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ABSTRACT

Water shortage has split the academic circles into two fractions: some claim states will go
to war over depleting water resources, while supporters of institutionalism claim that a
higher number of water treaties versus water conflict prove that water is predominantly a
source of cooperation. The consensus in environmental security and conflict studies
suggest that while it is more likely that water scarcity facilitates cooperation, the issue has
the potential to multiply and exacerbate existing conflicts in absence of meaningful
cooperation. This thesis aims to show that water-sharing relations cannot be sufficiently
described in black-and-white terms of conflict versus cooperation, and instead suggests
that discourse of interactions better accommodates the complex realities of transboundary
water management. By applying Naho Mirumachi’s TWINS matrix, the author
reevaluates the two present treaties of water sharing between India and its neighbors
Pakistan and Bangladesh, namely the indus \Water Treaty and the Ganges Water Sharing
Treaty. Despite being regarded as success stories of transboundary river cooperation,
these treaties do not necessarily remove potential conflict, which further demonstrates
how conflict and cooperation coexist. It has become increasingly clear that both of the
examined treaties are very limited in providing involved countries with their growing
needs, and without proper dispute resolution provision, they are slowly but surely losing
their ability to prevent rising tensions and potential conflicts. With India showing
inclinations to change its actions within or even outside the treaties (e.g. exploit the
provisions of Indus Water Treaty; demolish the Farakka Barrage), meaningful dialogue
seems to be more important than ever to prevent heightened securitization and deepened

mistrust between the countries.

Key words: India-Pakistan, India- Bangladesh, water security, TWINS
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WB — World Bank



1. INTRODUCTION

Water is an essential element in human biological processes, providing primary needs
such as food and energy, supporting industrial development and last but not least,
enabling a well-functioning ecosystem of our planet. On one hand, water is crucial for all
aspects of life on Earth, however, its availability is not equal throughout the world. In
2016, the World Bank reported data that showed 1.8 billion people live in areas of
physical scarcity, while by 2025 approximately the same number of people is predicted to
be living in areas of absolute scarcity. (World Bank 2016) At the same time, according to
the United Nations, water shortage will continue to be a probiem for about 3 billion
people. (UNDP 2006) While the people are divided among nations, rivers and other fresh
water resources do not follow these man-made boundaries, therefore often becoming
objects of shared interest. Shared water interactions are usually described in terms of
conflict or cooperation, with the latter taking form of joint management through treaties.
However, many treaties have been a target of criticism for being inefficient and
unequitable in the face of the present and future water challenges. The ever-growing
population on one hand and the diminishing quantity and quality of fresh water on the
other suggests that the demand surpasses the supply; therefore, the argument that water

shortage could cause tensions seems justified.

Water security represents a part of the environmental threats, whose rising importance
can be observed in the ongoing conceptualization of non-traditional security issues. The
unprecedented experience of the 20" century, such as the Cold War, challenged IR
scholars to redefine security and broaden the concept so that it would include elements
that affect individual, not only state security. Furthermore, recent years have presented us
with an increasing number of environmental issues, consequentially attracting much of
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the scholarly attention to try and find the link between these environmentally-detrimental
factors and security. (Urban 2008, Tuchman Matthews 1989) To accommodate all these
changes, Barry Buzan argues that the traditional view of security is outdated and could
therefore benefit from “widening”, so to include sectors such as regional, societal and
environmental security. (Buzan 1997) Security studies therefore expanded their research
focus to non-state actors, economics, environment, demographics, etc. This new
conceptualization of security studies includes human security, which was further defined
in the United Nations Human Development Report as encompassing seven factors such as
economic, food, health, environmental, personal, community and political security.

(UNDP 1994) The report phrases the need to re-conceptualize security as follows:

“The concept of security has for too long been interpreted narrowly: as
security of territory from external aggression, or as protection of national
interests in foreign policy or as global security from the threat of a nuclear
holocaust. It has been related more to nation-states than to people. The
superpowers were locked in an ideological struggle-fighting a cold war all
over the world. The developing nations, having won their independence only
recently, were sensitive to any real or perceived threats to their fragile
national identities. Forgotten were the legitimate concerns of ordinary people
who sought security in their daily lives. For many of them, security
symbolized protection from the threat of disease, hunger, unemployment,
crime, social conflict, political repression and environmenta/ hazards.”

(UNDP 1994)



This thesis focuses on water security as one of the most tangible aspects of non-traditional
security threats. The numbers speak for themselves: world’s 97% of water is unfit for
human consumption, with the remaining 3% mostly being trapped in the ice caps and the
small remains left to supply the growing world population. (Dimitrov 2002) It is not
surprising that the per capita volume of available water decreased from 40,000 cubic
meters in the beginning of 19" century to just under 6000 cubic meters in 2014. (World
Bank 2015) The map below shows the per capita total renewable water resources

availability from 2014:
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Figure 1 Total renewable water resources per inhabitant in 2014 (FAO 2015)

The clear evidence of world’s decreasing water availability and simultaneous rise of
demand have set the water-related issues on research agendas in many fields. This thesis
aims to explore the link between water shortage and inter-state conflict over
transboundary water resources. Water is one of the resources that have no alternatives and
at the same time it is essential for life on this planet, therefore it seems reasonable to

expect conflict to arise in times of shortage. The growing number of people that not only
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drink water, but also use products that require substantial amounts of water to produce,
suggest the Earth will need more and more water resources. However, the
overexploitation and mismanagement of the environment have led, among other
consequences, to the depletion of water resources, which has given us a taste of what the
future of water conflicts could be like. The question that often comes to mind is why has

this issue not been more widely discussed and addressed?

In academic circles, the link between water scarcity and violent conflict shaped two major
schools of thought, one stating that water conflicts will increasingly become part of the
security reality, while the other group of scholars sees water shortage as a reason for
cooperation, not war. This division in the academia on the topic of water conflicts can be
demonstrated by first looking at the arguments presented by a group of academics, who
suggest that the future conflicts will increasingly revolve around water, mostly because
water shortage reduces the quality of life and therefore inevitably leads to tensions and
even violent conflict. Another point of view presented by this school, the so-called
neomalthusians, is that water will increasingly become a source of political and economic
power, thus joining the group of predominantly non-renewable resources that are worth
starting a conflict over. (P. H. Gleick 1993, Cooley 1984) On the other side we have those
who acknowledge the issues water shortage brings, however they also emphasize that
water has never been proven the sole reason for a state to start a war. Instead, they argue,
the water-related aspects of international relations bring about various forms of
cooperation. (Brown, Hammill and McLeman 2007, T. Homer-Dixon 1999, Wolf 2007)
As we will see in more detail in the literature review, the reality of so-called “water wars”

is widely disputed in the academic literature, with the prevailing consensus arguing that
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water as such has never been the leading reason for a state to go into war, however it can

exacerbate existing tensions.

Of course putting it like that also opens up possible further discussions of what exactly is
a water war and does it necessarily need to be fought between states to be perceived as a
security issue? Or can it simply be a war between the human kind and the environment, in
which vulnerable societies die directly of thirst, water-shortage related famine or commit

mass suicides as a response to the helplessness of the situation?

These questions and the need to address them have been widely debated in academia,
politics and even media. The relevancy of this topic can therefore also be demonstrated
by a number of media reports that try to link social tensions or even international conflicts
to resource shortage. The Smithsonian Magazine article from June 2013 said: "In Syria, a
devastating drought beginning in 2006 forced many farmers to abandon their fields and
migrate to urban centers. There’s some evidence that the migration fueled the civil war
there, in which 80,000 peopie have died” (Hammer 2013) This water-stricken area, where
the already dry climate has recently provided even less water than usual, has become one
of the most commonly referenced cases when talking about relevancy of water shortage
as a trigger for civil unrest. The whole region is known for its hydrological variability,
however in the past century Syria has experienced six major droughts, of which the last
two lasted for more than just one season - in the last case as long as 5 years between 2006
and 2011. Serious effects on agriculture extended to mass dislocations of rural
communities to urban areas, further destabilizing social and political structures in the
country. (P. H. Gleick July 2014) The graveness of the situation was recognized by the

Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) Syrian Representative Abdullah bin Yehia,
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who in 2008 expressed his concerns about the multiplying effect the drought could have
on already destabilized Syrian society, which was already suffering from constant influx
of Iraqi refugees since the 2003 US invasion. (Femia and Werell 2012, P. H. Gleick 2014)
The same issue appears in Jordan, where the loss of water from the Jordan river combined
with population growth and the additional influx of refugees from Palestine, Syria and
Iraq intensified the already existing tensions. (Hagen 2011). Another recent BBC news
report (BBC 2016) from Central Asia explains how former Soviet-supported system of
resource sharing between four states (Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan
and Kyrgyzstan) started crumbling in the post-USSR era. Balancing closely intertwined
issues of energy, water and food security, these Central Asian states started experimenting
and going from unilateral measures to (still insufficient) attempts of cooperation. In
addition to forced migration, the border areas have witnessed a number of violent
demonstrations and some claim that this is just the beginning. The combination of water,
power and food shortage, together with corrupt government, bad governance and the
instability of the wider region (Afghanistan), could be the perfect recipe for disaster.
Meanwhile in the South Asia, from June to October 2016, the media reports drew our
attention to worsening relationship between India and Pakistan, thus giving us a good
example of how previously successful agreement on transboundary water management
could be used as a diplomatic weapon. India’s Prime Minister Narendra Modi ordered his
country to “try and exploit to the maximum” the Indus river, which would have serious
implications for the downstream Pakistan that officially controls the usage of the Indus
river water. (BBC 2016) All these incidents suggest that water shortage is an important
issue in today’s world and that current forms of cooperation might not give the most

optimal results.
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The table below shows some more cases of water-related conflicts in the years 2000-2016.
In total, there have been 193 cases recorder by the World Water organization and a full

list can be found on their website.

YEAR  PARTIES INVOLVED DESCRIPTION
2000 Ethiopia Man stabbed during a fight over freshwater supplies during
famine.
2000 Central Asia: Kyrgyzstan cuts off water supplies to Kazakhstan; Uzbekistan
Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, does the same due to Kazakhstan’s unpaid debt.
Uzbekistan

During a severe drought the Taliban cut off the flow of the
Helmand River between Afghanistan and Iran. One of many

2001 Iran, Afghanistan violations of unratified water agreement between the two
countries.
2006 Israel, Lebanon Hezbollah damaged Israel’s wastewater plant, in response
Israel attacked a number of pipelines and pumps along the
Litani River.

2009 Madhya Pradesh (India) Family killed by a small mob for illegal water withdrawals.
Due to drought and unequal water distribution 50 violent
clashes were reported.

2012 Mali, Mauritania Protests and violent clashes between the Mauritanians and
Mali refugee seekers over scarce water and food supplies.

2015 Iran, Afghanistan Dispute over allocations and rights over Hari Rud River lead
to open fire between lranian border guards and Afghani
villagers.
(World Water 2016)

The list of the water shortage cases and related disputes does not end here, however this
thesis does not aim to provide an overview of water-related conflicts, but rather focus on
two of the less-researched water interactions between India and its neighbors, Pakistan
and Bangladesh. The next subchapter will therefore present the questions of water

shortage in the context of the three countries relations that this thesis hopes to explore.
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1.1. AIM OF STUDY

The above paragraphs demonstrated the importance of water in various civil and interstate
conflicts. This thesis will focus on the interactions over transboundary rivers and the
usage of water resources as foreign policy tools, all through examining the downstream-
upstream riparian balance and its implications for inter-state dialogues over shared rivers.
Through two case studies of regional superpower and hydro hegemon India's water
disputes with its neighbors, namely Pakistan and Bangladesh, the author would like to
examine how water shortage produces cooperation and conflict over the shared water
resources and how this further shapes inter-state relations. India is the upstream riparian
of both the Indus and the Ganges River, thus having a geographical advantage over
Pakistan and Bangladesh. After the breakup of British India, the newly formed countries
faced a number of issues, including the sharing of transboundary rivers. The issues have
been addressed at the international levei; however, the solutions seem to have provided
temporary relief that has not taken into account the changes in water demand and supply,
as well as the broader regional context. India and Pakistan have until recently managed
their shared water interests over the Indus River through the World Bank-brokered Indus
Water Treaty, signed in 1960 by Prime Minister of India Shri Jawaharlal Nehru and
President of Pakistan Field Marshall Mohammad Ayub Khan. The treaty divided the
Indus River and its tributaries between the signatory countries (World Bank 1960) On the
other hand, the Indian Prime Minister H. D. Deve Gowda and the then-Bangladeshi Prime
Minister Sheikh Hasina Wajed signed the Ganges Water Treaty of 1996, thus agreeing on
a 30 year water sharing bilateral agreement. (Rahaman 2006) While the Indus Water
Treaty survived three Indo-Pakistani wars, prevented India from exploiting its upper
riparian status and was generally seen as a shining example of successful water

negotiations, the treaty between India and Bangladesh still left the lower-riparian state in
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a disadvantaged position. Both treaties have had its supporters and critics, however due to
increased water demand in the past couple of years, India is looking for new ways within

the treaties to increase its water shares.

The thesis argues that cooperation and conflict are not mutually exclusive, an either/or
scenario as it is often viewed in the literature, but rather that both concepts can coexist.
Thinking about conflict and cooperation on a continuum makes it hard for us to evaluate
the actual situation in water negotiations, for example, the coexistence of joint data
sharing between some Indian and Bangiadeshi institutions on one hand and nuanced
political conflict on the Ganges River on the other hand. To address such issues, this
thesis proposes to follow Mirumachi's TWINS matrix that enabies us to evaluate
cooperation over water issues in a broader context, thus avoiding the black-and-white
analysis. In this way, the thesis analyses the simultaneous interaction of conflict and
cooperation within the inter-state water disputes. Furthermore, the thesis aims to identify
the gaps between the literature on water-related conflicts and the water management

policies in the selecied cases.

