
 
 

Pakistan Security Research Unit (PSRU) 
 

Brief Number 45 
 
 
 

 
India Pakistan. Friends, Rivals or 

Enemies? 
 

Duncan Mcleod 
 

25th November 2008  
 



About the Pakistan Security Research Unit (PSRU) 
  
The Pakistan Security Research Unit (PSRU) was established in the Department of Peace 
Studies at the University of Bradford, UK, in March 2007. It serves as an independent 
portal and neutral platform for interdisciplinary research on all aspects of Pakistani 
security, dealing with Pakistan's impact on regional and global security, internal security 
issues within Pakistan, and the interplay of the two. PSRU provides information about, 
and critical analysis of, Pakistani security with particular emphasis on 
extremism/terrorism, nuclear weapons issues, and the internal stability and cohesion of 
the state. PSRU is intended as a resource for anyone interested in the security of Pakistan 
and provides:  
 

• Briefing papers;  
• Reports;  
• Datasets;  
• Consultancy;  
• Academic, institutional and media links;  
• An open space for those working for positive change in Pakistan and for those 

currently without a voice.  
 
PSRU welcomes collaboration from individuals, groups and organisations, which share 
our broad objectives. Please contact us at psru@bradford.ac.uk We welcome you to look 
at the website available through: http://spaces.brad.ac.uk:8080/display/ssispsru/Home  

 
 

Other PSRU Publications  
 

The following papers are freely available through the Pakistan Security Research Unit 
(PSRU)  
 

• Report Number 1. The Jihadi Terrain in Pakistan: An Introduction to the Sunni 
Jihadi Groups in Pakistan and Kashmir 

 
• Brief number 35. The Ahmadiyya Jama'at: A Persecuted Sect in Pakistan 
• Brief number 36. The Iran-Pakistan-India Pipeline: Economics, Geopolitics and 

Security 
• Brief number 37. The Christian Minority in Pakistan: Issues and Options.  
• Brief number 38. Minimum Deterrence and Pakistan’s Nuclear Strategy.  
• Brief number 39 The Politics of Revenge: The End of Musharraf and the 

Future of Pakistan.  
• Brief number 40. Sectarian Violence in Pakistan’s Kurram Agency.  
• Brief number 41. Future Prospects for FATA.  
• Brief number 42. Pakistan's Tribal Areas: An Agency by Agency Assessment 
• Brief number 43. Towards a Containment Strategy in the FATA 
• Brief number 44. British Islamism and the South Asian Connection 

 
 
All these papers are freely available from: 
http://spaces.brad.ac.uk:8080/display/ssispsru/Home 

 2

http://spaces.brad.ac.uk:8080/display/ssispsru/Home


India Pakistan. Friends, Rivals or Enemies? 
 

Duncan Mcleod1 
 
 
Since the independence and partition of India and Pakistan in 1947 the relationship 
between these two states has been the most intractable and the most dangerous 
political standoff in South Asia. Since the end of the cold war it is perhaps the most 
dangerous and unpredictable region in international politics. There are several reasons 
for this continuing tension. First, the hostility between the Indian National Congress 
(INC) and the Muslim League prior to independence, hostility that carried over into 
the post 1947 period. Second, the bloodletting that occurred at partition, served even 
further to entrench hostility between them leading both to question the justification 
and legitimacy of each other. Third, within weeks of independence Kashmir became 
and remains a continued source of political, ideological and military friction between 
them. 
  
This report is based on research carried out in South Asia and the UK between 2004 
and 2006. This is an abridged version of those findings; a complete report was 
published by Ashgate in 2008 in a book entitled, India Pakistan, Friends Rivals or 
Enemies? This study deals with several pressing issues and concerns about how 
scholars have attempted to understand and examine the complex, contradictory and 
sometimes dangerous relationship between India and Pakistan. The report has two 
important contributions to make towards our understanding and theorisation of Indo-
Pakistan relations.  
 
First it will suggest that the examination of relations in South Asia have been muddled 
by what this paper calls historical reiteration. Namely, the endless recital and 
repetition of tired old historical debates based on whom did what to whom during the 
violent and bloody partition period of 1947. This paper argues that these debates are 
at best unproductive and worst counter productive in that they serve merely to further 
entrench what are already heavily entrenched and indeed, heavily fortified positions 
on debates pertaining to the partition period. Second, having outlined the historical 
reiteration problem, the paper will go on to suggest a theoretical framework, which 
will allow for the long overdue jettisoning of these debates and replace them with a 
theorisation of the levels of violence between these two states since 1947.  
 
The original version of this argument in its book form begins in the pre British Raj 
period and looks at how policies pursued by the British created a politicisation of 
culture between Muslim and Hindu that began to fragment identities along theological 
lines. For reasons of space however, this paper will concentrate on the post 1947 
period and ask, are India and Pakistan rivals or enemies? The two words rival and 
enemy have been attributed different theoretical meanings that will be explained in 
the theoretical outline below. 
                                                 
1 Duncan Mcleod is a visiting lecturer at Burwalls House, University of Bristol and is an analyst for 
Africa India Development Associates, London. His book India and Pakistan: Friends, Rivals or 
Enemies is published by Ashgate, October 2008. The views expressed are entirely those of the author 
and should not be construed as reflecting the views of the PSRU, the Department of Peace Studies or 
the University of Bradford.  
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The Problem with Historical Reiteration 
Constitutionally Pakistan is a Muslim state, created as a home for the Muslims of 
South Asia. India by contrast is a federated secular state brought into being by the 
union of what was the British Raj and the Princely states that has left Indo-Pakistan 
relations replete with political, secular, religious and constitutional antagonisms. 
Barry Buzan suggests, ‘their historical, geographic and cultural ties do not allow them 
to ignore each other..but their organisation principles pose a permanent threat to each 
other.’2 India and Pakistan were founded on two very different ideological 
foundations. India a constituted secular state, whereby religion would play no part in 
the body politic. Pakistan founded as a Muslim state, a home for the Muslims of 
South Asia who, according to the Muslim League would have been subordinated by 
Hindu majoritarianism without the creation of Pakistan. The crux of these 
antagonisms have manifested itself in a conflict of Self and Other with both states 
questioning the legitimacy of the other.  
 
