
 

The two nuclear powers India and Pakistan are once again at the edge 

of a serious crisis. And again, the trigger was a cross-border terrorist 

incident. On 14 February, 2019, a convoy of security forces was 

attacked on a highway in the Pulwama district of the Indian-

administered part of Kashmir. The assault, which led to the death of 

40 members of the Central Reserve Police Force (CRPF), was 

conducted by a suicide bomber belonging to the Pakistan-based 

Jihadist group Jaish-e-Mohammed (JeM). For years, the JeM has 

been responsible for a series of major attacks on Indian soil - the 

most atrocious of which included the 2001 attack on Jammu and 

Kashmir’s legislative assembly in Srinagar, the 2001 attack against 

the Indian Parliament in Delhi, the 2016 attack against the Pathankot 

airbase, the 2016 attack against the Indian Mission in Afghanistan’s 

Mazar-i-Sharif, and the 2016 Uri attack. 

 

All these attacks were planned and conducted by terrorists using 

Pakistan as their operational base. More than this, there is clear 

evidence that all these activities have been enjoying not only the 

goodwill but also active support by Pakistani national security 

agencies. Furthermore, these Jihadists receive diplomatic protection 

by both the country’s government and by ‘friendly’ nations, 

foremost China. This phenomenon can only be described as state-

sponsored terrorism – when states join non-state actions in terrorist 

tactics and pursuits (as I explain in the book ‘Terrorism Revisited’).  

When observing India-Pakistan relations in general and the nature of  

current cross-border terrorist incidents in particular it becomes clear      

that Pakistan tries to adapt Jihadism so as to serve its own interests - 

as a tool of both internal security and foreign policy.  

In the shadow of a looming war. 

How to react to state-sponsored terrorism?  
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The inability of the country’s civilian government and the unwillingness of conservative military and 

intelligence to pursue alternative strategies are both reflected in the ‘Kashmir dispute’ between New 

Delhi and Islamabad. Since the independence of India and Pakistan in1947, the territory of the former 

princely state of Jammu and Kashmir became a subject of dispute between the two South Asian 

nations. The situation has led, not only to several wars, armed skirmishes, and severe crisis situations 

but also to countless terror attacks by Pakistani-based Jihadists both within Kashmir and in other parts 

of India. There are several arguments put forward by both sides which aim to solve the ‘unfinished 

business of partition’ in their favour. For India, the majority Muslim-populated state of Jammu and 

Kashmir shall be considered secular. For Islamabad however, an Indian-administered Kashmir is 

identified as an attack on Pakistan’s territorial integrity – Kashmir is seen as part of the Pakistani 

community or culturally-based nationhood. Thus, even though the then Maharaja of Kashmir declared 

accession to India soon after the end of the British colonial rule, Pakistan has ever since attempted to 

gain control over the area through violent means. 

 

As Pakistan fails to win by traditional armed conflict, it has instead turned to funding, arming, and 

training terrorist groups so as to destabilise Kashmir’s Indian administration. Pakistan today has a 

long record of establishing, nurturing and protecting on its national soil several Jihadist networks 

with the potential to export terrorism overseas - especially towards India. For decades, Pakistani 

officials have been supporting terrorist organisations and their activities - providing these groups with 

operational support such as shelter, funding, training facilities, military support and intelligence. The 

fact that such activities were consistently maintained under most governments – both military and 

civilian - is an indication that we witness here a structural and systematic political strategy. This is 

particularly true as regards state-supported terrorism targeting India. Pakistan’s conservative 

elements systematically encourage terrorists to carry out activities against New Delhi – and Jihadist-

inspired cross border terrorism against India has indeed become routine.  

 

In this context it must be noted that Pakistan’s political motives far surpass merely wishing to enforce 

a favourable solution regarding Kashmir.  

 

Firstly, one of Pakistan’s main foreign policy goals is to reduce its asymmetries vis-á-vis India. 