The topic of water security and confiict has been more actively researched in the last
couple of decades, (Gleditsch, Owen, et al. 2006) mostly due to the ever-depleting water
resources resulting from industrial use, population growth and consequently the climate
change. To further link the two concepts, this thesis hopes to explore the following

questions in relation to the chosen cases:

First, to provide academic background on the importance of water security as a
threat-multiplier or cause for conflict and furthermore, to apply these findings to the two

case studies and analyze the possible discrepancies.
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Secondly, to use the literature and the case studies to discuss the questions of
transboundary water resources, the conditions under which states cooperate with each
other on this issue, and on the other hand, the conditions under which they abandon
collaboration and instead find conflict to be more beneficial. The thesis aims to look into
the water-related treaties between the two countries in the broader context of the
increased demand due to population growth, irrigation needs, hydropower and
industrialization; interstate political and economic relations and the country's involvement
in international institutions. Where there are treaties dealing with transboundary water,
how have the water treaties helped to build cooperation and how have they evolved with
the changing conditions? Furthermore, do the treaties provide equitable solutions to water
distribution, or do they further highlight the power relations between the upstream and
downstream riparians? To answer this question, this thesis hopes to look into the
differences between the upstream-downstream power relations in the two chosen cases.
According to some scholars in the literature review, conflicts arise when the downstream
riparian is powerful enough to make claims and presents a considerable military threat.
Unlike most of the literature so far, the thesis also tries to define the interstate water
relations in terms of interaction, instead of the black-white scenario of conflict or

cooperation.

Lastly, the case study and concluding chapters will focus on the current situation
and hope to demonstrate the policies and negotiations in the chosen cases, and the new
developments in the water treaties and if they accommodate recent challenges of water

management.
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1.2. RESEARCH METHODS

Most of the research in this thesis is an interdisciplinary qualitative study and it analyzes
two case studies: water shortage in India-Pakistan and India-Bangladesh relations. Both
of the cases share many similarities, for example, India as the upper-riparian has a
geographic advantage over its neighbors, whose water availability therefore highly
depends on India's consumption. Both cases have a long-standing treaty that regulates the
transboundary water management that provided a solution after the break-up of the
British India. However, recently the Indian government put some unprecedented pressure
on the Indus Water Treaty that settles the water issues between India and Pakistan,
suggesting that water could be used to achieve some of their foreign policy goals in the
Indo-Pakistani political disputes. At the same time, the relations with Bangladesh over
the Ganges River have recently not seen any such tensions, suggesting there is a factor
that makes a difference in the two downstream-upstream riparian dialogues. An example
could be Pakistan’s possession of nuclear weapons and the ongoing territorial disputes in
the Kashmir region. On the other hand, Bangladesh’s relative lack of power as a
downstream riparian compared to Pakistan could explain why has Bangladesh not made

any recent river claims.

The thesis uses two case studies in order to get a comparative perspective of water
interactions in a shortage-stricken area of South Asia. Because both cases include the
same actor (India), and is set in a similar political, economic and cultural time and space,
the author hopes to identify the patterns for water interactions, their causes and possible
implications. The upstream-downstream riparian power balance in both cases affects the
water interaction and the water treaty effectiveness. The case study chapters will therefore
explore this relationship and see how it shapes the water interactions. The two main
possible scenarios are: a strong downstream riparian that can make claims and put
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pressure on the upstream state, or a weak downstream riparian, with no military,
economic or political means to influence the upstream state, and instead goes with what
the stronger neighbor suggests. In this context, water security can be used as a tool to

achieve foreign policy goals.

By combining the approaches borrowed from IR, security studies and water management,
the author hopes to gain a sufficient insight into the complex issues of water shortage and

its relevance for interstate conflict.

The map below shows us the uneven water supply in different river basins from 1995 and
estimations for 2025. Both the Indus and Ganges-Brahmapuira River basins are marked

with red colour showing they fall into the “scarcity” category.
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Figure 2 Water supply per river basin in 1995 and 2025 (Revenga, et al. 2000)

In addition to that, the great majority of both Pakistan’s and Bangladesh’s freshwater

supplies originate outside of their territory (namely in Tibet). As we see on the map below,
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this geographical characteristic makes the two countries highly dependent to the water

strategies of the upstream riparian — India.
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As we will find out in the literature review, most analyses conceptualize water as either
predominantly a source or exacerbating factor of interstate armed conflict or cooperation.
When operating with the term “armed conflict”, this thesis does so by using the definition

established by the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP):

“An armed conflict is a contested incompatibility which concerns government
and/or territory where the use of armed force between two parties, of which at
least one is the government of a state, results in at least 25 battle-related

deaths.” (Wallensteen and Sollenberg 2001)

Alternatively, cooperation over water resources can be defined as joint action

through international regimes, such as institutions and agreements. When talking
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about water cooperation, a treaty or an agreement regarding shared water resources

IS seen as an act of cooperation. (Dinar 2007)

However, this thesis agrees with Zeitoun and Mirumachi (2008), who claim that analyses
that portray these two concepts as mutually exclusive inevitably set themselves up for
oversights of many “in-between” scenarios. Therefore, instead of the standard conflict
versus cooperation analytical approach, the author aims to apply Mirumachi’s framework
known as TWINS (Transboundary Water Interaction NexuS). TWINS provides us a two-
dimensional matrix with cooperation intensity (ranging from confrontation of issues, ad
hoc joint action, common goal formation, common norm formation, collective identity
formation) represented on the horizontal axis and conflict intensity (non-politicized,
politicized, securitized and violized) on the other axis. Below is a more detailed
explanation of these two axes, as described in Mirumachi’s book Transboundary Water

Politics in the Developing World (2015):

Cooperation intensity as explained by the author of TWINS:

Confrontation of issues: Both involved siates acknowiedge the issue and deal with
it on a domestic level, there is no intent for coordination of goals or action

between the states.

Ad hoc joint action: Joint actions are taken, but with different goals. This level

represents a weak intensity of cooperation.

Common goal formation: Goal is shared, but ways to achieve it are not
coordinated between the two states. Different actions on two sides all work on

delivering the same objective.
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Common norm formation: This level is characterized by joint action towards
common goals and norms, most commonly institutionalized in treaties and

agreements over transboundary water management.

Collective identity formation: Common identity represents the ultimate level of
cooperation, at which two sides do not differentiate between their domestic and

common international interests and needs.

On the other hand, the Mirumachi explains the different levels of conflict
intensity as a reflection of the varying prioritization of issues on the political

agenda:

Non-politicized: Issues that do not concern the state and the state authority does

not have the issue on its political agenda.

Politicized: The issue has been put on the political agenda, therefore government

attention and rescurces are given to the issue and relevant policies.

Securitized: The issue is presented as an existential threat and emergency

measures are used to dea! with the situation.

Violized: Violent, militarized action over the issue.

These two scales allow us to trace the developments on a two-dimensional matrix (as seen
below) in the transboundary water interactions, without making hasty conclusions that

one aspect of cooperation necessarily means absence of all conflict (and vice-versa).
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Figure 4 TWINS matrix

TWINS matrix suggests using speech acts by relevant authorities as markers for
interaction analysis. Mirumachi uses categorization of speech acts as assertive, direct or
commissive acts. An assertive speech could be e.g. joint declaration of on water quality
improvement, while a direct speech involves unilateral actions for securing water
resources, such as closing the dam gates. On the other hand, a commissive act is a
bilateral measure to address the issue, such as signing a bilateral treaty. Any speech act
carries with it the potential to influence the conflict and cooperation over transboundary

waters. (Mirumachi 2015)

Looking at the shared water interaction instead of mutually exclusive concepts of
cooperation versus conflict allows us a more accurate evaluation of the transboundary
water developments. The TWINS nexus thus includes a political dimension of water
treaties, showing us that some forms of cooperation might perpetuate the conflict. The
framework allows us to evaluate the water-shortage related dynamics between states,

including negotiations that have come to a stalemate or deteriorating treaties. By putting
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the water interaction into a broader context, the TWINS framework encourages us to
think of possibilities where conflict and cooperation can coexist. The matrix evaluates
conflict and cooperation each on a separate axis, allowing us to trace the developments in

the interstate water interaction throughout the chosen period.

The research methods primarily used for analysis of two similar cases is documentary
research, meaning that the thesis relies on already written resources: academic articles,
documents such as the two water treaties, statistical data and reports by international
organizations, governments, non-governmental organizations, think tanks and media. The
collection of resources and data was limited to English language and sources available at

the universities in Taiwan and internet databases.

1.3. HYPOTHESES

The hypotheses discussed in this thesis are the following:

1. The more serious water shortage issue, the more chance for it to multiply and
exacerbate other existing issues (e.g. political and military disputes) between the
two countries.

2. The stronger the downstream riparian, the more conflictual is the water-sharing

relationship.

1.4. IMPLICATIONS

This thesis hopes to promote the importance of water shortage as a threat-multiplier that
should be included in a comprehensive security matrix. Furthermore, it encourages the

application of TWINS framework to water interaction analyses, which would help fill
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some of the gaps in the majority of existing literature that perceives conflict and
cooperation over shared water resources as mutually exclusive, instead of simultaneously

occurring concepts.

Through the analysis of current policies regarding this issue, the thesis aims to provide an
evaluation and provisional suggestions for the successful management of shared water
resources in water-stressed countries such as India, Pakistan and Bangladesh. The Indus
Water Treaty was originally intended to promote overall peace in the region, however so
far it has not provided sustainable solution even for the sufficient water supplies to both
signatory states. However, this thesis hopes to demonstrate that a different approach to
transboundary water treaties could be more successful in delivering these objectives. With
the rise in demand and decreasing water supply, the author believes successful water-
sharing strategies could benefit the overall stability of the region by first providing water
security at a local level, while sharing the benefits with the wider region. Water scarcity
can cause social tensions within and between states; therefore, the thesis argues that water
shortage as a catalyst for inter-state conflict calls for more attention. Because of water’s
strategic importance and its potential usefulness to achieve foreign policy goals, the
overall relationship between the countries is reflected in their approach to the

transboundary water resources.

According to the literature, most of the water related conflicts arise from government’s
inability to adapt to the depleting resources, which calls our attention to the problems of
efficient water management. This thesis hopes to address these issues and provide some
suggestions, at the core of which lies the importance of good governance in water

management. It hopes to demonstrate that environmental governance not only prevents
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water shortages, but also eliminates water as a potential exacerbator of political,

economic, social and ethnic tensions.

Finally, water scarcity as a cause of conflict is an emerging and often misunderstood
phenomena. By better understanding the problems of India’s water relations, more

effective policy and enduring peace in the region can occur.

1.5 RESEARCH LIMITATIONS

While writing this thesis, the author encountered two major research limitations. First is
the language barrier as all of the three researched countries have their own languages, e.g.
Hindi, Urdu and Bengali, all of which are unfamiliar to the author. However, due to their
common colonial past, the English language is either one of the official languages (India
and Pakistan) or a recognized language (Bangiadesh), therefore much of the official
documents have been translated to English, thus supporting the research process when
writing the thesis. In addition to this, many scholars have already contributed their
knowledge of these topics and cases in English, providing further research material to the

author of this thesis.

Secondly, due to the time and financial restrictions, no fieldwork was conducted to
support the writing process. However, a sufficient amount of scholarly works and other

documents was found in either the available libraries or the online databases.

1.6. THESIS STRUCTURE

In chapter two, the reader will find a detailed literature review on the topics of

environmental security, water security and the links between water shortage and conflict.
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Chapters three and four will each introduce one of the selected case studies, namely water
conflict in India’s relations with Pakistan and Bangladesh. The background information
will be followed by the analysis of the water-related aspect of the inter-state relations,

including the current developments.

Chapter five will aim to provide some policy implications and suggestions for the future

research in this field.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. ENVIRONMENTAL SECURITY

The 20" century started with two of the largest-scale wars in the human kind history,
followed by a completely different experience of the Cold War. The resolution of the
latter, together with other changes in the international environment encouraged IR
scholars to rethink the concept of security and to expand it from military threats-only, to a
much broader concept that inciude economics, environment, human security on a global
level. (Walt 1991)

The increase in number and severity of environmental issues inevitably led to discussing
the question whether this non-traditional issues represent a new chapter in security studies.
While some environmental challenges remain to be perceived as abstract, the many more
tangible extensions including water, food and energy security have attracted more and
more scholarly attention. (Urban 2008, Tuchman Matthews 1989)

Environmental changes can trigger shifts in the baiance of power and through that serve
as destabilizers on various levels - from local to internaticnal. When natural resources are
seen as means of power maximization, different actors (be it states, villages or ethnic
groups) begin competing for resource-rich territories, while at the same time resource-
poor territories can force mass migrations and with it strives between the displaced and
the “host” population. (Wirth 1989) And while most of the so-called resource disputes
usually involved non-renewable sources, there is considerable amount of evidence that

the competition for renewables has already grown fiercer. (P. H. Gleick 1993)
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Gleick (1993) observes that the waning of the Cold War and the increasing evidence of
overexploitation of public goods (such as ozone layer, global climate and inequitable
resource distribution) raised the question of redefining security. Including environmental
issues in matters of (inter)national, human and ecological security makes sense if we
recognize that any comprehensive security matrix should not see state and human security
as separated from the environment, but rather inseparably embedded in it. The
environment provides states with favorable conditions to ensure safety, however its
exhaustible and limited nature means that it needs to be managed accordingly. Redclift
(1999) links environmental challenges to competition between different actors at the
international level. Traditionally environmental change is seen as a cause for security
issues; however competition over the environment can be seen as the driving force behind
environmental change. In a global market economy different state and transnational actors
are looking for way to gain advantage in the battle for resources, with globalization and
development creating uniformity of economic goals and at the same time the competition
to achieve them. To do so most nation states and other relevant actors exploit the
resources, leaving environmental action to NGOs and the (few?) governments who for
any reason recognize the need for sustainable resource consumption. To make this
possible, environmental security needs to occupy a more central role in geopolitics,
including international and domestic political agenda. Given that the number of cases
with security issues deriving from various environmental disasters, including resource
shortage, some scholars remain bewildered at the existence of environmental
management merely at the level of rhetoric, (Redclift 1999) however others claim that the
securitization of climate change has been slowly yet persistently attracting more attention
to these issues. (Brzoska 2009) Most recently the UNFCCC Paris Agreement has led

some to believe things are turning for the better. (Rogelj, et al. 2016)
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When talking about environmental security it is important to think about the relevant
actors, as Redclift (1999) points out. Who has the responsibility for the environment in
the global market economy, namely determining levels of consumption? With the
economic and population growth this question proves important enough, however many
believe that it is even more crucial to discuss it in the context of water shortage. Resource
scarcity is not just a result of environmental change, but also a combined result together
with population growth and unequal social distribution. This differentiates resource
scarcity from so-called “environmental scarcity”, which combines all three relevant
factors. Further researches should therefore focus on analyzing the interactions between
the three factors, for example joint effects of “resource capture” and “ecological
marginalization” on security. (T. F. Homer-Dixon Summer 1994)