The intellectual justification for this study resides in the argument that the politics, 
diplomacy and scholarly examination of India Pakistan relations is bogged down in 
historical reiteration – the endless reiteration of highly politicised versions of history 
on the subcontinent. Historical reiteration has impacted on the pre-colonial and 
colonial periods, however the debate is most ferocious on the events of partition and 
the post 1947 period. It’s this politicisation of history that urgently needs addressing. 
For some of the more hyperbolic politicised versions of India Pakistan relations, see 
for example K. Nanda. 1994 Conquering Kashmir, or A. Gulzar. 1967, Meets Indian 
Challenge Pakistan, or D. Mankekar, 1972, Pakistan Cut To Size. 
 
Given this unhelpful and potentially dangerous milieu it is very important that this 
complex relationship should be subject to a method of theorisation that seeks a greater 
understanding of the nature or culture of violence between them. Such an approach 
has been lacking in accounts of relations in South Asia and this study sets out a 
framework that moves away from unhelpful historical debates and instead contributes 
a theoretically informed assessment of the nature of violence between these two states 
that accepts structure but argues that structure does not exist apart from process. In the 
post 1947 environment of South Asia this is important because it allows in the inter-
subjectivity between states, a vital point given that these two states were cut from the 
same cultural and political cloth.     
 
Concern about highly politicised versions of history are not merely confined to the 
ivory towers of academia. In a speech at the Brookings Institute in 2004 the then 
newly appointed Pakistani Ambassador to Washington, Jehangir Karamat commented 
(and lamented) that since his appointment he is constantly asked questions about the 
history of the last fifty-seven years. ‘Now maybe this is because everybody’s crystal 
clear on what is happening in Pakistan today and where it is headed. Or maybe the 
idea is never to let Pakistan off the hook by constantly dredging up its past. But 
whatever the reason I am going to bore you by not rehearsing history and by focusing 
only on the present and the future.’3  
This concern is echoed by former Indian Admiral Verghese Koithara argues, ‘the 
circumstances enveloping the conflict have changed a great deal and that many 

                                                 
2 Buzan, Barry 1983. People, States and Fear. p. 78 
3 Karamat, Jahangir. Speech at the Brookings Institute, Washington, 15th December 2004 
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perceptions derived from the historical grievances have little contemporary 
relevance.’ Koithara goes on to suggest that without a new consensus between India 
and Pakistan the, ‘periodic thaws that take place are unlikely to lead to durable 
peace.’4 This is a pertinent point for this study because it gets to the heart of a 
transient dynamic in India Pakistan relations that this paper explores and indeed uses 
to form the basis of its theoretical approach to argue that there have been different 
levels of violence that these two states have been prepared to use against one another 
and that this transience is still apparent in the political and diplomatic exchanges 
between these two nations. The clearest distinction between the levels of violence 
India and Pakistan have been prepared to use against one another occurred during the 
1965 Kashmir and 1971 East Pakistan conflicts. To demonstrate this it is necessary to 
explain what these two different levels of violence are and then to show how using 
this approach assists us in bringing some theoretical clarity and cogency to this 
relationship.    

Rival and Enemy. A Theoretical Outline 
This report is not intended to be an inter theoretical debate and thus I will be as brief 
as possible. However setting down a brief theoretical lineage will hopefully add 
clarity when the paper goes on to discuss the 1965 and 1971 conflicts and the levels of 
violence used in those conflicts. 
 
This section will begin with a brief outline of where the theoretical approach being 
used here fits into the international relations theory literature. This is important 
because IR struggles to account for Indo-Pakistan relations due to the unique 
structural and ideational position of these two states after 1947. Rudolph and Rudolph 
sum up this problem succinctly describing India as being ‘a rich poor nation with a 
weak strong state.’5 India and Pakistan born out of the same struggle for 
independence share these contradictions between the very old and the very new. Very 
old given the ancient civilisation from whence they came and very new given that 
they both entered the international system as sovereign states, a system that was alien 
to the experience of both. Maya Chadda points to the difficulties IR theory has in 
grappling with this problem when she suggests it might be more useful to imagine 
South Asia not as a region or subcontinent of separate sovereign states, ‘but as one of 
graded ethnic differences.’6 This too brings us back to bridging the gap between 
primordialist arguments of ethnic kin set against the modern theatre of nation states 
and realist debates about states being unitary actors and the balance of power. 

                                                

 
Stephen Cohen brings this problem into sharp relief by what he terms the, ‘realism-
idealism conundrum.’7 This description gives a good insight into the methodological 
difficulties India Pakistan relations poses for international relations theorists due to its 
awkward juxtaposition between the shared ideas of a once singular terrain and the 
imposition of sovereign structure in 1947. This paper suggests that the failure of IR to 
seriously address this methodological problem and move forward with a new 
approach that allows for both structure and ideation remains a serious and apparently 
intractable problem. 

 
4 Koithara, Verghese, 2004. Crafting Peace in Kashmir: Through a Realist Lens. p. 25 
5 Rudolph and Rudolph. In Pursuit of Lakshmi: The Political economy of the Indian State. p. 1 
6 Chadda, Maya 2005. ‘International Dimensions of Ethnic Conflict,’ in Devin T Hagerty eds South 
Asia in World Politics. p. 187 
7 Cohen, Stephen, 2001. India Emerging Power. P. 308 
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Before we move on to examine a possible solution to these problems, it is worth 
leaving South Asia aside and concentrating primarily on the methodological problem 
in hand. Debates about the quantitative versus qualitative and epistemology before 
ontology have polarised the disparate schools of thought as to the theoretical and 
methodological approaches to social research. Judith Squires sums up the theoretical 
dilemma, ‘how to balance a theoretical rejection of essentialism, objectivism and 
universalism with a moral and political commitment to non oppressive democratic 
and pluralist values.’8  
 
If we now bring South Asia back into the equation, the answer to these problematic 
theoretical and policy issues is found in Alexander Wendt’s constructivist approach 
because it has elements of foundationalism and also contains a degree of relativism 
within its intersubjective constructs that are created through social process enabling it 
to put value(s) into ontology and thus send this theoretical approach back in the post-
structuralist direction. Moreover, Wendt occasionally refers to his theoretical 
approach as ‘structural ideation’ which again shows the attempt at establishing a via 
media between positivist structure and post positivist ideation. If we are to get to grips 
with the methodological and theoretical problems that India Pakistan relations 
presents then a method whereby a structural idealism approach can be developed and 
deployed is vital. This section will now turn to explaining the key points of the 
constructivist approach and then move on to discuss the theoretical meanings 
attributable to the socially constructed cultures of rival and enemy. 
 
