignty of

" the state.

This has led some theorists to argue that the spread of nuclear weapons
would increase the prospects for peace because everyone would be sub-
ject to the conditions of MAD.®” Some of this is implied in the idea of a
*. unit veto system, which sees a world of many nuclear states as able to veto
~the foreign policy goals of any other state by threatening nuclear war.%® At

some level, Pakistan and Israel hope that nuclear weapons will prevent

" them from being overrun by being able to destroy their opponents if they
are going to be destroyed.®®

Will nuclear weapons bring peace to the India—Pakistan enduring

" rivalry? Much of the argument in favor of nuclear deterrence and peace

rests on the single case of the Cold War and the avoidance of a nuclear war
between the US and USSR, Yet many who see this case as evidence in
- favor of the proposition forget important things about the case. As [ wrote
as the Cold War was ending, nuclear deterrence did not work alone, but
in conjunction with a number of irenic factors.” In fact, peace may have

‘been preserved in the Cold War because a number of these factors

“- . prevented even the prospects of an all-out conventional war, like that of
{7 World War I What are these irenic factors? There are six.

FHirst, and the main difference between the India—Pakistan conflict and

~the Cold War is that there was no territorial dispute between the US and
- 'the USSR. Their dispute was ideological. The absence of a territorial

dispute between the US and USSR made it easier for nuclear deterrence
to work. The absence of any territorial disputes between these two parties
‘may also explain why the US and USSR never directly fought a war with
each other.” Furthermore, the two times the Cold War came closest to

5 Herman Kahn, On Thermonuclear War (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1960);

Thomas C. Schelling, Strazegy of Conflict (New York: Oxford University Press, 1960).
57 See Kenneth N. Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons, Adelphi Paper 171 (London:
Internarional Institute for Strategic Studies, 1981 and John J. Mearsheimer, “The Case
for a Ukrainian Nuclear Deterrent,” Foreign Affairs 72 (Summer 1993), 50-66.
Morton A. Kaplan, System and Process in Internavional Poliics (New York: John
Wiley, 1957).
See Paul, Power versus Pruderice, 132—41; for an informed review of the auclear balance
between India and Pakistan, see Daniel Geller in this volume.
John A. Vasquez, “The Deterrence Myth: Nuclear Weapons and the Prevention of
Nuclear War,” in Charles W. Kegley, Ir. {ed.), The Long Postwar Peace {New York:
HarperCollins, 1991), 205-23. .
John Lewis (Gaddis, “The Long Peace: Elements of Stability in the Postwar International
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S0 System,” International Security 10 (Spring 1986), 00-142. As with Gaddis, ¥ am not

“counting the 1917 Allied intervention in which the US participated.
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war — in Berlin and Cuba — were at the territorial frontiers of the two
empires. If deterrence almost failed there, where the homeland territory
of neither state was at stake, would it not fail at some point for the more
salient and festering Kashmir territorial dispure?

Second, since the Soviet-American rivalry was essentially ideological,
both sides learned to live with it, and there developed among both leaders
and followers a tolerance of the status quo, best exemplified by the
Helsinki Accord.” Tolerance of the status quo has been at the heart of
the disagreement between India and Pakistan. For more tolerance to
occur, one or both sides would have to make major concessions.
Pakistan and Muslim nationalists and other non-state actors would
have to accept the LoC as the basis of a formal border, and this has
been a major obstacle to any peace agreement. Instead, nationalists and
hardliners are apt to do whatever they can to keep the issue on the agenda,
even if this means taking matters into their own hands. India would have
to simply concede the idea of keeping this state if a plebiscite went against
the status quo, something that it has not been willing to do, as of yet.

Third, as John Mueller argues, the experience of the two world wars
was a deterrent for both the East and the West.”” No one wanted 1o fight
another war like that in the 1950s or any other time. This restrained both
sides. Mueller goes so far as to argue that nuclear Weapons were essen-
tially irrelevant to deterrence, and that the experience of the two world
wars made both sides perceive the weapons in much more apocalyptic
terms than was warranted, especially in the 1950s. Obviously, India and
Pakistan have not had similar experiences in their wars with each other.