Some scholars put the environmental degradation and scarcity issues in the same category,
yet in contrast to the resource wealth conflicts. While resource wealth means conflict over
non-renewable resources, disputes over scarcity usually involve cases of overuse and
depletion, exacerbated by mismanagement of water, arable land and decreased access to

other resources (e.g. forest goods). (Renner 2002)

On the other hand, some academics argue that climate change, one of the most hotly
debated environmental challenges, so far has no proven effect on social tensions.
(Gleditsch 2011) This group of scholars opposes the expenditure of security studies and
especially national security to include environmental threats, because according to them
degradation of the environment does not lead to organized violence among states, but
rather deterioration of human well-being within states. They further argue that wars for

resources are too costly and unnecessary due to technological development and robust
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world trading system; economic decline due to deteriorating conditions might dampen
interstate conflict and that pollution and scarcity rarely occurs on such an asymmetric and
significant scale that it would lead to interstate conflict. (Deudney 1990) According to the
scholars who oppose the linkage between environmental degradation and (national)
security, there has been insufficient systematic research on the security implications of
environmental degradation, despite providing conclusions on the physical implications of
climate change. Their critique mostly rests on the claim that so far the statistical analyses
have not proven convincing levels of linkage between environmental vulnerability and
violent conflict, however there has been sufficient evidence showing how the burdens of

climate change will add to the hardship of weak states and vulnerable societies.

2.2. WATER SECURITY

Relevance of water security can be demonstrated by just thinking about the importance of
water firstly for human biological needs for fluid and water and secondly for the
ecosystem. Food production heavily depends on water supplies and thirty-six percent of
all food is produced on artificially irrigated land. The percentage is as high as fifty
percent in countries such as China, Egypt, India and Jordan along with many others.
Further analyses try and demonstrate the impact of China’s increasing water shortage on

global food security. (Postel 1997)

Water, food and energy nexus is a framework that shows us how the three parts are
interconnected; specifically it tries to explain how management of one can affect the other
two. The main objective of the nexus is to ensure sufficient amount of water, food and
energy to meet the needs of the growing world population. (GRACE Communications

Foundation 2014) Depletion and at the same time mismanagement of any of the three
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resources can lead to a series of issues, while good governance of one always needs to
include the other two as well. In most cases facing water shortage issues, scholars warn
that the water mismanagement long predates the droughts; therefore the main reason for
water scarcity is the government’s inability to adapt to and mitigate the effects of water
scarcity and increased demand by the growing population. (De Chatel 2014) Although all
three components of the nexus are interconnected, this thesis will focus on the water part
of the nexus and try to show how scarcity of water can cause or exacerbate civil and
regional security issues. These issues stem from the limited ability of our planet to supply

the increasing demands of the growing population.

When assessing the value of water, its irreplaceable nature can be linked to human well-
being, economic growth and even national security. The biggest problem regarding the
water nexus is (mis)management, which if not changed will lead to serious global issues,
starting with geopolitical disputes. A hint of future problems can be sensed whenever
drought strikes certain area and consequently food prices go up. in a world where food
demands are getting higher and higher, this poses a serious problem. However,
agriculture is not the only industry that relies heavily on water supply, although it is
without a doubt the biggest consumer — energy sector, industries and urban areas with
domestic needs all require their fair share of water supplies. Agriculture accounts for 71%
of water consumption, followed by the industry sector (including energy sector) which
uses 16% and is expected to rise due to industrialization of countries such as China and
India. Domestic use of water accounts for 14% of water supplies. (World Economic
Forum Water Initiative 2011, 29) We are thus faced with a question of how to start
producing more with less water. Investing in agricultural technologies has traditionally

been one of the most neglected areas. Common action supported by strong institutions
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could address this, however weak international regime and a complex arrangement of
tariffs and subsidies has (until now) only exacerbated this problem. (World Economic

Forum Water Initiative 2011, 24)

Economists and experts have examined the relationship between water and economic
growth, showing that growth is positively influenced by increased water use. If we
categorize water as a non-excludable good provided by the government, then scarcity can
mean that the government needs to invest in less accessible alternatives such as dams,
desalinations plants, and other infrastructure, meaning that the costs would exceed gains
in productivity. At the same time, the absolute availability of water may restrict the
utilization. However, studies from 2004 show that so far, these two scenarios are not as
widespread as some would claim, hence sceptics suggest exercising caution when giving
warnings of future (economic) water crisis. At the same time, they admit that in the case
of water-stressed countries, empirical analyses do not reject the adverse effects moderate
to extreme water scarcity would have on economic growth. They conclude with an
observation that water stress varies between and within countries; with transboundary
water resources and limited outsourcing options presenting an additional obstacle to

efficient water utilization. (Barbier 2004)

Why has the issue of water security not been properly addressed? If we look at the table
below, we can see that natural water distribution has been (unfairly) divided between the

arbitrary boundaries of nation-states (Allal and O'Connor 1999, 110):
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19905 Forecast 2025

(m*/year/inhabitant) (m*year/inhabitant)
Lebanon 1500 - 4000 1000
West Bank 400 - 600 150
Israel 300 - 1000 200
Jordan 230 - 300 50
Gaza 70 35

Figure 5 Water Availability in the Middle East (Allal and O'Connor 1999)

The predicted water availability shows a significant drop in the already water stressed
countries. The area has been known for its many cases of river water diversion schemes,
for example water supply has been listed as one of the reasons for the 1967 Israeli
occupation of the West Bank. (Allal and O'Connor 1999) Without a sustainable solution,
water security in this as well as in many other areas around the world could become a

source of competition.

Because water is so essential to all human activity, it seems obvious that lack of water
could lead to disputes over remaining resources. Indeed, there is a thriving discourse that
links water shortage to migration, ethnic or international conflicts, war and terrorism.
This link will be further discussed in the next section, with some attention also given to

the importance of shared waters in international relations.

2.3. LINKS BETWEEN WATER SHORTAGE AND CONFLICT

In the following subchapter I will present different sides within the scholarly debate on

the link between water shortage and conflict and discuss the nature if this relationship.
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In 2016, the World Bank estimated that 1.8 billion people live in areas of physical
scarcity, and the same number is predicted to live in areas of absolute scarcity by 2025,
and at the same time, according to the United Nations, water shortage will continue to be
a problem for about 3 billion people. (UNDP 2006) (World Bank 2016) The ever-growing
population on one hand and the diminishing quantity and quality of fresh water on the
other side suggest that the demand surpasses the supply; therefore the assumption that

water shortage could cause tensions seems justified.

In the introduction part of the literature review we already discussed the media coverages
of the most recent water-related tensions and conflicts. However, it is not just the media
that regularly expresses their concerns about the future of water security issues; academia
has added its concerns as well. Thomas Homer-Dixon states that human-induced
environmental challenges will contribute to various aspects of security issues: war,
terrorism, diplomatic and trade conflicts. (T. F. Homer-Dixon 1991) Focusing more on
water-related conflicts, scholars identify two of the following scenarios for water-related

conflicts:

1. War for water resources to gain more power. Even though these kinds of wars are
traditionally fought over non-renewable sources, Gieick (1993) argues that even
water can provide a source of economic and political strength. In such case,
military conflict over water resources would be justified. This scenario depends on
the degree of scarcity, inequitable distribution, the number of actors that share the
water resources and their relative power as well as possible access to alternative
resources. Some suggest this view falls within the Neomalthusian school, which
says that population growth, economic and industrial development are expected to

produce increased demand and insufficient supply at the same time, leading to

35



securitization of water and thus likely occurrence of violent conflict. (Hensel and
Brochmann 2008) In support of these claims, scholars rely on data provided by
various institutions, such as the UN, that shows the current availability and

distribution of freshwater resources in relation to the expected increase in demand.

Using water resources as an offensive/defensive weapon. Due to its importance,
water has been a target as well as a tool of war in many cases — bombing of water
dams in the World War II, diversions of the Jordan river, Saddam Hussein’s
poisoning of Shiite Muslims’ water supplies (P. H. Gleick 1993) and as mentioned
in the introduction, more recently the Prime Minister of India also called for using
the Indus river in its on-going dispute with Pakistan. (BBC 2016) Transboundary
rivers provide many opportunities to the upper riparian, whose geographically
advantageous position makes it possible to manipulate the water flow for the
downstream users. However water can be a powerful tool not only in the hands of
governments, but also non-state actors such as terrorist groups. These can either
target the water infrastructure or contaminate the water supplies, however the
possibility of a large-scale destruction caused through water contamination is
mostly considered smali. Some of the water-terrorism cases include 1984
contamination of water supplies with salmonella in The Dalles, Oregon; 1992
contamination of Turkish Air Force compound water tanks with lethal
concentrations of potassium cyanide, and regular destruction of dams in by the
Mozambican National Resistance throughout 1980’s, in addition to many other

examples and attempts. (P. H. Gleick 2006)
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On the other side of the spectrum are scholars who see water shortage as an opportunity
for peace and cooperation, instead as a catalyst for conflict. The supporters of this view
argue that there is no empirical evidence for the future to be that of water wars, since
water is not easily converted into power. (Spillmann 2000) While a full-scale water war is
highly unlikely, these scholars still admit that unilateral actions as an answer to
unresolved issues on shared water resources will lead to tensions and regional
destabilization. Therefore, they conclude, the water-stress itself is not a direct cause for
conflict, but unilateral attempts to secure sufficient water supplies are. They see the
answer in early cooperation, strong institutions and efficient treaties that provide
monitoring and enforcement, shifting the focus from rights to needs and finally interests
that ensure equitable distribution. However lack of these mechanisms might lead to

internal and regional tensions that may have international implications. (Wolf 2007)

When discussion water shortage in relation to conflict, most scholars agree that water-
related conflicts will act as catalysts and exacerbate other factors like poverty, ethnic
tensions, poor governance, stunt in economic growth, etc. (Brown, Hammill and

McLeman 2007)

To prevent and mitigate such challenges, some researchers propose quantitative indices to
measure the vulnerability of states that would help the policymakers in identifying and
solving water related issues. Areas that are most commonly seen as problematic include
the Middle East and Central Asia, where multiple countries have been forced to share the
scarce resources. Due to its persistent and tangible nature, water security in these regions

already entered the arena of high politics. (P. H. Gleick 1993)
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Nowadays most water related conflicts arise over the shared water resources, mostly
rivers. Equitable distribution of shared water resources is said to be in contradiction with
sovereignty of involved states, bringing the discussion in the field of international law
down to the conflict between the principle of sovereign ownership and exclusive rights
over one’s resources on one side and on the other the principle of shared ownership and
equitable use of joint river, with the latter being the center of many international river
treaties. (Hangin 1992) However even with the equitable distribution ensured by the joint
management river treaty, it is also important to ensure that it provides balance between
human consumption and ecological sustainability. (Dimitrov 2002) Another important
point to consider when dealing with this category is to distinguish between transboundary
rivers and rivers that form a border. The conflicts over transboundary rivers are expected
to arise in cases of water shortage, while boundaries that run along the river might lead to
conflicts over the boundaries themselves. Recent researchers also pointed out that in order
to fully comprehend the dynamics of transboundary rivers, we need to focus on the whole
river basins, instead of just one single river. (Gleditsch, Owen, et ai. 2006)

Some argue that the water scarcity and demand ratio has been and will in the future make
states more likely to expand on their river claims and even begin militarized conflict over
the water resources. Claims will most likely arise and militarization will be considered
when the demand for resources considerably surpasses the available supplies. On the
other hand we have those inspired by liberal institutionalism who suggest that to prevent
such scenarios, international agreements can sometimes help reconciling different claims,
but have more success with minimizing militarization while aiming at ensuring
sustainable and sufficient amount of water to all parties. Therefore, direct armed conflict
over water issues is more of an exception, than a rule. Democratic regime is one of the

characteristics of the two involved states that are often referenced when talking about
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transboundary water resource conflict. According to the democratic peace theory,
democracies are generally not expected to engage in conflict with each other because of
shared values and compliance with international norms, such as paying more attention to
resources and environment, therefore eliminating the chances of scarcity-related conflicts.
At the same time democracies generally show more commitment to international treaties,

which further prevents militarization of potential conflicts. (Hensel and Brochmann 2008)

Researches discussed in the above sections have been valuable in evaluating the
probability of exclusively water-related wars; however, this thesis wishes to expand on
this and look at water conflicts in a broader scheme of interstate relations. That is not to
say that water shortage conditions the entire relationship, but that in some cases it brings a

new dimension to the state-to-state interactions.

Other scholars like Zeitoun and Mirumachi (2008) guestion whether cooperation is
always inherently good, and claim that conflict and cooperation almost always coexist, so
it is more appropriate to think of transhoundary water interaction with important political
and social aspects to it. As we have seen on the previous pages, some scholars (e.g.
Homer-Dixon, Gleick, etc.) argue that water resources will increasingly present a source
of conflict, while others (e.g. Hensel and Brochmann, Wolf, etc.) claim that shared water
resources lead to more cases of cooperation than conflict. Through the Transboundary
Water Interaction Nexus (TWINS) framework Zeitoun and Mirumachi show us how the
different aspects of the two almost always coexist. The matrix they use is a two-
dimensional matrix with cooperation intensity (ranging from confrontation of issues, ad
hoc, technical, risk-averting and risk-taking) represented by one axis and conflict
intensity (non-politicized, politicized, securitised and violised) on the other, allowing us to

trace the developments in the transboundary water interactions. Looking at the shared

39



water interaction instead of binary concepts of cooperation versus conflict allows us to
gain more insight into the inter-state water sharing developments. The TWINS nexus thus
includes a political dimension of water treaties, showing that some forms of cooperation
might perpetuate the conflict. If water treaties prefer one party to another, or focus on for
example data sharing between some institutions instead on resolving the actual conflict, is

“any cooperation” really a step forward?