Constructivism contends that individuals and states act differently towards objects, 
including other actors, on the basis of the meaning they attach to them. That is to say 
that actors react differently to objects or other actors in a manner that is preordained 
by meaning, not materialism. Wendt writes, 
 
US military power has a different meaning for Canada than for Cuba, despite their 
‘structural’ positions, just as British missiles have a different significance for the 
United States than do Soviet missiles. The distribution of power may always affect 
states’ calculations, but how it does so depends on the intersubjective understandings 
and expectations on the distribution of knowledge, that constitute their conceptions of 
Self and Other.9 
 
States are at the apex of the subjective process they are not at the mercy of an 
unchanging, all embracing anarchical structure. If Wendt is right and power politics is 
socially constructed by a process of inter-subjective modes of behaviour, then India 
Pakistan relations is replete with examples. Not least the sectarianism born out of 
partition, both states claim to be nuclear weapon states and both have prosecuted war 
against one another since 1947. 
 
Indian missiles do not threaten Sri Lanka per se and Pakistani missiles do not threaten 
the security of Nepal. Therefore it can be argued that there are other reductionist 
dynamics at work. Anarchy is not a given as structural realists argue, at a reductionist 
level, intersubjective knowledge is playing a causal role in informing what meaning 
                                                 
8 Squires, Judith. 1993. Principled Positions: Postmodernism and the Rediscovery of Value. pp. 1-13 
9 Wendt, Alexander 1992, ‘Anarchy is What States Make of it: The Social Construction of Power 
Politics.’ International Organisation, 41. pp. 391-425 
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states attach to the other states military capability. This for constructivism is not a 
structural or material dynamic purely about power politics, but a dynamic that is 
informed by knowledge and informed by the way states take each other into account. 
 
Power politics then is, ‘produced causally by processes of interaction between states 
in which anarchy plays only a permissive role.’10 Within this theoretical remit the 
power of the structural realist suggestion that wars occur because there is nothing to 
prevent it becomes less persuasive and is demoted as a causal mechanism to one of, 
war occurs because war occurs. Or perhaps, war occurs because states let them occur. 
The systemic explanation as to the cause of war moves away from a systemic anarchy 
towards a more state identity or reductionist explanation that allows states to interact 
between each other as opposed to being given a purely reactionary role within the 
self-help system. 
 
Constructivism argues therefore that states act differently toward enemies than they 
do toward friends because enemies are threatening and friends are not. ‘Anarchy and 
the distribution of power are insufficient to tell us which. US military power has a 
different significance for Canada than for Cuba, despite their similar ‘structural’ 
position.’11 Without knowledge to inform power or materialism renders it a ‘rump 
materialism’ which is insufficient to offer a fully systemic account because it leaves 
no room for ideation and the subjective and epistemological use of knowledge such as 
identity formation and interests. Wendt conceptualises this role of anarchy in its rump 
form as an empty vessel that has no intrinsic logic or specific form and that anarchies 
only acquire logics as a function of what states put inside them. In parlance with the 
empty vessel metaphor, the international structure is the empty vessel and interests 
and identity need to be given greater theoretical power in accounting for the nature of 
anarchies because what states put into the vessel, in terms of ideas of culture and 
interests, is international politics. 

Cultures of Anarchy 
Having set out the ontological motif and theoretical background of the approach being 
used here, the paper will now look specifically at the two cultures of violence, or 
cultures of anarchy being adopted to theorise India Pakistan relations. 
 
The two cultures of anarchy are adopted from two different philosophical and 
theoretical approaches that reflect the different understandings as to the state of nature 
and the subsequent role of the state and the structural debates about what the role of 
the state is and to what extent the behaviour of states is determined, or not, by 
anarchies. In Hobbesian culture it is ‘enemy’ and in a Lockean culture it is ‘rival.’ 
Both involve a distinct posture or orientation of the self and other with respect to the 
use of violence and levels of violence.  
 
The posture of a Hobbesian ‘enemy’ culture is one of survival where the use of 
violence has no limitation. In a Lockean ‘rival’ culture the use of violence is 
considered for the purpose of advancing an interest or to secure a specific objective.   
These two cultures of anarchy will be outlined below and it will be suggested that the 
two levels or cultures are needed to take into account the unique structure or contours 

                                                 
10 Ibid. pp. 391-425 
11 Ibid. pp. 391-425 
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of the relationship which after 1947 has shown signs of both Hobbesian and Lockean 
cultures of anarchy. The paper will argue that the culture of anarchy between India 
and Pakistan is one where ideas and identity prevail over structure and that inter-
subjective knowledge in India Pakistan relations dominates over structure and that 
Kashmir has, more often than not, been caught in the middle. When it has not been 
Kashmir it has been Bangladesh, Punjab, or Baluchistan, knowledge is partial and 
amorphous and has always prevailed over structure.  
 
In a Hobbesian culture of anarchy survival is the key and the amount of violence one 
is prepared to inflict on the other reflects a kill or be killed attitude. Enemies are 
representations of the other as an actor who, (1) does not recognise the right of the 
self to exist as an actor to exist as an autonomous being and therefore (2) will not 
willingly limit its violence toward the self.12  It is the emphasis on survival that gives 
the Hobbesian culture its hard edge and why it is the most extreme and dangerous of 
the two anarchies. This limitless recourse to violence is explained by the fundamental 
of survival, it moves beyond conflict whereby violence might be gauged to meet a 
limited objective into a sphere where an enemy does not recognise the right of the 
other to exist. This is the Hobbesian view of the state of nature, or where the use of 
violence is limited only by material exhaustion. 
 
Treating the other in terms of a Hobbesian enemy has several implications for a 
state’s foreign policy posture and the history of India Pakistan relations is replete with 
examples. First, a state being treated as other in the Hobbesian sense will try to 
respond in kind or by pre-emption and in so doing, move away from what might have 
been a status quo position to being forced into a kill or be killed mode. Second, the 
decision making process moves to a worst case scenario where the possibilities rather 
than probabilities will dominate the process, thus negating any chance of 
rapprochement and relegating the chances of a third party successfully intervening to 
prevent further escalation. 
 
Third, and critically in the case of India and Pakistan, relative military capabilities 
become crucial and become the benchmark used to predict the behaviour of an enemy. 
In other words, under a Hobbesian anarchy, military capability becomes the 
mechanism used to predict the behaviour of an adversary because the other has 
already been established and is known as the enemy. Thus any political process has 
been usurped by military and relative military power of the enemy is used to predict 
the behaviour of that enemy.  
 