Islamabad aims to ‘cut India down to size’ in terms of international reputation, military and political 

power, and territorial scope.  

https://www.dailypioneer.com/2013/columnists/time-to-prepare-for-future-wars-is-now.html
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Secondly, Pakistan’s terrorist activities aim to destabilise India and challenge its territorial integrity 

- but they further seek to target the fundament of India’s statehood, governance and democratic 

political identity. The attacks on the Jammu and Kashmir legislative assembly and on the Indian 

Parliament in 2001 are the clearest examples of this goal.  

 

Thirdly, it is quite apparent that Pakistan’s security establishment does not want to work towards 

peace and in fact actively boycotts positive relations with New Delhi - for the Pakistani army has no 

incentive to improve India-Pakistan ties. Quite the contrary, there is a keen interest in maintaining 

the notion that New Delhi constitutes an ‘existential threat’ to Islamabad. This belief both explains 

the extraordinary defence budget the Pakistan military enjoys - despite the overall scarcity of state 

resources - and serves as a justification (doctrine of necessity) for the armed forces’ right to interfere 

into the country’s politics with near impunity. It also serves military interests regarding the protection 

of their corporate interests - socio-economic domains and privileges and large-scale business 

activities. 

 

Fourthly, as indicated above, Pakistan looks to achieve military and economic parity with India. 

However, despite extensive aid in the last decades from both the USA and China - and due to the 

tremendous asymmetries in available economic and financial resources - it was impossible for 

Pakistan to achieve any kind of parity. After experiencing defeat in three wars and one major armed 

confrontation (Kargil, 1999), Pakistan came to identify the use of terrorism as the surest path towards 

balancing such dreaded asymmetry. Pakistan’s aim in Indian Kashmir is simply to minimise 

investments and maximise damage - to impose the most possible injury to Indian military forces and 

administrative structures through the use of minimum resources and with very limited consequences. 

As such, attacks such as that in Pulwama simply aim to destabilise and damage connectivity so as to 

complicate the presence of India’s security forces in the area. 

 

Fifthly, Pakistan aims to undermine India’s hegemonic position in South Asia and ultimately obstruct 

India’s global rise. In order to achieve this, Islamabad looks to portray India as a repressive state 

unable to provide a secure domestic environment. It emphasises New Delhi’s use of excessive use of 

force to suppress sub-nationalism and political opposition in its periphery and tempts India to 

violently retaliate and thus damage its international reputation.  
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Sixthly, Pakistan wishes to undermine any kind of substantial rapprochement and cooperation 

between China and India. Islamabad perceives increasing ties between New Delhi and Beijing as a 

challenge to the China-Pakistan friendship in general and the China-Pakistan Economic Corridor 

(CPEC) in particular. The CPEC is a major development project initiated by Beijing and is praised 

by Pakistan’s leadership as the solution to all its socio-economic woes. However, since the corridor 

runs through the disputed territory (Pakistan administered Kashmir including Gilgit-Baltistan), the 

whole CPEC project remains in a legal limbo. 

 

Considering Pakistan’s rationale, one must raise the question - How can anyone cooperate with a 

country which identifies and uses state-terrorism as a foreign policy instrument so as to challenge the 

existence of its neighbours?  

 

Until now, each offer by New Delhi to find a peaceful solution regarding the Kashmir conflict and 

other tense bilateral issues was answered to with major attacks by Pakistani-based terrorists. Today, 

India is using its right for self-defence by applying coercive force - including limited strikes on 

Pakistan’s territory – so as to reduce a terrorist menace. Instead of supporting New Delhi’s interests 

of ensuring a safe environment for all concerned citizens, territories and statehoods, Pakistan instead 

engages in armed encounters with India. As such, in order to avoid further escalations of violence – 

in order for this crisis not to turn into a full-fledged war - there is an urgent need to understand the 

full context of the current clash between India and Pakistan. If the international community continues 

to ignore Pakistan’s state-sponsorship of terrorism, the future of South Asia looks extraordinarily 

grim. 

 

 

 

  