In the case studies we will see how treaties can also lead to future disagreements,
however ideally these would still be negotiated within the framework of the treaty. The
changing conditions and how they influence the water interactions will be further

demonstrated in the next chapters through case studies.

Solving the transboundary river disputes calls for more international institutions and
treaties, however they only seem to be effective on a regional level, instead of becoming
globally accepted norms that could prevent future conflicts. (Haftendorn 2000) To
address this “no-size-fits-all” issue some suggest paying more attention to causes of water
conflicts that could provide more insight into most appropriate solutions. Haftendorn
(2000) distinguishes between usage (i.e. construction of dams and power stations),
distribution (relative and absolute) and pollution causes of water conflict. In addition to
that | would suggest expanding the latter category to water resource depletion due to

climate change and environmental degradation, including pollution.

Transboundary water disputes present the important dynamic between the upper riparian,
who has the geographical advantage over the use of water resources, and the downstream
riparian whose water utility depends on the upstream neighbor. Many scholars agree that
conflict arises when the downstream riparian is more powerful than the upstream

counterpart, giving the downstream riparian a chance to put necessary pressure behind its
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claims for a more beneficial water management strategy. (T. Homer-Dixon 1999) Such
developments can lead to an establishment of so-called water hegemony, which was
explained by Zeitoun and Werner in their 2006 article Hydro-hegemony — a framework

for analysis of trans-boundary water conflicts:

“Hydro-hegemony is hegemony at the river basin level, achieved through water
resource control strategies such as resource capture, integration and containment.
The strategies are executed through an array of tactics (e.g. coercion-pressure,
treaties, knowledge construction, etc.) that are enabled by the exploitation of
existing power asymmetries within a weak international institutional context.
Political processes outside the water sector configure basin-wide hydro-political
relations in a form ranging from the benefits derived from cooperation under
hegemonic leadership to the inequitable aspects of domination. The outcome of
the competition in terms of control over the resource is determined through the
form of hydro-hegemony established, typically in favour of the most powerful

actor.” (Zeitoun and Warner 2006, 1)

Others say that when compared to the democracy variable, development levels seem to
have a significantly bigger impact on the transboundary water conflict. (Gleditsch, Owen,
et al. 2006) According to them, the previous data suggested the undeveloped countries
experience less water scarcity due to smaller levels of pollution, and developed countries
experience less scarcity because they can invest in water management technologies.
Gleditsch et al (2006) tested this hypothesis and concluded the statement is correct only in
the case of developed countries, while undeveloped countries might still be affected by
water shortage leading to conflict. However, the research also shows the developing

countries suffer from both the increase in demand (due to industrialization and population

41



growth) and at the same time degradation of water resources, while usually not spending

enough money on water management, therefore increasing the risk of water conflict.

The reviewed literature showed us that there is still much debate about the topics such as
water security and its impact on interstate conflict. The literature also presents various
possible scenarios of water-related disputes and evaluates the most common solutions
such as international water sharing treaties. While the treaties provide temporary solutions
to scarcity issues, they seem to not accommodate the changing water availability, as well
as fail to ensure first equitable distribution and second compliance with the terms of
agreement. At the same time most of the literature discusses this issue in terms of binary
concepts such as conflict versus cooperation, with some of the researchers (e.g. Zeitoun
and Mirumachi) proposing a more wholesome approach to analyzing international water

interactions.
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3. CASE STUDY I: WATER SHORTAGE IN INDIA-PAKISTAN

RELATIONS

3.1. BACKGROUND

India and Pakistan are among the many countries that share water resources (TWAP
2016). Furthermore, according to recent figures from the International Monetary Fund,
Pakistan is one of the most water-stressed countries in the world, with a per capita annual
water availability of roughly 1000 m3 — amount also known as the water scarcity
threshold.* (UNESCO; UNWWAP; UN-Water 2012) At the same time, Pakistan’s water
intensity rate is the world’s highest, mostly due to its water intensive agriculture.
(International Monetary Fund 2015) India is in a similar position, with 1116 m3 per
capita water availability, and with two of its major rivers (Indus and Ganges) both
originating in Tibet. (WRIS 2015) Furthermore, the Indus Water Basin is the second most
stressed in the world, and yet this is where most of both countries' water supplies come

from. (Foreign Policy 2016)

Figure 6 Baseline Water Stress map (Gassert, et al. 2013)

! The established and UN-supported criteria for water availability are assesed by by looking at the population-water
equation. The annual water availability criteria are as follows: water stress means per capita water supplies have dropped
below 1,700 m3; amounts lower than 1,000 m3 fall under category water scarcity; and anything lower than 5000 m3 is
categorized as absolute scarcity.
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The relationship between the two countries has been complex since the break-up of
British India, leaving behind many tensions, including military, political, religious, ethnic,
etc. However, this complex and for the most part conflictual relationship seems to have an
aspect of cooperation that has given hope to many idealists: joint management of the
Indus River Basin through the Indus Water Treaty (IWT). (World Bank 1960) After
surviving three Indo-Pakistani wars since 1960's, the recent developments suggest that
what was first viewed worldwide as a success story and an example of water sharing
treaty is now quickly deteriorating into just another aspect of bad Indo-Pakistani relations.
For the time being the future of the treaty is yet to be seen, however, most analysts agree
that revoking the agreement would lead to a humanitarian catastrophe in an already
water-poor country. The reason for that seems quite simple: under the current agreement,
Pakistan is allocated 80% of all the water in the river basin. If India started controlling
this, it would cut sole source of water supplies for a large part of Pakistan. (The Economic

Times 2016)
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Figure 7 Indus River Basin map (ProPakistani 2016)
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Historically, the development of the Indus Basin into the world’s largest river basin
irrigated area and the partition of British India brought about a very important question of
water security. Because the Indus River and its tributaries flow through India first, India
has an obvious advantage over the use of water. In 1947, the newly established Pakistan
and its West Punjab faced the first water challenge: India’s East Punjab government held
complete control over the Indus River and its tributaries, while having no obligations to
supply any water to the neighbouring West Punjab. After the first so-called “Standstill
Agreement” that was negotiated for a period of 1 year, no state made an effort to start a
new round of negotiations or to extend the existing agreement and as a result, India’s East
Punjab government cut the water supplies the day after the agreement expired on March
31, 1948. (Biswas 2009) Pakistan’s overall discontentment with the situation led the two
countries to the negotiations table — to negotiate the water management schemes for the
second, and certainly not the last time. (Commonwealth Legal Information Institute 1948)
In the light of the recent independence and the underlying political and religious conflicts,
the negotiations were often seen as almost impossible, with the Governor-General of
Pakistan, Muhammad Ali Jinnah, refusing mediator Sir Cyril Radcliffe’s call for joint

water management as expressed in the following quotation:

“Jinnah told him [Radcliffe] to get on with his job and inferred that he would
rather have Pakistan deserts than fertile fields watered by courtesy of Hindus.” (Biswas

2009)

Despite such less than cooperative attitude, the first couples of years after the partition of
British India, the waters of the Indus were apportioned by the Inter-Dominion Accord of

1948 (also called the Delhi Agreement), which stated that India should release enough
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water to Pakistan, in exchange for annual payments, which was basically just a
continuation of the Standstill Agreement. However, the agreement also stated that this
was but a temporary solution, and expressed hopes for a more permanent, friendly
solution, but all further negotiations quickly got to a stalemate. The unsatisfied Pakistan
expressed their keen interest in holding another inter-dominion conference, but also
stating that should the two countries fail to find an equitable solution, the International
Court of Justice would be asked to solve the water issues. The following years
demonstrated India’s reluctance for third party involvement, and instead their preference
for an ad hoc tribunal, as suggested by the Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, who
advocated for the establishment of an International Commission that would equally
include representatives from both countries. Furthermore, Pakistan claimed the 1948
agreement was signed forcibly, and that the ad hoc sum the West Punjab had to deposit
with the Reserve Bank of India also presented certain difficulties. Despite these
reservations from Pakistan, India dutifully observed the 1948 Inter-Dominion Accord
until it gave way to the final and still present Indus Water Treaty. (Biswas 2009)

As mentioned before, India strongly opposed referring the Indus River dispute to a third
party, but ironically, it was their government’s foreign guest who took the negotiations to
the international arena. In 1951, David E. Lilienthal, former chairperson of Tennessee
Valley Authority (TVA) and US Atomic Energy Commission, visited India to talk about
the TVA river development strategies. During this visit, Lilienthal took a closer look at
the water issues in the Indus Basin and suggested that peaceful resolution of this issue
would promote overall peace in the region. (Transboundary Waters 2007) To start the
process, Lilienthal included his friend and then President of the World Bank, Eugene R.
Black. He extended a formal invitation for cooperation the prime ministers of both India

(Nehru) and Pakistan (Liaquat Ali Khan), who then in September 1951 formally accepted
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the initiative to start a new round of negotiations. But before the talks started, the Prime
Minister Liaquat Ali Khan was assassinated, so Black had to restart the whole process
with Khan’s successor, Khawja Nazimmudin. Both India and Pakistan accepted the
World Bank’s involvement and promised not to manipulate water supplies throughout the
co-operative process. In May 1952, engineers from India, Pakistan and the World Bank
first met in Washington, and engaged in extensive discussions on outlining the river
management scheme that would benefit both sides. The next two meetings in Karachi
(November 1952) and Delhi (January 1953) highlighted the still unresolved differences
on water development of the Indus System. To clarify these differences, both
governments sent their respective plans to the World Bank for analysis. The two plans
mostly differed in the water allocation amounts and after some pressure, India and
Pakistan both lowered their expected share. Unfortunately, these miniscule changes were
not enough to bring about a mutually agreeable solution, so in February 1954, the World
Bank announced that the resulting stalemate does not support further progress. The Bank
also prepared its own proposal, in hope that the two countries will find the following
terms more acceptable: Pakistan was given exclusive control over the Western rivers
(Indus, Jhelum and Chenab), except for the minimal flow of Jhelum traditionally used in
Kashmir. India, on the other hand, was given exclusive control over the Eastern rivers
(Ravi, Beas and Sutlej), except for a transition period during which India would continue
to allow Pakistan the historic withdrawals. The transition period would be supervised by a
temporary cooperative administration and end with the completion of link canals that
would make up for Pakistan’s loss of water allocations from the Eastern Rivers.
Furthermore any infrastructure development costs would be paid by the benefitting
country. Following Lilienthal’s vision for the region, the initial plan was to solve the

dispute sooner rather than later, however Pakistan felt the World Bank favoured India’s
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agenda. As a result, the Bank’s proposal was quickly accepted by India (March 25, 1954),
while Pakistan pointed out the issues with the inadequate compensations for the loss of
water from Eastern Rivers. Pakistan explained that their limited storage capabilities could
not support the development and growing population needs. Taking these consideration
into account, the World Bank then published a revised Aide Memoire. (Biswas 2009)
More negotiations were held, but in the end, due to the development plans and irrigation
needs, neither side could afford the dissolution of talks, so in September 1960 the IWT,
was signed by the Prime Minister of India, Shri Jawaharlal Nehru, and the president of

Pakistan, Field Marshal Mohammad Ayub Khan. (World Barik 1960)

According to the twelve articles of the agreement, unrestricted use and control over the
three Eastern Rivers (Sutlej, Beas and Ravi) was given to India, with the exception of the
10-year transition period between April 1, 1960-March 31, 1970. For the duration of this
period, India had to supply certain amounts of water to Pakistan (amounts specified in
Annexure H of the IWT). On the other hand, exclusive control over the three Western
Rivers (Indus, Jhelum and Chenab) was given to Pakistan. During the 10-year transition
period framed in the treaty, canals and systems were to be built to make up for Pakistan’s
loss of water. A Consortium of Countries, assembled by the World Bank, and consisting
of the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada, Federal Republic of Germany,
Australia and New Zealand, paid for the lion’s share of the expenses. In addition to that,
India agreed to share the remaining costs with Pakistan. According to the IWT, India and
Pakistan need to cooperate on all matters regarding the treaty and share all relevant data.
The biggest part of this cooperation is done through the Permanent Indus Commission
(PIC), which has so far survived three Indo-Pakistani wars. (Transboundary Waters 2007)

If the PIC cannot resolve the disputes, they need to be referred first to a neutral expert,
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and if necessary to the Court of Arbitration. These conflict resolution mechanisms are
specified in the Article 1X and Annexure E and G. (Biswas 2009) In line with these
conflict resolution mechanisms, in 2010, Islamabad appealed to the Permanent Court of
Arbitration in The Hague, voicing its fears that India’s plans for Kishenganga Dam would
give India too much power over the waters of the Neelum River. After three years, the

court ruled in India’s favour. (Permanent Court of Arbitration 2013)

The treaty is an often referenced example of successful joint water management, however,

more recent events suggest that, even in this case, water cooperation and conflict coexist.

3.2. DEVELOPMENT AFTER 20 “Narendra Modi era”

For decades there has been little coverage or scholarly attention paid to the water issues
between India and Pakistan, probably because of the prevailing opinion that the Indus
Water Treaty successfully regulated the situation. After this relatively quiet period (this is
not to say that there were no issues!), the following paragraphs will focus on the period
since 2014, when Narendra Modi took the office of Indian Prime Minister. Modi’s
approach to the water disputes will be portrayed through news articles and the Indian
government’s statements published on their website.