Constructivism argues that causal explanation resides at a social level of interaction 
between states and explains power politics by reference to perception, understandings 
and knowledge between states and as such sees it as a fundamentally social and 
intersubjective process. Moreover, once a Hobbesian anarchy is created (or socially 
constructed) states will behave in a manner that makes them an existential threat to 
the other. 
 
This is the self-sustaining logic of a Hobbesian anarchy. The theoretical argument lies 
in where this logic comes from and what sustains it. Wendt suggests that change may 
come about, not by anti-foundationalists emphasising the plasticity of the system, but 

                                                 
12 Wendt, Alexander, 1999. Social Theory of International Politics. p. 249 
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by emphasising the resilience of shared ideas and interests, ‘no structure is easy to 
change, but a Hobbesian culture that constructs states as enemies will be a lot more 
resilient than one in which shared ideas matter as little as realists say.’13 That is to say 
that it is the social construction between states that is resistant to change, far more 
than the system itself and that states which construct others as the enemy through 
shared ideas will be far more resistant to change. 
 
All sovereign states invent their traditions and history but given the political and 
cultural proximity of India and Pakistan prior to 1947 these two states have been 
forced to invent their traditions more than most other states in international politics. 
This has been a problem for security in the region given that one state identifies itself 
as being what the other is not. The empirical section below looking at the 1965 and 
1971 conflicts will discuss in more detail the dangers of two states that share a 
(disputed) land border and define themselves as being what the other is not. But the 
theoretical point can be made here that India and Pakistan’s knowledge of each other 
predates the Westphalian structure brought into being in 1947 at independence.    
 
The Lockean culture moves away from the kill or be killed Hobbesian emphasis of 
survival, to one of protection. The concept of rival has a very different meaning to 
both self and other and suggests the element of competition where violence is used in 
limited measure to secure an objective. That objective being premised on a tangible 
asset as opposed to unlimited violence to secure survival.  
 
Under a Lockean anarchy, states live within a status quo remit of live and let live 
whilst recognising the intrinsic right of other states to so the same. Sovereignty 
becomes a property, but becomes a right, only when other states recognise it as such 
and here is a key difference between the Hobbesian culture with its emphasis on 
survival and a Lockean culture which resides in the social recognition of sovereignty 
of one state to another. The units do not live in an international system of self-help 
and the units against the system, but share a greater amount of unit construction, the 
recognition of sovereignty being an important normative construct of states relations 
with each other. Thus the sovereign right of one state allows it to bestow sovereign 
recognition on the other. Thus sovereignty of the self allows for the recognition of the 
sovereign right of the other and this sustains the status quo position.  
 
Despite the absence of a centralized authority or Leviathan most states adhere to this 
Lockean anarchy most of the time despite the major inequalities of material power 
and inequalities of economic and military capability. The Lockean system negates the 
realist imperative on the maximization of power because the ‘rump materialism’ of 
anarchy is controlled by the self, recognising the sovereign right and legitimacy of the 
other. States by viewing each other as rivals, as opposed to enemies expect others to 
use limited violence to achieve a political objective but limit the use of violence to a 
limited set objective.  
 
An example of the use of limited violence is the 1982 Falklands conflict between 
Britain and Argentina where violence was limited to the sovereign ownership of the 
Islands. At no time during the conflict did Britain or Argentina question the right of 
the other to exist as sovereign entities. This is the key difference between an unlimited 

                                                 
13 Ibid. p. 136 
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Hobbesian conflict of kill or be killed and a Lockean conflict limited to a specific 
objective, in this case the sovereign ownership of the Falkland Islands.    
 
There are several implications coming out of the Lockean culture of anarchy for India 
Pakistan relations. The first is that this anarchy changes the meaning of military force 
and capability of the other. Whereas in a Hobbesian anarchy the rump materialism 
effect abounds, forcing states into a kill or be killed mode, under a Lockean anarchy 
there is more room for manoeuvre because the meaning of military power changes. In 
other words it is the type of anarchy states live under that gives meaning to military 
capability, not military capability per se, thus the risk-aversion that states face with 
regard to their security, the threshold of risk is greatly reduced because states have 
more options given that they are not preoccupied with survival as under a Hobbesian 
culture. 
 
When states accept and internalise the Lockean system, recognition of sovereignty of 
the other greatly reduces the explanatory power of international anarchy and the self-
help system because the system itself becomes less important than the recognition of 
the others sovereignty. Thus survival via recognition as opposed to the survival of the 
fittest becomes the norm in state relations and therefore it becomes in the interest of 
the self to recognise the other.   
 
This paper is an attempt to strike an epistemological balance in theorising Indo-
Pakistan relations in order to tighten up the method by which causal inferences are 
drawn. It will show moreover that historical reiteration can and should be replaced by 
a disciplined theorisation of the post 1947 period that historicizes relations only in the 
context of the two cultures of anarchy outlined above, namely a limited Lockean 
culture and an unlimited Hobbesian culture.  The following discussion will look at the 
1965 Kashmir conflict and argue that this conflict sits within the remit of a limited 
conflict given that the levels of violence used in this conflict remained limited to the 
sovereign ownership of Kashmir.    

1965 - Limited Conflict 
This section will argue that the 1965 Kashmir conflict fits into a culture of rivalry 
between India and Pakistan because it was a conflict fought over a specific region or 
territory (Kashmir) and that the conflict was limited to that one specific objective – an 
objective that did not involve questioning the right of the other to exist. Moreover, the 
political justification of the conflict resides firmly in the normative constructs and 
clash of ideas between the self and other with both states questioning the legitimacy 
of each others claims to Kashmir. Namely that Pakistan believes that as a Muslim 
majority state, Jammu and Kashmir should be part of the Muslim homeland – 
Pakistan. India by contrast argues that as a secular state religion resides in the private, 
not the political. This limited conflict came about due to rivalry and an attempt to 
bring Kashmir into a normative belief system and structure, but bringing Kashmir into 
this normative construct did not require the complete elimination of an enemy as 
would be required under a Hobbesian culture of unlimited violence.  
 
The 1965 conflict in Kashmir was not the first these two states fought in the region, 
the first occurred in the 1947-48 and ended with Pakistan taking about one third of the 
state into its sovereign orbit, Azad (free) Kashmir. The 1965 conflict was a 
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reoccurrence of unfinished business from the partition period. Geoffrey Blainey gives 
us this insight into the reoccurrence of war between Russia and Turkey. 
 