©Their experience has not made them see war as something that is abhor-

rent and must be avoided at all costs.
Fourth, nuclear deterrence stopped giving rise to repeated disputes

~ after the Cuban missile crisis as the US and USSR developed a set of

rules of the game. These are best illustrated by détente. India and

-~ Pakistan have not vet developed such rules, but as T. V. Paul and others
have pointed out, it may take a while after the acquisition of nuclear

-7 While this is mostly rue for Western and Eastern Europe, sometimes a tolerance of the

status que also occurred in developing areas as the Cold War marured. This was
especially true when there was a risk of expanded war. Thus, in the Korean War the
US does not accepr the status quo, but tries to roll back the commumnist regime, and in
Vietnam, the US explicitly rules out a land invasion of North Vietnam for fear of Chinese
intervention; see Yuen Foong Khong, Analogies ar War (Princeton: Princeten University
Press, 1992). Even if one wants to argue that there was nor much US-Soviet rolerance of
the status quo in the developing world, that tolerance is still higher than anything in the
India-Pakistan rivairy,

John W. Mueller, Retreat from Doomsday: The Obsolescence af Major War (New York: Basic
Books, 1989).
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weapons to stabilize relations. In this regard, it is hopeful that attempts
have been made to adoprt certain confidence-building measures that will
help prevent accidental nuclear war — a real concern between two con-
tiguous countries. Similarly, after Kargil there is an attempt to establish
a naval hotline. There is also the muiual agreement not to attack each
other’s civilian nuclear facilities.

Fifth, and related to the fourth factor, is that both the US and USSR
learned how to manage crises so as to avoid a war and managed their
respective interventions into ongoing wars, like Vietnam and
Afghanistan, so as to prevenr them from escalating to a conventional
war between the two of them. As a result, the US and USSR have
experienced more MIDs than India and Pakistan have, but none of
them has ended in a war. India and Pakistan have not had this kind of
success, and indeed have not so much sought to manage crises to avoid
war, but have used them to time their wars for when it is perceived to be
an advantagecus or strategic opportuniry to score some points. One thing
we do know about nuclear deterrence from both the Cold War and now
the India~Pakistan rivalry is that it does not prevent crises from deveiop-
ing. In fact, the belief that war is impossible because of MAD may lead
some decisionmakers to take risks and play chicken games and give rise to
the “stability-instability paradox.” Seme of this sort of thinking may have
been going on in Kargil.”* Indeed, it appears that it was only when the US
showed both Pakistan and India the kinds of casualties a limited nuclear
exchange might produce and Clinton put pressure on Sharif to withdraw
that the threat of escalation at Kargil was defused.”

Nevertheless, there are indications that India and Pakistan can and
have learned how to manage some of these militarized conflicts along the
LoC, as well as terrorist incidents. Likewise, a number of MIDs since the
Bangladesh War have not escalated to war and some of these outcomes
can be artributed to conscious efforts at crisis management. Having said
alt of this, however, these efforts still have a long way to go before they
reach the level of crisis management and preventive diplomacy achieved
by Kennedy and Khrushchev after the Cuban missile crisis.

Sixth, arms control agreements between the US and USSR prevented
the arms race from getting out of control. MAD did not just happen, it was

7 See Leng in this volume. Also see Geller in this volume for a discussion of the “stability-
instability paradox.”

See Talbott, Engaging India, 167, particularly on Clinton’s concerns about the danger of
nuclear war posed by Kargil. For a declassified analysis of casualtics resulting from a
nuclear exchange, see Robert T, Batcher, “The Consequences of an Indo-Pakistani
Nuclear War,” Furernarional Studies Review 6 (2004), 13562, See also Geller in this
volume.
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- institudonalized and planned. Arms control played a role in limiting threat
- perception and in that way sought to avoid creating windows of vulner-
“ability. We do not yet have that kind of arms control in the India—Pakistan
- enduring rivalry, although there have been some recent movements in that
-direction, which is a hopeful sign given that such measures usually occur
~‘once the states become more adjusted to the reality of the destructiveness
. of nuclear weapons and the dangers of MAD.

Nuclear deterrence during the Cold War worked with all these factors
~inits favor. Would it work if just one were absent? Would it work if several
" were absent, as seems to be the case in the India—Pakistan conflict? The
- point is that we do not knoz. Can we rely on a theory with such a siim base
- of evidence to preserve the peace when it comes to nuclear war? One of
the main problems is that nuclear deterrence must work not only once,
- but for infinity. One slip and total destruction is the end game.

- Deterrence theorists have assumed that nuclear weapons raise the
provocation threshold so that what was once a provocation for war is no
‘longer a provocation warranting going to war. There is no question that
fiuclear weapons have raised the provocation threshold, but have they
raised it so high that there could be no provocation whatsoever that would
“make one side resort to nuclear war?”® Even during the Cold War, the US
-dbstained from a no-first-use pledge because it said it would use nuclear
“weapons to defeat an all-out conventional Soviet attack on Western
Europe.