In 2015, Pakistan’s regular blackouts brought attention to the country’s insufficient
energy infrastructure and together with the imminent water shortage issues, Pakistan has
made it to the covers of many international media channels. The country’s water supplies
started plummeting partly due to the effects of global climate change, and on the other
side domestic infrastructure, mismanagement and wasteful use. While the government
identified mostly domestic issues, some conservative Muslim groups continuously

accused India of so-called “water terrorism”. Despite their differences, they all agreed
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that the situation is getting worse. The representatives of Pakistani government, such as
the minister for water and energy, Khawaja Muhammad Asif, warned that Pakistan could
face a total water shortage in the next decade. (The Diplomat 2015, New York Times

2015, Asian Development Bank 2013)

In August 2016, Islamabad again voiced its concerns over the Kishenganga and Ratle
hydroelectric plants. According to the established procedures, they first directed their
appeal at the Indian government. The Request for Arbitration was later addressed through
the World Bank’s Court of Arbitration. The Bank committed to a timely resolution;
however, the India-Pakistan relations soon faced a new challenge. (Government of
Pakistan 2016) On September 18, 2016, four terrorists (assumed to be from the Pakistani
Jaish-e-Mohammed jihadist group) attacked near the town of Uri, in the Indian-
administered state of Jammu and Kashmir. It was reported as "the deadliest attack on
security forces in Kashmir in two decades”, as they killed 17 soldiers. (BBC 2016)
Shortly after that, the Indian PM Narendra Modi said “Blood and water can’t flow
together” and therefore India will “try and exploit to the maximum” the Indus river. (The
Times of India 2016) At the meeting between both countries’ Water Resources and
External Affairs Ministries, India decided to suspend further annual water talks of the
PIC and at the same time increase maximize utilization of India’s legal water share until
“the terror comes to an end”. In response to that, the foreign affairs advisor to Pakistani
Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif said revoking the IWT could be perceived as an “act of
war,” and he hinted that Pakistan might seek assistance from the United Nations or
International Court of Justice. (Foreign Policy 2016) At the same time, Modi has also
worked on indirect support for helping Afghanistan develop its eastern rivers (Kabul,

Kunnar and Chitral), which would again have very direct consequences for Pakistan’s

50



water supplies. (Pakistan Today 2016) Soon enough, Modi’s actions and statements were
taken by the international and local media, spreading his rhetoric of “turning Pakistan
into desert”, “water that belongs to India cannot be allowed to enter Pakistan”, and
criticizing previous governments for ignoring Indian farmers’ needs and allowing India’s
legal shares of water to go to waste. (The News International 2016) These words were
accompanied by a high-level meeting of Indian officials, where they established a new
government inter-ministerial task force, whose primary aim was to review the Indus
Water Treaty and prevent India’s shares of water to wastefully pass to Pakistan and then
into the ocean. To this end, this same meeting then provided an official decision to fully
utilize India’s legal water shares. (The Times of India 2016)

In January 2017, Narendra Modi addressed this issue at his first rally in Punjab, where he
promised the local farmers the so far unused India’s water share from the Indus River.
(The Times of India 2017) On March 21, both countries started a new round of
negotiations in Pakistan’s Islamabad, however to this date, no concrete conclusions have
been announced. Some sources even report India’s disappointment with the event’s
agenda — more specificaily, Pakistan’s attitude of not addressing the issue at hand.
(Pakistan Today 2017, Pakistan Today 2017) At the same time, others report the two
countries did address some of the water issues, e.g. Pakistan formally requested India to
share the plans for new hydro projects in Kashmir, as well as allow Pakistani experts to
examine the construction site. Reportedly, India has so far refused both of these two
requests (Hindustan Times 2017), instead of improving transparency and data sharing in
this contested issue. According to other newspapers, India has shown a rather rigid
position on the Indus Water Treaty, insisting on the current provisions. (The Times of

India 2017) Prior to the meeting, Pakistan’s minister for water and power, Mr. Khawaja
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Asif, stated: “Respect and implementation of this agreement ... is in the interest of both
countries and this region”. (Hindustan Times 2017)

At the same time, there have been growing tensions rising within India, for example
between the states of Harayana and Punjab. Villages in Harayana have suffered from
drought, reportedly because of India’s unutilized water provision specified in the IWT.
According to many Indian government officials, this water goes to waste by flowing from

India, through Pakistan and into the ocean. (Hindustan Times 2017)

3.3. ANALYSIS

This section of the thesis is dedicated to the analysis of Indo-Pakistani water interactions
over the Indus River Basin under the Indus \Water Treaty. The analysis consists of several
parts:

First, it sums up the background chapter and presents the important events on a
timeline, starting with the partition of British India in 1947, and ends with the start of a
new round of IWT negotiations.

Second, it uses the TWINS matrix to present and then re-evaluate the nature of the
transboundary water interactions. It uses official documents and news reports to create a
narrative of water interactions, and challenges the prevailing opinion that, until recently,
Indio-Pakistani water relations under the IWT have been a success story.

The last part aims to seek out the reasons for these interactions, and it does so by
examining the two actors and their relative power. The argument is that the power

asymmetry creates a unique downstream-upstream riparian dialogue.

The timeline below visualizes the information that was presented in the previous

subchapter. This presentation of information could lead us to a conclusion that after two
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relatively short-standing agreements, the Indus Water Treaty managed to survive three
major Indo-Pakistani wars over the last fifty years. So far, the treaty is still in place,
despite Modi’s controversial move in October 2016, when he decided to suspend the
annual meetings of the Permanent Indus Commission. After months of uncertainty, the
leaders of both countries got together in Islamabad and started a new round of
negotiations. These latest developments in March 2017 give hope for survival of the IWT,
however, so far neither government has commented on the content or nature of the

meeting.
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In applying the TWINS matrix, the first step is to transfer the timeline information to the
two-dimensional matrix. The timeline gives us an accurate representation of the sequence;
however, it might mislead us into thinking that periods with different agreements in place
were times of no conflict. Therefore, in addition to the information that a timeline can
give us, the matrix draws reader’s attention to the previously unseen aspects — the

coexistence of conflict and cooperation.
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Figure 9 TWINS representation 1: Timeline of important events in the indo-Pakistani water interactions

Point 1 represents the post-partition situation between August and December 1947. The
water scarcity issues are just another aspect of conflict between the two new states.
Hostilities occur even (but not exclusively) over the rare water resources. India and
Pakistan both acknowledge the issue of water scarcity, and deal with it on a domestic

level, so their actions are not coordinated or cooperative.

Point 2 marks the Standstill Agreement of December 1947, which established first
regulations regarding the sharing of Indus waters between India and Pakistan. The
agreement alleviated the conflict, but due to its temporal nature, failed to remove water
security from the political agenda. Both sides were aware of the still-existing differences
of opinions and the very short time they had to resolve them — the Standstill Agreement

was to expire on March 31, 1948.

Point 3 shows us what happened immediately after the agreement expired: on April 1,

1948, India shut off water supplies to Pakistan. Prior to that event, neither side made an
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effort to negotiate a new deal or even to extend the Standstill Agreement, so India could
legally stop supplying water, thus sending a clear message to Pakistan: no agreement, no

water.

Point 4 takes us to May 4, 1948, when India and Pakistan signed the Inter-Dominion
Accord. Faced with the merciless reality of India’s water politics, Pakistan initiated a new
round of negotiations. Due to time limitations, the Inter-Dominion Accord mostly
followed the previous Standstill Agreement, with some minor changes. The short text of
the agreement quickly recaps the situation, showing that India’s East Punjab believes to
have sole ownership of the Indus waters, while West Punjab under Pakistan references
international law to support its river claims. The accord this states that in exchange for
payments, India wili keep releasing water to Pakistan, but slowly decrease the amounts, to
allow Pakistan enough time to a smooth transition to tapping other water sources.
(Commonwealth Legal Information Institute 1948) The urgency of the situation pushed
Pakistan to sign an accord that was clearly not in their best interest. Due to their ongoing
dissatisfaction with the agreement provisions, the Inter-Dominion Accord was seen as
another temporal solution, and despite setting up a water regulation system, it is
questionable if it actually formed common norms or goals, therefore the author argues
that the agreement can be classified as ad-hoc joint action. Two years after the agreement
was signed in 1948, negotiations were started to find a more permanent solution based on

shared goals and norms.

Point 5 is a considered a milestone in Indo-Pakistani water interactions — the Indus Water
Treaty. After almost a decade of negotiations, the IWT was signed on September 19,

1960. It established new regulations, joint data sharing and revision bodies, as well as
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conflict resolution mechanisms. In contrast with the previous two agreements, the IWT
really does seem to have established common norms and actions to achieve the ultimate
goal, water security. The treaty provided safeguards even in times of three Indo-Pakistani
wars, and was therefore seen as a shining example of transboundary water cooperation.
The matrix shows that overall, the treaty did not remove the water security issues from
the political agenda. However, it did prevent securitization or hostilities over the Indus
River and its tributaries. The treaty has been in place for nearly 60 years, but events in

2016 have brought some serious strains over the treaty’s implementation.

Point 6 shows us how, after the Uri attack in September 2016, Modi’s rhetoric and
actions of suspending the Permanent Indus Commission have shifted the interaction back
to the domain of securitization. So far, the water supply to Pakistan has not been cut off
(and as we have seen in the previous chapter’s Pakistan would interpret this as an act of
war), but it is safe to say that official statements show the common norms and goals
might not be there anymore. We can observe this in both Pakistan and India’s statements,
referring to the other side as the “terrorist side”, thus clearly differentiating between their
supposed values and norms. At the same time, India’s goals have started leaning towards
providing the local population with water and if necessary, this goal could override the

IWT.

The first TWINS matrix showed the conflict and cooperation aspects of Indo-Pakistani
interactions since 1947. The next one will take a better look at the events under the Indus
Water Treaty, with aim to accurately present the nuanced interactions and oppose the

prevailing view that ITW is solely a matter of cooperation.
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Some of the statements used for this part of the analysis have been taken from the Indian
Pakistani government websites, although it is worth mentioning that their online press
release databases only go as far back as 2000. For that reason, the author decided to
complement the official statements with news reports, and to focus mostly on the 21°

century and most recent developments between 2000 and 2017.

One of the first recorded disputes is that of the Salal Dam in 1987, which was eventually
amicably resolved through bilateral negotiations. Some other projects, such as the Wullar
Barrage/Tulbul Navigation Project, and the Baghligar Dam on Chenab River started a
much longer dispute, straining the countries’ relations from mid-1990’s up until now,
with Pakistan opposing its construction, but not being able to prevent it. In 2006, Indian
government issued a press release regarding the Tulbul Navigation Project, explaining its
legality as a navigation facility (as opposed to storage facility, as claimed by Pakistan)
and its non-consumptive use of water, thus posing no threat to downstream Pakistan’s

water availability. (Government of India 2006)

In light of the post Uri Modi rhetoric, Islamabad has restated its concerns over using this
dam as an instrument of coercion. (Dr. Shaheen 2010, The Times of India 2004) The
1988 floods that hit India and Pakistan, revealed even more issues on water management,
thus starting a separate round of public accusations and, eventually, agreement on sharing
water data to prevent future devastating floods. (Dartmouth University 2003)

Securitization act has been present in many official statement and speeches, thus shifting
the Indus Water Treaty from a political agenda towards securitized issue. Between 2009
and 2017, Pakistan has been continuously accusing India of manipulating or even

breaching the Indus Water Treaty. With the supporting statement from the UN (e.g. the
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world is on the brink of the first water war), Pakistani officials and people have been
accusing India of illegally storing Pakistan’s water. The government warned that such
actions could fuel extremism, terrorism, or even war, however, India responded that the
post Mumbai terrorist attacks period is not the time to be discussing water issues, when
India is already being threatened from within Pakistan. In addition to that, the Indian
government’s press release described the theft allegations as “baseless”.  (The
Independent 2009, Government of India 2010) The water theft accusations continued in
2011, adding that India has been benefitting from the unjust IWT provisions, mostly by
dam construction works on Chenab River. Pakistan government representatives and U.S.
diplomatic envoys to india and Pakistan seemingly agreed that these dams would put
further strain on the Indo-Pakistani relations, while India denied having received any flow
reduction concerns from the Pakistani government. (Pakistan Today 2011, Pakistan
Today 2011) Members of the Pakistani parliament have continued with their rhetoric, e.g.
saying India aims to make Pakistan a barren land and destroy Pakistan’s agriculture, by
blatantly violating the IWT. Therefore, Pakistan could brace itself for future famine,
unless something was done to address the issue. (Pakistan Today 2012, Pakistan Today
2012, Pakistan Today 2013) The government press release confirmed these fears and
pointed at three main factors for water scarcity: Indus Water Treaty, decline in
transboundary flows into Pakistan, and population growth. (Government of Pakistan 2014)
The media went on with blaming India for destructive floods, again with the supposed
goal of destroying Pakistan’s agriculture. (Pakistan Today 2014, Pakistan Today 2014) It
is noteworthy here that Narendra Modi came into power in 2014, and as already described
in the background subchapter, he started a much more responsive rhetoric, compared to

the previously relatively silent Indian government.
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After the Uri attack in September 2016, Modi’s statements to use water as a weapon
against Pakistan’s terrorism were met by (unsurprisingly) strong opposition from the
downstream neighbor. In November 2016, Pakistan even warned against such coercive
measures and instruments of war at the UN Open Debate of the Security Council on
“Water, Peace and Security”. (Government of Pakistan 2016) While India talked about
questioning and revising the Indus Water Treaty, Pakistan firmly stood its ground of
keeping the treaty without any modifications (Pakistan Today 2016), which seems to be
in contradiction with their previous statements where they blamed the treaty for the water

scarcity issues.