After one or two decades the loser recovered confidence regained financial strength, 
perhaps rearranged its army and enlarged its fleet, forgot the dangers and aches of war 
and explained away its previous military defeat with one of those ubiquitous national 
myths that restored self-respect. The accession of new rulers and military leaders 
aided the fading memory of defeat. The terms of the previous peace treaty were 
chains which could now be thrown away. Revenge became attractive, for now it 
seemed attainable.14 
 
There has been an inherent lack of an end to hostilities between India and Pakistan  
Whilst material considerations such as finance and manpower contributed to the 
political expediency of ending conflict, the ideational dynamics that drive these two 
states into political, diplomatic and military conflict remain outstanding. Thus wars 
between India and Pakistan end not because both states involved are no longer 
materially capable of sustaining them, not out of a consideration for peace, or from 
the perspective of ending the ideational rivalry that drives relations.  
 
Blainey’s analysis in the citation above fits this case, where a previous treaty is seen 
as chains that must be thrown off in a conflict to avenge the last defeat and with the 
UNCIP (United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan) having exhausted all 
avenues and retreated to little more than a wait and see attitude to the Kashmir dispute 
and with the diminishing of the aches and pains of conflict endured during the earlier 
campaign in the 1940’s, it appeared attainable for Pakistan to begin a new bout of 
military rivalry and unleash the ‘chains’ of the previous settlement. 
 
The question can be posed at this juncture, what political and military price were 
these two states willing to pay in the 1965 conflict? We can see that both were able 
and willing to use limited levels of violence in the Kashmir conflict. Both were 
willing to expend financial and political capital in the prosecution of a conflict that 
had a specific and limited objective. Lars Blinkenberg suggests that Pakistan was the 
most willing party and prepared to pay the highest price in pursuit of its goal. He 
writes, 
 
India’s wish to integrate Azad Kashmir was probably never strong enough to motivate 
war, if we accept political circles without much influence. In Pakistan on the other 
hand, we have seen that there was a very general wish to integrate Kashmir and a 
widely felt frustration at this juncture because of the various failures to bring about a 
settlement, both at the UN and in bilateral contacts.15 
 
There are several arguments posited as to what encouraged or emboldened Pakistan in 
1965, the first cited is the skirmishing that took place in the Rann of Kutch – a 
territory of about 7,000 square miles that sits between Sind to the north and Gujarat to 
the south. In early 1965 there emerged a series of claims and counter claims about 
movement of personnel in the Rann region. India claimed that in January 1965 it 

                                                 
14 Blainey, Geoffrey, 1988. The Causes of War. p. 3 
15 Blinkenberg, Lars 1998. India Pakistan. The History of Unsolved Conflicts. p. 197 
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discovered that Pakistani border forces were using a track of land inside the northern 
sector of the Rann territory.  
 
Pakistan countered that Indian forces began to hinder their border patrols. 
Blinkenberg notes that as always in incidence of this kind there is a conflict of 
evidence, however, ‘outside observers have mostly believed that Pakistan wanted to 
exploit the unsettled conditions to her advantage. Here as in Kashmir, only Pakistan 
could have enough motives to press her claims through military means.’16 Brines 
takes a more strategic view suggesting that the Rann incident was used as a ‘low cost 
test of India’s will and capabilities.’17 Manekar sums up the remainder of the conflict, 
‘There were further violent clashes throughout the month of April, but it never 
became a real war, both parties seeming to agree that there was no point in escalating 
hostilities beyond what had already happened.’18  
 
Other debates surrounding the pre 1965 conflict period suggest that the theft of the 
Moe-e-Moeqqdas from the shrine at Hazratbal was understood (or interpreted) in 
Pakistan as a sign that Pakistani overtures would reach a receptive audience in the 
Kashmir valley from their Muslim brethren.  
 
India’s military defeat at the hands of China in 1962 also emboldened Pakistan, 
Ganguly suggests that Pakistan reinforced this belief with racist notions of their own 
status as a martial race against a stereotype of the non-martial Hindus. A further 
argument posts that following an eight-day trip to China in 1965 Ayub Khan and Z.A 
Bhutto convinced themselves that in the event of conflict between India and Pakistan, 
China would join the conflict to assist Pakistan. For reasons of space this paper will 
not go into the details of the conflict (‘Operation Gibraltar’) but after several weeks of 
brutal conflict India and Pakistan accepted a UN resolution to end hostilities on the 
21st and 22nd September respectively. The conflict came to an official end through the 
signing of the Tashkent Declaration on 10th January 1966. 
 
At no point during this campaign did either India or Pakistan question the right of the 
other to exist as sovereign states and thus this conflict fits squarely within the limited 
remit of violence. It was a conflict fought for the sovereign ownership of Kashmir, it 
was a conflict born out of the ideological conflict between these two states, moreover 
the ideological antagonism between them can be clearly seen in an address by 
President Ayub Khan at the end of the conflict. 
 
The President of India and the Prime Minister of India have tried to tell the world that 
they unleashed this war on us because their system of democracy finds our way of life 
repugnant they claim to be a secular state in spite of all the oppression, which is being 
exercised by them on every minority group. They claim to be a democracy when their 
life is divided by rigid barriers of caste.19   
 
In 1965 India and Pakistan fought each other to a stalemate, and politically there was 
no winner in the sense that the ‘enemy’ has been seen to be comprehensively 
defeated. The conflict then remained within a remit of rivalry. Both sides sought a set 
                                                 
16 Ibid.p. 205 
17 Brines, Russell, 1968. The Indo-Pakistan Conflict. p. 288 
18 Blinkenberg. Op Cit. p. 205 
19 Dawn. 2/10/1965 
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objective and were not politically prepared to contemplate, nor did they seek, the 
elimination of the other.  
 
However, the trigger for this conflict resides firmly within the ideological clash of two 
states that for their respective reasons argue that Kashmir should belong to them. For 
that reason the argument can be made that a future conflict over Kashmir will remain 
within a rivalry remit because both sides will know their own objective and the 
objective of the other. In that sense the conflict is managed within a détente 
framework, both states know the nature of the conflict and the ideological reasons 
behind it.  
 