=-'These criticisms raise serious questions about the ability of classical
nuclear deterrence to prevent war in the India—Pakistan conflict, but they
deal primarily with politically conscious decisions about war. In addition,
there are still other paths to nuclear war that, even if the above were
managed, need to be handled to avoid nuclear war. These involve ques-
tons of command and control and nuclear war through accident or
‘miscalculation. It is encouraging that India and Pakistan have made
ditempts 1o establish cerrain rules of the game and to manage crises vet
wwnamgmsﬁmy differences remain between this nuclear rivalry and that of
the US and USSR,

A conflict that has had repeated wars with none of the underlying
.mm.oﬁoa that have produced these MIDs being changed is apt to have
more MIDs and more wars. Without altering these underlying factors,
nuclear deterrence will be working in conditions highly unfavorable to its
success. Relying on nuclear deterrence to produce peace is at best a high-
risk strategy.

’20On the concept of provocation threshold, see Richard Ned 1ebow, Bewwesn Peace and
2 War (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1981), 277.
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If 2 nuclear exchange is to be avoided, it is important that more aspects
of the six factors that helped manage crises and eventually prevent crises
between the US and the USSR be implemented by Pakistan and India.
The first way to do that is to continue to implement confidence-building
measures and other rules of the game and to adopt safeguards for avoid-
ing an mnadvertent nuciear war. Yet even with these improvements, the
India—Pakistan rivalry still lacks four of the six irenic factors present in the
Soviet-American rivalry: no territorial dispute, a tolerance of the status
quo, a deep abhorrence of war (brought abour by the two world wars),
and arms control agreements regulating arms races.

Conclusions

Three major conclusions emerge from this analysis. First, at the heart of
this rivalry is a territorial dispute that is seen as both symbolic and
transcendent. This makes this case not unique or exotic, but guite typical
of dyadic wars that have occurred between neighbors in the modern
international system. The birth of these two states without having pre-
viously agreed on mutually acceptable borders has led to a series of crises
and wars — once they decided to frame and handle this issue in a power
politics fashion. Indeed most states that handle territorial issues in a
power politics fashion have them recur, and as a result they become
enduring rivals.

Why this is the case is due to two factors: (1) the unwillingness to
compromise, which is a function of the ability of domestic hardliners to
keep the issue on the agenda while simultaneously vetoing any compro-
mise that would lead to peace, and (2) the relative equality of the two
states that prevents one from completely defeating the other and unilat-
erally imposing a solution and a post-war settlement that would keep the
defeated party weak or willing to abandon permanently its previous
position. The acquisition of nuclear weapons by the parties makes this
even less likely, while at the same time re-enforcing the status quo.

In this case, what is present that is often lacking with disputes among
major states is that outside parties and allies play a prominent role in
intervening to prevent a military settlement. Pakistan as the weaker side
has exploited this tendency; yet no major states have been willing to move
toward imposing a settlement.

Second, it is clear that the India-Pakistan case fits the steps to war

explanation. With the exception of the first war, all the steps are present, .

and in a rough order that is expected. Territory is the factor driving
disputes and the making of alliances and military buildups. The making

of an alliance by one side leads to a counter-alliance on the other. :
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-+ A military buildup by one side leads to an arms race. A classic security
" dilemma dominates relations.
H?w unwillingness to accept the status quo leads the revisionist state, in
this case Pakistan, to initiate crises, which because of the salience of
territory and the relative equality of capability, leads the issue to fester
" and crises to recur. This happens even with the fairly: asymmetric dis-

tribution of capability present in this enduring rivalry, which illustrates
~that only overwhelming preponderance can prevent war — a simple asym-
.- metric distribution cannot. The domestic dynamics of the steps to war
- Eonm“ also seem to fit, in that hostile actions by one’s opponent lead to an
Increase in the number and influence of hardliners in the other side,
- which leads them to take ever more hostile actions, which leads to more
~ hardliners and an upward spiral often ending in war,

o Third, classical nuclear deterrence theory may be flawed and is based
-‘on inferences derived from a single case. Nuclear weapons may not have
"'been the main factor preventing a nuclear war between the US and USSR
mﬁim the Cold War, even if it raised the provocation threshold. Instead
at least six other factors can be identified as producing that irenic effect,
To the extent that several of these factors continue to be absent from the
India~Pakistan rivalry, it is risky to think that classical nuclear deterrence
will continue to prevent nuclear war ad wmfiniaum.