Point 1 on the TWINS matrix representation below shows us how the IWT established
common norms, but left the water issues on the political agendas in both countries. Many
of the disputes that have arose since 1960 have either securitized water issues, but kept
the common norms (e.g. Salal Dam) as represented by point 2, or securitized the issue
and regressed to common goals, with different preferred and even pursued approaches to
the issue. These cases, represented with peint 2°, include flood management, and India’s
hydropower construction on Chenab River, etc. Similar to the TWINS matrix above,
point 3 shows us how, after the Uri attack in September 2016, Modi’s rhetoric and
actions of suspending the Permanent Indus Commission have shifted the interaction back
to the domain of securitization. So far, the water supply to Pakistan has not been cut off,
and the technical data sharing mechanism are still there, however, the PIC has been
suspended and as discussed in the first TWINS representation above, the common goals

and norms seem to have dissolved.
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Figure 10 TWINS representation 2: Indo-Pakistani water interactions under the IWT

The two TWINS representations of Indo-Pakistani water interactions show us that while
there have been improvements on cooperation, some aspects of conflict have continued
on, with little hope for their resolution. One of the questions that come to mind is: has the
treaty given all that it possibly could, and has now become outdated? If so, why has it not
been renegotiated, to accommodate the increasing demand, climate change, etc.? The next
paragraph will dive into the power asymimetry, in hope that the two countries relative
economic and military power can explain why the treaty remains in its original and
perhaps already obsolete form. The relative power will be outiined in this section, and the
used to compare the power asymmetry in the Indo-Bangladeshi water interactions

(Chapter 4).

The financial power can be understood by looking at the two countries’ GDP. According
to the World Bank data from February 2017, measured in millions of international dollars,
India ranks number three in the world, with the GDP value of 7,998,278. On the other
hand, Pakistan sits 21 places lower, with GDP value of 946,667. (World Bank 2017) This

massive difference can explain why India can invest much more money into infrastructure
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development projects, and why Pakistan is suspicious of these (compared to their)

projects that could store humongous amounts of river water.

Military power is an important factor in Indo-Pakistani conflict-ridden relations.
According to the World Bank, in 2015 India spent 2.4% of its total GDP on military
expenditure, while Pakistan spent 3.6%. (World Bank 2017) Both countries possess
nuclear weapons, making war even more of an extremely undesirable outcome. (Arms
Control Association 2017) It is worth mentioning, that in addition to Pakistan’s military
power, there are certain terrorist groups who have put water security on their agenda.
(Stanford University 2016, The Telegraph 2010) According to Modi’s rhetoric and
vilification of Pakistani terrorism, hardly any benefits could be expected from terrorism

activities to coerce India into releasing more water.
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India’s alliance with Afghanistan was already mentioned in the previous subchapter, so it

is important to add that Pakistan has strong regional allies as well. China and Pakistan
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have been working together on a series of economic and development projects, knows as
the China-Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC). India has already raised its concerns over
this project, and the Sino-Pakistani friendship could also pose a problem in water supplies
to India — the Indus and its tributaries originate in China-administered Tibet, making
China the ultimate upper riparian. Because there are no bilateral agreements between
China and India, China could answer India’s unilateral actions targeting Pakistan’s water
security, by responding in an equal measure, while at the same time not breaching any
agreements. (Al Jazeera 2017, Pakistan Today 2016)

Last but not least, the population growth in both countries means that the demand for
water resources will continue to rise. In 2015, the population of India grew at a rate of
1.2%, and 2.1% in Pakistan. (World Bank 2017) It is therefore unsurprising, that the
politicians need to reassure their voters and convince them that water security (as one of
the most tangible issues for Pakistani and Indian people) is one of their top priorities.
Modi’s strongly worded opinions on this issue could also have helped in his 2017

Assembly Election campaign,

Looking at the information presented above, India seems to be relatively stronger in terms
of both finance and military power, in addition to having the geographic advantage of an
upper riparian. However, Pakistan does have a powerful regional ally in China, as well as
the internationally accepted treaty to use as a defense mechanism. If Pakistan is not
willing to go into war over water resources, their best option is to hold India accountable
in the international arena and, much to India’s discontent, keep involving third parties in
dispute resolution process. While renegotiating the treaty to meet the needs of present
times would be beneficial to both India and Pakistan, it seems that so far, both states

prefer to stay with the original agreement. The difference between the two countries’
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position seems to be that India wishes to exploit it to the legal maximum, and Pakistan
opposed any increases in India’s water consumption, even if they are in line with the

agreement.

3.4. POLICY RECOMMENDATINS

According to the international community, and even the two involved countries, the water
issues over the Indus River Basin between India and Pakistan were settled in 1960, and
have since only been a matter of compliance with the Indus Water Treaty provisions.
However, the past decade has shown that the continuous increase of water demands on
one hand, and the unresolved tensions between the two countries have proven that the
treaty in itself does not build sufficient trust for meaningful and sustainable cooperation.
The Indus Water Treaty therefore provided the two states with water in the past, but has
gradually become less efficient. This increasing water shortage has then fed the existing
lack of trust on both sides, leading up to the height of water tensions since the September
2016 Uri attack. The author believes that the main reasons for the IWT’s failure are:

e The treaty does not accommodate the changing conditions, and with that, it pushes
the countries towards unilateral and borderiine interpretations of the treaty
provisions. The treaty has never been updated, thus still relying on the same data
as when it was signed, despite having monthly data sharing mechanism in place.

e The treaty and its supporters have been focusing on how the treaty has survived
wars, instead of evaluating its primary function: to provide both sides with
sufficient amounts of water. For the sake of building overall peace, any action that
could lead to another round of lengthy negotiations has been discouraged, until

post Uri-attacks Modi’s rhetoric.
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First recommendation is therefore to reconsider the treaty’s provisions and start a
fresh round of (multilateral) negotiations. India’s incentives to renegotiate the treaty
seem obvious: the population has been growing’ and with it water consumption needs for
drinking, agriculture, energy, etc. So far, India has not even fully utilized its legal shares,
however, it is important to remember that the water allocations were decided half a
century ago, when water availability and needs were different from today’s. What used to
be reasonable amount of India’s legal water shares in 1960, might mean water catastrophe
for the downstream Pakistan today. At the same time, any drastic measures on the Indian
side could be interpreted as acts of war, not only by the government, but also by the many
militant groups. Terrorism seems to be the key factor for the future of IWT. Narendra
Modi has made it clear, that Pakistan’s efforts to stamp out terrorism will be reflected in
the water sharing reality between the two states. (Global Risk Insights 2016)

Pakistan has a great incentive to renegotiate the treaty as well, however, the official
statements referenced in the previous chapters suggest that for now, both countries
support the current IWT. The experience of lengthy negotiations might have left a bitter
memory, thus making the option of going through another similar process an unlikely
choice. The rational choice for India, under current conditions, is to capture as much of
water resources as legally possible, while for Pakistan, their preferred rational choice
seems to be appealing to the international community. (Government of Pakistan 2017) An
alternative needs to be offered: a multilateral, basin-wide agreement that would first and
foremost provide the dependent local communities with enough water, and then provide
for the region as a whole. More emphasis should be put on benefit sharing and given the
circumstances, a third-party mediator might be required for successful planning and

implementation. To achieve this, Pakistan should keep putting pressure on India through

"In 2015, the growth rate was 1.2%. (World Bank 2016)
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international institutions and try to engage its ally China to persuade India into a new
round of negotiations.

With IWT, the length of the process seems to have led to a “bad agreement is better than
no agreement” attitude, which should not be the case in the future. India’s reluctance to
enter into multilateral agreements might be changed by China’s increasing hydro-project
planning on many rivers, including the rich Himalayan sources that feed the whole South
Asia. Another issue that must be addressed here is China’s general rejection of joint water
management concepts, and support for upper-most riparian’s absolute power over
transboundary waters. (Chelianey 2013) Unless India accepts multilateral approaches and
perhaps even uses its leverage to convince China to join, India has no guarantee that
China will keep letting sufficient amounts of water flow downstream, when resource
capture could solve many of China’s own domestic water issues — and at the same time,
heavily impact India.

To make the new agreement more sustainable, it should contain the following
mechanisms: flexible allocation strategies; drought provisions; amendment and
review procedures; and joint management institutions. (Cooley, Christian-Smith and
Gleick 2009) These mechanism would ensure both India and Pakistan sufficient amounts

of water, thus alleviate water-related social tensions within and between the two countries.

Before starting the new, basin-wide multilateral agreement negotiations, the two
countries need to first review and modify the existing IWT, so that it could serve
them during the transition period. The modified IWT should rely on the new water
availability and demands data, and take into account possible future scenarios (e.g. impact
of climate change). While India seems to prefer status-quo, it should be reminded that the

IWT cannot accommodate its growing needs and at the same time uphold international
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cooperation on the issue. Breaching the agreement would seriously impact India’s
position in the international arena, therefore renegotiating and complying with a treaty are

the most rational choice.

On the domestic level, the two governments should continue, and perhaps accelerate,
transitioning to less water-intensive crops and industries, and build their economic
growth around the concept of sustainable development. Less water demand will lead

to less tension surrounding the limited resources.

Another challenge that should be stopped immediately is privatization and
commercialization of water resources. In Pakistan, Nestlé has already launched a
business of buying groundwater and selling it back as their bottied product Pure Life.
(Rosemann 2005) One of the possible solutions would be to include water in the
constitutional rights, thus preventing private ownership and unequitable access to the

scarce water resources.
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4. CASE STUDY II: WATER SHORTAGE IN INDIA-

BANGLADESH RELATIONS

4.1. BACKGROUND

The seasonal differences in rainfall and the regional mismanagement of river flows are at
the core of water issues in the Indian subcontinent. More specifically, water issues
between the two areas that are now known as India and Bangladesh started under the
British Raj (1858-1947), when the Kolkata port was built for river transport to and from
the inland. The port was built on the Hooghly River, which used to be the main course for
the Ganges, before the latter river shifted eastwards towards the Bengal Delta.
Consequently, the river transport on the Hooghly River was almost non-existent during
the dry season. To address this issue and to keep the Kolkata port alive, in 1975 India
built Farakka Barrage - a diversion canal to bring back the much needed river flow that
would flush out the deposited sediments during the dry season. While this saved the
Kolkata port, the surrounding industry and livelihoods of 100 million Indian people, it
merely relocated the water scarcity issues to Bangladesh. (Hanasz 2014, The Water Page
1996, Dr. Mital 2016) At that point, the construction of the barrage had been more than

20 years in planning.

Starting in 1951, Pakistan® repeatedly called for a closer collaboration on the project.
Their proposals suggested two main clauses. First, inclusion of the UN advisory and
technical bodies in the planning process e.g. request the UN Secretary General to appoint

engineers to participate in the meetings. Secondly, Pakistan called for a joint expert

® East Pakistan fought the independence war from Pakistan much later, in 1971, and resulted in
establishing the People's Republic of Bangladesh.
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examination before implementation. While India refused to meet Pakistan on these
demands, it agreed on data exchange for projects of mutual interest, which led to expert-
level meetings starting on June 28, 1960. Seven months later, while these meetings were
still in progress, India informed Pakistan it started with the construction of the Farakka
Barrage. All efforts by Pakistan to organize a high-level political meeting were to no avail.
In 1963, both countries agreed to an expert-level meeting, which was then organized five
years later in order to prepare the necessary data for a minister-level meeting. By that
time, Pakistan has given up on meaningful data-sharing cooperation, but insisted that
enough data was available for the high-level political meetings to commence. India
agreed to a limited scope of these meetings, which were eventually held in 1968-1970,
and clearly showed the different visions for river management. The meetings displayed a
clear pattern of lower riparian versus upper riparian power struggle, with Pakistan
pressing for an equitable water distribution under the supervision of the permanent
Ganges Commission and mechanisms of dispute settlement in accordance with

international standards, and India merely focusing on data sharing accuracy.

The fifth secretaries-level meeting in July 1970 ended with three recommendations,
namely: First, Farakka will serve as a water delivery point to East Pakistan. Second, both
sides found it acceptable that a body consisting of representatives from both countries
could supervise this delivery. Second, the quantum of water to be delivered at Farakka
would be decided in 3-6 months, at a meeting which level was yet to be decided by the
two governments. This meeting would also address other unresolved issues. In reality,
these concluding recommendations did not have much impact on the course of events.

(Wolf and Newton 2007)
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Shortly after the independence in 1971, the newly established Bangladesh expressed its
wishes to continue working on the Ganges River issues. In 1972, Bangladesh and India
established the Indo-Bangladesh Joint River Commission, which addressed management
of common rivers with specific exclusion of Ganges — this would only be handled
between the two prime ministers. Preparatory meetings at the minister-level resulted in
the promise that the Ganges issues would be solved through a mutually acceptable

solution, before Farakka starts operating.

The prime ministers met in 1974 and came up with an important observation, that during
the low-flow periods, the water quantity may not be sufficient to provide for both Indian
and Bangladeshi needs and therefore the river would need to be augmented. The process
of doing so would be further specified and supervised by the Joint River Commission,

together with the water allocation quantities.

Each of the two couniries has had a different vision regarding the augmentation, with
India continuously proposing water diversion from Brahmaputra and Bangladesh
preferring augmentation through storage facilities within the Ganges basin. (Wolf and

Newton 2007)

The next couple of meetings crystalized two countries differing positions, as summarized

in the table below:

BANGLADESH INDIA

Adequate storage potential of monsoon Additional storage potential is limited and
flow is required to meet the Indian needs, | therefore insufficient to meet Indian needs.
without taking from Bangladesh’s piece of

cake.
Nepal should participate in this project, as The Joint River Commission cannot
additional storage needs to be built on accommodate negotiations with another
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Ganges tributaries in Nepal. party.
Diversion of waters from Brahmaputra to Diversion and storage of waters from
Ganges would be too detrimental for Brahmaputra would be the most optimal
Bangladesh (possible mass relocations). solution with benefits for both sides.
Better solution would be amending the The Commission cannot discuss
existing diversion canal to Hooghly River | amendments for Hooghly River diversion
and constructing a navigation link from links. Construction of the navigation link is
Kolkata to the sea via Sunderban. irrelevant to the regional water
development issues.