In geo-political and diplomatic terms, the signing of the Tashkent treaty was a return 
to the status quo ante but a political humiliation for Ayub Khan who was forced to 
negotiate the return from India sections of Pakistani sovereign territory in the Punjab 
that had been taken by India. Of most pertinence to this discussion however, is that in 
the wake of the 1965 conflict Pakistan began to strengthen its defensive capabilities. 
The aftermath of conflict changing the nature of anarchy between two states and 
tacitly preparing the ground for the next conflict – the next conflict occurred six years 
later, not in the valley but in East Pakistan. 

1971 – Unlimited Conflict 
Implicit within the literature on Indo-Pakistan relations is an acceptance that the 1971 
conflict was different from the previous conflicts in Kashmir, different not only due to 
the relocation of violence, but more importantly, in the nature of that violence. Suba 
Chandran writes, ‘Ever since their independence in 1947, relations between India and 
Pakistan have been in a state of flux. They have had overt military conflicts on 
differing scales and close military confrontations in 1987, 1965, 1971, 1986-7, 1999 
and 2002.’20 This section will theorise this conflict from the perspective of unlimited 
violence and the termination of East Pakistan to tease out the theoretical differences 
between the 1965 conflict in Kashmir and the 1971 conflict in East Pakistan.  
 
In doing so the section will show that there are ‘differing scales’ of conflict and offer 
a theoretical framework in which to debate the nature of conflict between these two 
states that does not require recourse to historical reiteration. Instead of asking who did 
what to whom in 1947, we can ask, are India and Pakistan rivals or enemies? 
 
The 1971 conflict was very violent and very bloody and began as a civil conflict 
between the Punjabi dominated West Pakistan and Bengali dominated East Pakistan. 
This section is primarily concerned with Delhi’s reaction to the crisis in East Pakistan, 
however some of the key events leading up to India’s involvement should be briefly 
outlined. A demonstration of the political, linguistic, economic and ideological 
antagonisms between the two wings of Pakistan are brought into sharp relief by a 
reported comment by Yahya Khan to some of his officers. ‘There can be no political 
settlement with the Bingos till they are sorted out good and proper.’21 In his book 
Friends Not Masters, Ayub Khan sets out a more blatant view. 
 

                                                 
20 Chandran, Suba, 2005. India Pakistan Conflicts: Ripe for Resolve? p. 21 
21 Dhar, PN. 2000. Indira Gandhi, the ‘Emergency’ and Indian Democracy. p. 152 
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It would be no exaggeration to say that up to the creation of Pakistan, they [Bengalis] 
had not known any real freedom or sovereignty…As such they have all the inhibitions 
of downtrodden races and have not yet found it possible to adjust psychologically to 
the requirements of new-born freedom.22 
 
The figures for economic benefits and disbursements by central government to the 
provinces highlight an inequality in the distribution of resources. For example, West 
Pakistan received Rs 2,100 millions for capital expenditure compared with Rs 620 
millions in the East. The West received Rs 4,650 millions for defence compared with 
Rs 100 millions in the East.  
 
The two wings of Pakistan, united in 1947 under the banner of Islam – a home the 
Muslims of South Asia, began to fragment amid arguments over national language, 
the allocation of resources and political autonomy. Frustration in East Pakistan led to 
the electoral success of the Awami League party, led by Sheikh Mujibur Rehmen 
under his six-point plan for greater autonomy for East Pakistan. There then followed 
discussions between the Awami League, Bhutto’s PPP (the PPP won 88 seats from a 
possible 138) and the newly installed President Yahya Khan, however these 
discussions reached stalemate with Bhutto refusing to share power and Mujib unable 
to get his six-point plan taken into account by the National Assembly. J.M Dixit 
suggests that, ‘Bhutto could not conceive of a Bengali becoming Prime Minister. 
Even more important he could not conceive of anyone but himself becoming Prime 
Minister of Pakistan.’23 Yahya Khan thus cancelled the National Assembly meeting 
and speaking on radio said, 
 
The position briefly is that the major party of West Pakistan, namely the Pakistan’s 
Peoples Party, as well as certain other political parties, have declared their intention 
not to attend the National Assembly session on the third of March 1971. In addition, 
the general situation of tension created by India has further complicated the whole 
position.24 
 
There are varying arguments as to how and why the talks broke down, ranging from 
surprise at the electoral success enjoyed by the Awami League, to a belief on the part 
of Yahya Khan that electoral success for the Awami League would be followed by 
Mujib modifying his six-point plan for East Pakistani autonomy. Miscalculation may 
simply have come down to the fact that the Pakistan army and intelligence services 
had little knowledge, interest or experience of electoral politics.  
 
However with the chances of a political settlement disappearing the military launched 
‘Operation Searchlight’ on March 25th 1971 and a bloody civil war ensued which 
would end the uneasy relationship between the two wings of Pakistan and help bring 
about the emergence of Bangladesh. In response to Operation Searchlight, Syed 
Nazral Islam, acting President of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh (in Calcutta) 
said, ‘We are now in the middle of a war of liberation. We cannot rest until we 
eliminate every alien soldier from our soil.’25 
 
                                                 
22 Ayub Khan. 1967. Friends Not Masters. p. 63 
23 Dixit. JN. 1995. Anatomy of a Flawed Inheritance. p. 21  
24 Pakistan Observer 2/3/1971 
25 The Hindustan Times (New Delhi) 2/7/1971 
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The flight of an estimated 9.2 million refugees from East Pakistan into Indian Bengal 
and Assam posed a serious threat to political stability in India the refugee crisis also 
presented India with an opportunity to act against East Pakistan and undermine the 
philosophical justification for Pakistan by demonstrating that the bond of Islam was 
not sufficient justification for the existence of Pakistan.  
 
Such an undermining of two-nation theory in the East would also damage Pakistani 
claims to Kashmir because the Pakistani claim to Kashmir is also based on this 
ideology. Sumit Ganguly sums up the material and ideational calculation being 
weighed up by Delhi. ‘Indian decision makers saw an excellent moment to not only 
materially weaken Pakistan in a war but also to attack its very ideological 
foundation.’26 The former Indian foreign secretary and Ambassador to Pakistan J.N 
Dixit alludes to similar aspirations. 
 
If the people of East Pakistan because of their socio-ethnic and linguistic 
considerations and in the face of the obstinate negation of their aspirations, wished 
secession from Pakistan and independence, India had no objection. If Indian 
endorsement and support resulted in this new entity being friendly to India, it was all 
to the good. A non-hostile Bangladesh instead of a hostile East Pakistan was 
considered desirable. Given the encouragement being offered off and on to the 
centrifugal forces in India’s north-eastern states from East Pakistan bases it was 
natural for India to support the liberation movement.27 
 
India was not in a kill or be killed scenario and the refugee crisis, although a severe 
strain on the resources of the state, could not be described as a threat to the survival of 
the state. However, not being in danger of being killed did not prevent India from 
trying to kill the concept of two-nation theory and this section argues that this is 
precisely what India did. 
 
Enemies are constituted by representations of the other who does not recognise the 
right of the self to exist as an autonomous entity and therefore will not willingly limit 
its violence toward the self. Herein lies the important distinction between a limited 
conflict where the self is merely trying to reach a specific objective (Kashmir), and an 
enemy culture which does not recognise the right of the self to exist and thus seeks to 
revise the latter’s life and liberty. Rival and enemy both, ‘impute to the Other 
aggressive intent, but the enemy’s intentions are unlimited in nature, the rivals are 
limited.’28  
 
In 1971 India was an existential threat to the justification and raison d’etre of 
Pakistan, however, it is important to emphasis that the other does not have to be a real 
existential threat to the self. Enemies are real in the sense that the self believes them 
to be real. The difference between them might affect the dynamics of enmity and 
whether it can be overcome, it does not however affect the reality of Hobbesian 
cultures.   
 
There are several important implications of a Hobbesian culture if states enter into 
this culture. First, states will tend to respond by acting like revisionist states 
                                                 
26 Ganguly, Sumit 1994. The Origins of War in South Asia: Indo-Pakistani Conflicts since 1947. p. 52 
27 Op Cit, Dixit. p. 23-24 
28 Op Cit, Wendt 1999. p. 260 
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themselves, thus a status quo state has an interest in becoming a revisionist state. 
Second, once a state has entered into this culture or mind set, possibilities as opposed 
to probabilities dominate the policy making process. Relative military strength is seen 
as crucial because enmity gives capability a particular meaning and this meaning 
comes, not from the system or from the intrinsic materialism of weaponry, but from 
the Hobbesian structure of the relationship constructed between states. Third, states 
will be prepared to act pre-emptively, observing no limits on their own violence, 
especially if offensive weapons and technology is available. The added element is the 
materialism of nuclear technology and the interpretation or meaning each state 
attaches to the others possession of powerful offensive weapons. 
 
Within a culture of enemy the possibility of pre-emptive action becomes a real 
possibility if one state (in particular Pakistan) believes its right to exist is being 
challenged. In 1971 Pakistan’s right to exist, at least in its pre-1971 formation, was 
challenged and was revised, the net result being the separation of the two wings of 
Pakistan and the undermining of two-nation theory; 1971 was both a territorial and 
philosophical defeat for West Pakistan.  
 
From an Indian perspective one must ask, what was the meaning India attached to the 
1971 conflict and the reasons for prosecuting this conflict? Was it as has been 
discussed above, a response to a refugee crisis? Or did India act because it saw an 
opportunity for a deep revisionist strike on Pakistan? As Maya Chadda observes, the 
Indian role, ‘went well beyond humanitarian concerns,’ but to get to grips with this 
question we have to look at the process that led to Indian involvement.29 
 
By late spring of 1971 a set of decisions had been made by government in Delhi that, 
‘set a framework for Indian involvement thereafter.’ The first was the return of all 
refugees to East Pakistan and the Delhi government made it clear that any peaceful 
solution that did not provide for this would be unacceptable, furthermore the 
government would seek ‘credible guarantees’ for their future safety and well being. 
The second objective was the transfer of power to the Awami League, either within 
the confines of a Pakistani federation or newly independent state. Third, military force 
would be used, initially indirectly through the Makti Bahini, but if that proved 
unsuccessful, through direct involvement of Indian forces. Lastly, political and 
diplomatic efforts would be made to internationalise the civil conflict and the refugee 
crisis. This then formed the basis from which India would seek a settlement in East 
Pakistan and, ‘New Delhi was intent on trying all of them to find a solution that met 
Indian requirements.30 
 
Just as Pakistan attempted to internationalise the Kashmir question, so India attempted 
to do the same on the East Pakistan question and Indira Gandhi dispatched a 
succession of diplomatic and political representatives around the world to Europe, 
North America and Asia. The message was the need to pressurise the Pakistan 
government into accepting a political solution acceptable to the Awami League. In a 
speech in parliament on 24th May 1971 Gandhi said, ‘If the world does not take heed, 
we shall be constrained to take all measures as may be necessary to insure our own 
security and the preservation and development of the structure of our social and 
                                                 
29 Chadda, Maya. 2005. ‘International Dimensions of Ethnic Conflict,’ in Devin T Hagerty eds. South 
Asia in World Politics. pp. 187-212 
30 Sission & Rose, 1990. War & Secession: Pakistan, India and the Creation of Bangladesh. p. 187 
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economic life.’31 Gandhi was careful not to use the official UN code for military 
conflict, ‘all necessary means’ opting instead for the strikingly similar, ‘all measures 
as may be necessary.’  
 
In a series of public statements senior members of the cabinet began to talk of war if 
Pakistani policy towards the East did not change. For example, in June defence 
minister Jagjivan Ram suggested that, ‘war may be thrust upon us’ if Rawalpindi did 
not change course.’32 In the same month Foreign Secretary Singh bluntly stated, 
‘India may be forced to take action on its own, if no political solution could be 
found.’33 In July the Prime Minister stated that, ‘unless conditions were created in 
East Bengal offering security to life and property for the refugees they could not go 
back. Pakistan assurances were ridiculous and meaningless because they were not 
even now prepared to stop the massacre.’34 It is noteworthy that Indira Gandhi rarely 
if ever used the term East Pakistan, preferring the term, East Bengal.   
 
The issue of what to do with the massive influx of refugee became enmeshed in the 
ideological antagonism between India and Pakistan, for Delhi any settlement that did 
not specifically include the return of all refugees – Muslim and Hindu alike – would 
not be accepted. Conversely Pakistan was uninterested in any settlement that meant 
the return of ‘traitorous’ Hindu Bengalis and Yahya Khan declared at a press 
conference that, ‘the so-called refugees in the Indian camps were Indian destitutes 
masquerading as Pakistani refugees.’ While he would be willing to take back ‘my 
refugees’ he would not accept the impoverished Indians.35 
 
There are some striking parallels to be drawn from the way Pakistan behaved prior to 
the 1965 conflict and the way India behaved prior to the 1971 conflict. When these 
two states break the status quo they follow similar patterns, both tried to 
internationalise the conflict, both allowed their own states to be used as training 
grounds for insurgency forces and ultimately both states are prepared to use their own 
conventional military against the other, but to what ends? 
 