(Wolf and Newton 2007)

In 1975, the countries agreed to trial run for Farakka Barrage in low flow season, with
11,000-16,000 cusecs discharge in 10-day periods between April 21 and May 31. Any
extra flow was guaranieed to Bangladesh. After this trial run period finished, India
extended its diverting cperations at Farakka, without further negotiations or agreements.
This time, however, India withdrew the maximum of 40,000 cusecs, even during the dry
season, which resulted in salination along the coast, desiccation of Ganges tributaries and
consequential issues for agriculture, industry, fisheries and navigation — all for
Bangladesh to deal with. (Bandyopadhyay and Ghosh 2016) Due to India’s unilateral
actions, Bangladesh turned to the General Assembly of the UN and filed a formal
complaint in January 1976. Ten months later, the UN responded with a statement
encouraging a ministerial-level meeting to re-start the negotiations for a fair settlement.
The two countries thus restarted the water talks in December 1976, and in the following
April, they reached an understanding on the most fundamental issues. The progress has
been accredited to India’s new government under the leadership of Janata Party, whose

priority was to settle discords with India’s neighbours. (Hossain 2010)

This April meeting was then supplemented and formalized in the Ganges Water

Agreement (GWA), which was signed on November 5, 1977. This first official agreement
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between India and Bangladesh covers the sharing of water at Farakka Barrage, as well as
finding a long-term solution for the much-contested topic of Ganges augmentation during
the dry season. The agreement also started a tradition that is still respected in the present
times: using the 75% of recorded flow between 1948 and 1973 to establish the average
dry season availability and with it the fixed water allocations. The GWA also established
a practice of minimum water withdrawals between Farakka and the Bangladesh border as
well as the provisions for a Joint Committee to supervise the implementation, write
annual reports and provide data sharing. Conflict resolution was also within the
Committee’s scope of duties, as they were to examine any related issues. If the
Committee failed to provide a viable solution, a joint and equally represented Indo-
Bangladeshi panel of experts nominated by the two governments wouid be entrusted with
the issue. (Rahman 2006)

Initially the agreement was signed for five years, with hope that the Joint River
Commission would in the meantime work out a long-term solution, however members of
the Commission from both sides again presented very different, and incompatible ideas.
After the five years, India and Bangladesh both agreed not to extend the 1977 GWA and
instead start the negotiations anew. Further negotiations and failed attempts at finding this
elusive long-term solution again emphasized different visions between the two countries,
with Bangladesh pushing for inclusion of Nepal, and India focusing on linking the
Ganges with Brahmaputra and keeping the negotiations with Bangladesh strictly bilateral.
India’s hardened stance again came from the change in government, when the latest

election results passed the torch back to Indira Gandhi. (Hossain 2010)

Between 1982 and 1996, little progress was made and the last eight years before 1996,

India and Bangladesh had no agreement on the Ganges River sharing and management.
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This also meant that Bangladesh’s water share was completely dependent on India’s good
will. In 1996, however, the two parties found themselves at the negotiations table once
again, this time to sign the 1996 Ganges Water Sharing Treaty (GWST), based on the
1985 accord. (Wolf and Newton 2007) The treaty will expire in 2026. (Government of
the People's Republic of Bangladesh 1996)

The new Ganges Water Sharing Treaty differs from the previous accord in the water
distribution scheme at Farakka Barrage for the dry season — January 1 to May 31. The

water quantities for each country were decided as shown in the table below.

India Bangladesh
Flow amount
< 70,000 cusecs 50% 50%
70,000 - 75,000 cusecs Balance of flow 35,000 cusecs
> 75,000 cusecs 40,000 cusecs Balance of flow

The worst-case scenario (flow bellow 50,000 cusecs) dictates the two governments and
the Joint Committee to meet and decide on the appropriate actions, based on equity and
no harm to either party. The problem is that this clause was based on now heavily
outdated numbers — with current water consumption, Bangladesh hits a crisis point much
earlier than at the established 50,000 cusecs minimum. The sharing arrangements
specified in the treaty are also subject to reviews at five-year intervals. If parties cannot
come to an agreement, India is required to release at least 90% of Bangladesh’s flow at
Farakka. The most notable shortcoming of the treaty is that it does not cover extreme
events and upstream uses, thus completely ignoring China, Nepal and Buthan’s
development plans and their impact on the agreement. The second notable flaw of the
agreement is that it is still based on water discharges data at the Farakka between 1949

and 1988. (Mirza 2006, Wolf and Newton 2007)
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The first notable dispute occurred in April 1997, when the water discharge at Farakka
dropped below the minimum amounts specified in the treaty. Bangladesh received a shy
one sixth of the water that was promised upon signing the treaty a couple of months ago,
and this shortage led to angry accusations of cheating by the Bangladesh officials and
protests organized by the locals of the most affected areas. India denied all allegations,
but Bangladesh still requested a review of the situation. Luckily, the spring has eased the
situation by delivering the melted snow from the Himalayas, however, this did not uproot
the growing mistrust between the two parties. (Tanzeema and Faisal 2001, The New York

Times 1997)

Since then, the flooding and drought have become a constant threat for many in
Bangladesh. While there are plenty of news reports on these issues, there are very few
official statements that would talk about the contested Ganges Water Shaing Treaty.

(Government of the People's Republic of Bangladesh 2017)

4.2. DEVELOPMENT AFTER 2014 — “Narendra Modi era”

As already described in the previous chapter, Narendra Modi has put the water shortage
issue on top of his priority list. The situation on the Indo-Bengali border is no different in
this respect, so Modi’s government has shown great support for several strategies known
under the name of India’s Mega River Linking Project. Given that about 33% of
Bangladesh’s population depends on the Ganges River waters, tensions over India’s

ambitious projects are to be expected. (Kawser and Samad 2016)
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In March 2016, India’s state of West Bengal was hit by a record low watershed in the
Ganges, causing, for the first time, a temporary shutdown of the local power station,
consequential blackouts, as well as drying out taps of more than 1,000 households in the
area. This has left India’s water reservoirs at the 29% of their storage capability, and with
the summer heat just around the corner, India has been on the lookout for more water
resources and better distribution. (BBC 2016) The diversion of Brahmaputra’s waters, an
option that has been continuously opposed by the Bangladesh authorities, has made it to
the top of Modi’s plans to solve India’s water scarcity issues. The plan, that has not been
set in motion, has been heavily criticized not only for the impact it could have on Indo-
Bangladeshi relations, but also on the local Indian popuiations and ecosystem. (The
Guardian 2016) Another notable piece of information came from the Indian government
in August 2016 and again February 2017, when Nitish Kumar, the Chief Minister of
Bihar, requested the central government to demolish Farakka Barrage due to its
detrimental effects on the local communities and inability to meet the expectations
regarding Kolkata port. While the same request has been made by Bangladesh for more
than a decade, this is the first time India is considering the proposal, but without engaging

in any meaningful dialogue with Bangladesh. (The Daily Star 2017)

Bangladesh and India have been discussing projects on other shared rivers as well, with
Teesta River conflict often making the headlines. (The Times of India 2017, Economic
Times 2017) India’s Bengal Chief Minister Mamata Banerjee has stated that Teesta River
sharing treaty is impossible, since the river waters are too low to be shared between two
parties. (Economic Times 2017) As discussed on the next pages, water protectionism (on
any level) is not a sustainable solution and among other consequences, it can lead to

displaced populations and increased civil tensions. Between 2000 and 2017, one database
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has recorded 26 cases of violent civil conflicts in India alone, showing that fights over
water resources are not unheard of and are therefore worth scholarly and political

attention. (World Water 2017)

This case shares many similarities not only with the Ganges River dispute, but also with
many other transboundary rivers between India, Pakistan and other neighboring countries.
A well-structured, inclusive and sustainable model could therefore contribute well to the

overall water sharing in the region.

4.3. ANALYSIS

In the data presentation and interpretation of Indo-Bangladesh water interactions over the
Ganges River, this analysis section follows the same structure as the one in the previous

chapter. The analysis therefore consists of the following parts:

First, it sums up the background chapter and presents the important events on a
timeline, starting with Bangladesh’s independence from Pakistan in 1971, and ends with

the expiration of the Ganges Water Sharing Treaty in 2026.

Second, it uses the TWINS matrix to present and then re-evaluate the nature of the
transboundary water interactions. It uses the available official documents and news
reports to create a narrative of water interactions, and challenges the prevailing opinion
that, just like the Indus Water Treaty, the Ganges Water Sharing Treaty is a good model

of transboundary water cooperation.
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The last part aims to seek out the reasons for these interactions, and it does so by
examining the two actors and their relative power. The argument is that the power

asymmetry creates a unique downstream-upstream riparian dialogue.

The timeline below visualizes the information that was presented in the previous
subchapter. With the treaty still being in place and no major conflict over it recorded, the
timeline would have us believe that the treaty does seem to be beneficial for regional

cooperation.
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Figure 13 Timeline of important events in the Indo-Bangladesh water interactions

The matrix below now shows how this linear data sequence can be translated into the
two-dimensional TWINS matrix, which gives us an insight into the coexistence of

conflict and cooperation throughout the Indo-Bangladesh water interaction history.
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Figure 14 TWINS representation 3: Timeline of important events in the Indo-Bangladesh water interactions

Point 1 represents pre-independence situation, when India and Pakistan could not find
common grounds on the Ganges River issues. This changes soon after Bangladesh’s
independence, the 1972 Treaty of Friendship and the Joint River Commission established
the new country’s first ad-hoc cooperative mechanisms on transboundary water
management with its neighbor India. The joint actions that were taken under these two
mechanisms were driven by two sides’ very different goals, which slowed down

negotiation process in the years to follow (Point 2).

The water issues stayed on the political agenda, however, construction of Farakka
Barrage in 1974 and its operations starting the next year pushed the issue on the
securitized level of conflict intensity and regressing back to confrontation of issues
without any coordinated actions, demonstrated with point 3. The tensions remained high
due to India’s unilateral water withdrawals, consequential droughts in Bangladesh and
later the stalled negotiations after Sheikh Mujibur Rahman’s assassination. In 1977, the
two sides signed a new treaty, thus forming common water sharing goals to share the

waters at Farakka Barrage, and removing the issue from the security agenda back into the
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domain of “regular” politics, as represented by point 4. With two more memorandums of
understanding and finally the 1996 Ganges Water Sharing Treaty, the India-Bangladesh
water interactions have not changed drastically, with the treaty solving some of the issues,
while not providing a solution sustainable enough, that it would remove the topic from
both countries political agenda. Recent rhetoric and India’s unclear intentions show that
the common goals have dissolved under the increasing domestic needs, therefore the
author demonstrates with point 5, that the post-2014 interactions are still heavily

politicized, while the treaty is providing some ad-hoc cooperation mechanisms.

The next TWINS matrix shows us water interactions under the 1996 Ganges Water

Sharing Treaty.

NON-
POLITICIZED

POLITICIZED o

SECURITIZED

Figure 15 TWINS representation 4: Indo-Bangladesh water interactions under the 1996 GWST

Point 1 again shows where the countries stood at the time the treaty was signed in 1996.
Some common goals regarding the water sharing were formed, however, the countries
still left some issues opened due to their different preferred paths to solve them (e.g.

augmentation from Brahmaputra). These issues left water issues on the political agenda,
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showing that the Ganges negotiations, as well as still open questions on other rivers, are
not satisfactorily solved. With the recent news of India considering demolishing Farakka
Barrage, and some politicians publicly declaring that there is no excess water to be shared
with Bangladesh, the general sentiment towards water issues in both countries could push
the situation to securitization stage of conflict intensity, if followed by corresponding
actions. Compared to Modi’s very determined speech in the Indo-Pakistani case, these
statements may seem fairly vague and isolated, however, the author argues they
nevertheless create insecurity and can thus perpetuate further securitization, as
represented with Point 2 on the matrix above. While those who herald the treaty as the
bringer of peace into otherwise unpredictable relations between india and Bangladesh, the

treaty’s shortcomings fail to reassure the two sides and provide a long-term solution.

The main question when rethinking the water interaction between India and Bangladesh is
whether the treaty has been effectively addressing the water scarcity issues and has it
been providing any solutions for domestic and international tensions. Some studies
suggest that until 1991, Farakka Barrage has cost Bangladesh over 3 billion USD in
agriculture, fisheries, forestry and other water-dependent sectors. (Kawser and Samad
2016) These numbers could lead us to believe that the water issues have been a source of
tensions between the two countries, however, not many official statements can be found
to support this assumption. Despite the lack of official statements and news reports
directly on the water tensions, other matters (e.g. food security) are highly related to the

transboundary water management.

The treaty is limited to sharing arrangements of Ganges at the Farakka Barrage — meaning

it does not include any other upstream activities and diversions India might be exercising.
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Flooding has been an ever-present issue in Bangladesh, only worsened by the Farakka
Barrage construction. Despite this, the relevant treaty does not specify any flood
alleviation provisions and the many consequences that come with excessive floods.
(Hanasz 2014) India withdraws its allocated 40,000 cusecs, regardless of whether the total
flow is the 75,000 cusecs (the amount specified in the treaty, see Figure 12), or twenty-
times higher. Each year, the rivers in Bangladesh leave 200,000 people homeless. (Ismail
2016) Climate change is expected to first, increase the peak flow discharge, and on the
other hand, make the dry season even dryer, enabling the salt water to intrude even higher
upstream. (Rashedul 2015)

The problem of environmental refugees is familiar to India as well. Soon after the
Farakka Barrage was built, the Ganges diversion turned much of the surrounding areas
into river beds, displacing whole villages. (Dr. Mital 2016) The problems occur even
further upstream: Since completion of the Tehri Dam in 2006, the surrounding Himalayan
villages have been struggling to access sufficient water for basic needs, which has put
fights over the remaining water supplies aimost on a daily schedule. (Time Magazine
2010) In West Bengal, the erosion and floods of Ganges have displaced several thousand

people. (The Hindu 2017)

When people are constantly victims to natural (and manmade) disasters like these, it falls
on the shoulders of local and central governments to come up with a plan to mitigate the
damage and prevent similar scenarios in the future. Not only do governments need to
solve the problem, they also need to realize that environmental actions and reactions do
not start and finish at their borders, therefore meaningful transnational dialogue is crucial

for any long-term solution.
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Internal disputes between Muslims and Hindus in both Bangladesh and India have been
around for much longer than water scarcity; however, the increasing resource depletion
had provided additional fuel to these ongoing conflicts. Combination of climate change,
salination of ground water, and alternating floods and draughts could be a perfect recipe
for disaster in Bangladesh. The problem of mass relocations of people from Bangladesh
to India has not been settled either, and with the bloody history and uncertain future, not
to mention Modi’s statements that only Hindu migrants are welcome, more tensions can
be expected. (The Diplomat 2014) Internal politics have a big impact on (including, but
not limited to) the transboundary water talks. Good examples are Bangladesh’s two main
parties, the Bangladesh National Party (BNP) and the Awami League. While the first one
is traditionally more critical of India and show less cooperative spirit on water sharing
negotiations, the latter one has been behind all of the water agreements between India and
Bangladesh, and is often criticized for being too lenient towards India’s water policies.