In 1971 India was prepared to use military force to remove East Pakistan from the 
political map of South Asia, albeit after some nimble diplomatic and political 
manoeuvres. Aside from the question as to the nature of violence there is a further 
implication to be drawn from the two different approaches to military conflict. In 
1965 Pakistan relied heavily – and in the event, too heavily – on wishful thinking as 
to how their Muslim brethren in the valley would react to their overtures of liberation 
and on a false supposition of their martial superiority and on what one former 
Pakistani diplomat describes as ‘Moghal glory.’ 
 
India did not regard itself as being in a kill or be killed mode, India was not in mortal 
danger as a sovereign entity. Although its eastern borders were being fractured by the 
influx of refugees. Militarily 1971 was a Hobbesian kill in the sense that East Pakistan 
as a political entity ceased to exist, but politically and diplomatically it was a 
calculated risk. The hypothesis that there might be foreign intervention had to be 
                                                 
31 Gandhi, Indira. 1972. India and Bangladesh: Selected Speeches and Statements. p. 18 
32 National Herald (New Delhi) 21/6/1971 
33 The Hindu 26/6/1971 
34 The Hindustan Times (New Delhi) 4/7/1971 
35 Siddiqi, Abdul Rahman. 2004. The Endgame: An Onlookers Journal. p. 159 
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thoroughly tested by Delhi, prior to any conventional military commitment and India 
needed to assure itself that it was materially capable of achieving its objective.   
 
Indian concerns and constraints revolved around what China and America would do 
in the event of an Indian military move into East Pakistan and whether the Indian state 
had sufficient material means to achieve its objective in East Pakistan. These were the 
two variables constraining Delhi prior to military conflict, but they were constraints 
not on the nature of violence but the timing of the use of violence.  
 
Prior to the conflict itself Indian political and diplomatic energies were expended to 
offset these external constraints and to clear the way for a military attack on East 
Pakistan. Thus on 3rd December Indira Gandhi broadcast on radio. ‘Today the war on 
Bangladesh has become a war on India. This has imposed upon me, my government 
and the people of India a great responsibility. We have no other option but to put our 
country on a war footing.’36 The resort to military means lasted fourteen days until the 
two wings of Pakistan had been inexorably separated.    

Conclusion 
There is as yet no smoking gun or smoking document about Indian intentions in East 
Pakistan, or at least none has as yet emerged from the bowels of South Block. What 
we do know however is that East Pakistan ceased to exist after the surrender of West 
Pakistan and that two-nation theory was dealt a severe, if not terminal blow. Despite 
Mrs Gandhi’s insistence on the question of refugees, we do know the outcome of the 
1971 conflict. It was the use of military force to bring about political change in 
another sovereign state.  
 
Whilst the millions of refugees that came to India provided both legal cover and an 
extremely strong diplomatic hand that Delhi played with great aplomb, it also 
provided a political opportunity that could only be obtained through the use of 
violence. Violence that was not limited to achieve a specific territorial objective, but 
unlimited to bring about the demise of East Pakistan. As Choudhury points out, ‘at no 
time in recent history have the internal affairs of one country been used to justify the 
invasion and dismemberment of another.’37  
 
In 1965 Pakistan was far more interested in ideological antagonism than material 
limitation. It was a limited conflict justified in ideological terms and fought on the 
basis that the majority Muslim state of Kashmir should belong to the Muslim state of 
Pakistan – the home for the Muslims of South Asia. It was ideological first and 
material second. In 1971 India fought a conflict that was limited by externally 
imposed materialism, however, once those material constraints were removed Delhi 
used whatever amount of violence it required to secure its objective. 
 
Under a Hobbesian culture a state fights because it believes rightly or wrongly that it 
must kill or be killed, the 1971 conflict is culturally more dangerous than this. India 
fought an unlimited conflict, not because it thought it would be killed, but because the 
opportunity was there for the taking – the use of unlimited violence coming out of 
opportunity must be regarded as being more dangerous than when violence comes out 

                                                 
36 The 14 day War. 1971. p. 7 
37 Choudhuey, G W. 1974. The Last Days of United Pakistan. p. 203 
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of a perceived necessity. This begs the question, when will one state or the other see 
an opportunity? Acting on perceived opportunity as Pakistan did in 1965 and as India 
did in 1971 would without question damage the current ‘thaw’ in relations and lends a 
dangerous unpredictability to security in South Asia. 
 
This study found two states stuck in ideological hostility to one another, each 
challenging the justification for the other. It considered that whilst ideational 
challenge remained constant the empirical manifestation of this conflict changed from 
the Kashmir valley to former East Pakistan and that the case of unlimited violence 
occurred not in Kashmir, but in East Pakistan. Thus, while the majority of the 
ideological manifestation may reside in Kashmir the most serious unlimited violence 
has thus far occurred outside the valley in East Pakistan.    
 
In 1965 Pakistan was persuaded that it could take Kashmir with a covert approach that 
required the involvement of their Muslim brethren in the valley. This, it was argued 
above, is a clear case of ideation winning out against structure because the causal link 
resides in an inter-subjective construct based on ideas, not structure. In 1971 India 
showed that it was cognisant of material limitations, but these limitations merely 
affected its political and diplomatic strategy, it did not effect or ultimately restrain its 
ideological desire to invade East Pakistan. Thus rump materialism merely informs 
diplomatic strategy, it played no causal role in the use of violence, or the nature of 
violence.  
 
For the important contemporary task of theorizing the nature of violence between 
India and Pakistan the seminal question can be asked, are these two states, rivals or 
enemies? The question is vital for two reasons. First, India and Pakistan have both 
declared themselves to be nuclear weapons states. This development must therefore 
mean that we need a clear theoretical framework from which to debate how the 
ideological antagonism between these two states might inform the materialism of 
nuclear weapons. The second reason brings us back to the point about historical 
reiteration. The stagnant debate about the bloody events of 1947; in a region replete 
with historical intrigue reaching back to antiquity, historical debates should not 
surprise or worry us, however in the case of India Pakistan relations since 1947, 
history merely serves to muddy the water given the politicisation of that debate. Using 
the new framework outlined above gives theoretical clarity to replace these old and 
counter productive debates that do nothing to enhance our understanding of this 
complex relationship. 
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