(International Policy Digest 2013)

Pollution of the Ganges is another issue, but uniike others, this one has seen some
positive developments. The heaps of untreated sewage that used to be dumped into the
river on daily basis have caught attention of local people and environmentalists. In 2017,
the defenders of this holy river celebrated Indian state of Uttarakhand’s court decision to
grant the river same legal status as humans, which puts river pollution on the same legal
level as harming a human being. (The Guardian 2017) While this move will improve the
quality of the dwindling water quantity, it is only one of the many steps towards regional

water security.
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India’s latest demands to demolish the Farakka Barrage show that common norms, goals
and let alone identity are still weaker than selfish interests. When Bangladesh made the
same request more than a decade ago, India dismissed the proposal, only to come back to

it in 2017, but this time due to its growing domestic water issues.

When it comes to the relative economic and military powers of both countries, we are
faced with another clear case of asymmetric capabilities. As mentioned in the previous
case study, India’s GDP is third highest in the world, with the GDP value expressed in
millions of international dollars of 7,998,278. Bangladesh, on the other hand, lags behind
its neighbor and is currently ranking 35", with GDP value of 537,659 — which is about
56% of Pakistan’s GDP. (World Bank 2017) The difference is military expenditure is
quite significant as weil. According to the World Bank, in 2015 India spent 2.4% of its
total GDP on military expenditure, while other sources providing data for Bangladesh
suggest the country allocated a total of 1.3%. (World Bank 2017, Knoema 2016) Unlike
India and Pakistan, Bangladesh does not possess any nuclear weapons and has not
expressed any visions for acquiring them, however, they are working on developing first

nuclear plants and are developing some aspects of nuclear technology. (IDN 2016)

INDICATOR INDIA BANGLADESH
popt(Jzuaxi\ST)mNg 1,311,050,530 | 160,995,640
GDPP 7,998,278 537,659
MILITARY EXPENDITURE 24 1.3

(% OF GDP IN 2017)"

TOTAL MILITARY
EXPENDITURE IN USD (2017)" 51,000,000,000 | 1,590,000,000
NUCLEAR WEAPONS™ YES NO

° (World Bank 2016)

% (World Bank 2017)

Y (World Bank 2017, Knoema 2016)
2 (Global Fire Power 2017)

¥ (Arms Control Association 2017)
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The power asymmetry makes us wonder what really lies behind the absence of open
conflict: the treaty, or rather Bangladesh’s relative weakness compared to India’s
economic and military might. Not only this, India, again, has the geographic advantage,
but this time not only as the upper riparian on the Ganges and other 54 shared rivers
(Thomas 2012), but also as Bangladesh’s biggest neighbor engulfing it from the West,
North and East. As such, India has all the prerequisites to keep its established regional

hydro-hegemony.

Last but not least, there is an issue of erroneous news reporting and the effect this can
have on civil domestic and international tensions. in September 2016, India and
Bangladesh both experienced serious floods, and to reassure the people of India’s Bihar
and Uttar Pradesh that the government is doing its best, the local news reported the
government opened all floodgates at Farakka Barrage. While this piece of information
reassured the local people in India, it alarmed their counterparts in Bangladesh. (Dhaka
Tribune 2016) What is important here is that while the information in the opened gates
was correct, the media failed to mention that this was but a standard, agreed-upon practice,

rather than a special, unilateral measure.

The power asymmetry, together with lack of political trust, is creating more tensions
between the two sides, and with the rising water demands, these tensions are likely to

increase in the field of water supply as well.

4.4. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

First and foremost, a new, up-to-date, basin-wide and inclusive treaty should replace

the Ganges Water Sharing Treaty. To this day, the GWST sets the regulations for
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sharing of the surface waters at Farakka Barrage, however, this does not necessarily bring
about sharing of the values and benefits that come from the river. By being limited
exclusively to Farakka Barrage, the treaty does not address any potential project
developments further upstream — and these could have substantial impact over water
volume that reaches Farakka. A question arises of how can a treaty be fully functional and
successful, if it does not take into account all of the actors involved. Despite the many
emerging issues, no basin-wide approach has been actively discussed — an approach that
would include the whole Ganges-Brahmaputra-Meghna region, thus regulating actions
between Nepal, China, Bhutan, India and Bangladesh. China’s ambitious hydro plans
should be enough to encourage all downstream states to strive for meaningful dialogue
with China. Incentives that would encourage India to pursue this path include issue-
linkage, e.g. Bangladesh’s environmental refugees in India could bring increased tensions
in the neighboring Indian states. Bangladesh should continue appealing to the
international bodies and perhaps reach out to China to bring about meaningful, basin-
wide dialogue that India has been avoiding. Just like in the case of Pakistan, Bangladesh

should demonstrate to India that a new treaty 1s in everyone’s best interest.

Continuing from the first paragraph, taking into account and sharing of relevant
information would be crucial for success of any new, sustainable agreement. The
volumetric division of available water is still based on data that is now more than half a
century old (1949-1988), a step that might have been reasonable when the treaty was
signed, but should have been updated by now. Reliance on old, obsolete data does not
factor in any of the recent (and not so recent) developments, such as climate change,
population growth, pollution, increased upstream use, etc. This has resulted in both India

and Bangladesh not receiving enough water, causing social tensions between and within
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the two countries. As long as these factors are not included in the transboundary water
management agreement, the conflict intensity cannot be expected to drop. According to
some reports (Malhotra 2010, Hossain 2010), the Ganges River databases to this day lack
accuracy and availability, therefore new data sharing should become more consistent and

transparent, and then used for any future sustainable water sharing.

A new treaty should provide clear harm prevention and mitigation regulations. The
GWST does not fully address neither drought, nor floods. While droughts are more
common upstream, alternating floods and droughts are the two extremes that often affect
Bangladesh. As a deltaic fioodplain, it is naturally predisposed to flooding, while in the
times of drought, the seawater from the south intrudes when the river is not strong enough
to flush the sea downstream. This is a catastrophic recipe for agriculture; therefore, the
treaty should more thoroughly address these issues. The first step for flood prevention
would be improved data sharing and regulations for India’s increased withdrawal in times

of water surplus.

When it comes to domestic and local solutions, both countries would benefit from
shifting their agriculture from water intensive crops such as rice, towards crops that
require less water for irrigation. In Bangladesh, rice crops use up to 95% of all
irrigation water (Ismail 2016), and the agriculture sector in general is the largest water
consumer in the country. To meet the growing food and water needs, the government
should encourage agricultural practices that use less water to produce more food. While
some local governments in both India and Bangladesh have already started with
campaigns for switch to less water-intensive crops such as pulses and millet (The Hindu

2017), both India and Bangladesh are still in world’s top four rice producers (World Rice
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Production 2017), therefore these campaigns have a long way to go. Numerous NGOs
and international organizations (e.g. Water Aid, WWF, and Greenpeace) have relatively
high budgets and are already working on water security related campaigns around the
world. Their enhanced efforts to raise awareness within the local communities in South

Asia could bring tangible results relatively quickly.

The current treaty and its provisions perpetuate the existing power imbalance between
India and Bangladesh. This shows that an agreement does not necessarily bring about
meaningful cooperation on sharing the water between affected communities. To avoid
tensions and conflict over water, a new treaty should have a clear fiood prevention and
mitigation mechanism. This means that in times of water surplus, upstream riparian
would be required to withdraw and store larger amounts of water, to help alleviate the

water volume downstream.

The river basins should be managed under a watchful eye of independent river
commissions. The Joint River Commission is limited by the national authorities and lacks
the necessary independenice to perform in regards to optimal solutions for water sharing.
It now mostly acts as the examination body, but has no real power to bring about

meaningful changes — for that it would need more autonomy.

Last but not least, the governments on both sides should encourage transparent
water sharing practices, and support the already existing policies with adequate
human and financial resources. Better data disclosure can lead to more compliance with

regulations, both on local and international level.
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5. CONCLUSION

5.1. SUMMARY

This thesis explored the transboundary water interactions between India and two of its
neighbours, Pakistan and Bangladesh. It first overviewed the literature on the link
between environmental challenges, more specifically water scarcity, and conflict. In the
case study chapters, the author discussed India’s water relations with Pakistan and
Bangladesh, first briefly introducing the history behind the two cases, and then focusing
on the two major treaties: indus Water Treaty of 1960 and Ganges Water Sharing Treaty
of 1996. The author aimed to re-evaluate the two treaties through Mirumachi’s TWINS
framework of coexisting conflict and cooperation, and discuss if the treaties have been

successful in providing sustainable solution.

5.2. IMPLICATIONS

The author followed the consensus that wars over water have not become part of the
security reality yet, however, the thesis also argued that water shortage issues could
exacerbate existing conflicts. Through the TWINS matrix, the author demonstrated that
despite the prevalent appraisal of the two treaties, certain levels of conflict still exist. And
while water has so far not been the sole reason for these three states to go to war, there
have been some open hostilities in the past and recent tensions, that have at least partially
been multiplied by water shortage. Examples include India’s pursuit of unilateral
decisions to water security, domestic tensions within the states and even interstate
environmental refugees and conflicts.

Furthermore, the power balance between the upper and lower riparian could help us

understand why the situation has not been improved. In addition to the geographic
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disadvantage of downstream riparians, both Pakistan and Bangladesh are far behind
India’s economic and military power. Of the two, Pakistan seems to have slightly more
leverage due to its military power and regional allies, which could explain why Pakistan
has been more proactive in trying to secure a better water-sharing agreement. At the same
time, the emphasis here is on trying, since the existing IWT does not bring about a
satisfactory solution. The water interactions between India and Pakistan do seem to be
more conflictual than the case of India and Bangladesh, although it is not clear whether
this is because of Pakistan’s power to make river claims, or overall thorny relationship
between the two sides. On the other hand, due to its relative position next to the powerful
Indian neighbor, Bangladesh is only now starting to use the power of international arena
to demand its water shares and challenge India’s regional hydro hegemony.

In applying the concept of interactions to the transboundary water management and
analyzing the relative power balance, the thesis offers an alternative approach to

otherwise predominantly black-and-white analysis.

The common understanding that treaties prevent wars should not be confused with
conflict resolution. Researching the two treaties’ provisions, developments after Modi’s
election in 2014, and power asymmetry led to the conclusion that the treaties have failed
to remove the water scarcity issue from political and even security agendas. The author
believes that outdated data and provisions have contributed to this shortcoming, allowing
India to strengthen its hydro-hegemonic position. This is shown in treating water as a
bargaining chip (as in the case of Pakistan), and unilateral water withdrawals, that are still
within the boundaries of the two treaties, but are known to harm the downstream riparians

Pakistan and Bangladesh.
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While the two treaties provided some minimal safeguards, they have not adapted to the
changing nature of water supply and demand. An outdated treaty encourages the two
parties to look for grey areas and exploit them, thus contributing to growing mistrust and
potential tensions. Lack of transparency in data sharing and water negotiations can also
give rise to erroneous media reports and political manipulations, adding on the already
boiling civil unrest in times of drought or floods. The provisions should therefore be
amended to include sustainable water management, impact prevention and mitigation, as
well as clear conflict resolution mechanisms: e.g. specify what causing harm to the other
party means and how can it be related to the harm-causing party’s actions. The growing
population is not only faced with a lesser supply, but also with pollution and privatization
of the remaining water resources, which could be addressed at the level of international
and domestic law, e.g. declaring access to safe water a constitutional right. While India
has already done the first step in this direction by giving the Ganges strong legal
protection, a holistic approach to the river conservation should be the ultimate goal.
Polluted river water is linked to food and human security, which is not only domestic in
nature, but — much like the rivers itself — transboundary. Perhaps clearer demonstrations
of this issue linkage would encourage the governments to strengthen their efforts, and
encourage them to adopt a basin-wide approach to solving this problem. Involving
independent and powerful intermediates could make sure the potential new treaties would
not perpetuate status quo, heavily influenced by power asymmetry. As well captured in

the quotation below:

“...a significant factor preventing war over water is that the actions of non-

hegemonic states usually comply with the order preferred by the hegemon, whose
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superior power position effectively discourages any violent resistance against the

order.” (Zeitoun and Warner 2006, 437)

Strong and independent multi-national institutions could help breach the existing discords,
while making sure that all of the stakeholders are involved in shaping and then complying
with the agreed-upon regulations. Both Nepal and China have their plans for hydro-
developments and it would be unwise to treat those as a separate issue from downstream
water usage. Most importantly, it would be beneficial to avoid bringing nationalistic ideas
into water security domain. After all, water scarcity on either side of the border will

inevitably impact the whole basin.

5.3. AREAS FOR FUTURE RE \RCH

With the lack of official statements and limited news and scholarly resources, the thesis
could benefit from an extensive field study. Further research could dive deeper into the
link between water scarcity and civil tensions, both domestic and international, thus
contributing to the advocacy for immediate solving of the transboundary water sharing.
The research would benefit from linking the fields of ecology, security studies,

international affairs and human rights.

90



REFERENCES AND BIBLIOGRAPHY

Al Jazeera. Al Jazeera: India: Does the China-Pakistan economic corridor worry India?
February 23, 2017. http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/features/2017/02/china-
pakistan-economic-corridor-worry-india-170208063418124.html (accessed March
31, 2017).

Allal, S., and M O'Connor. "Water Resource Distribution and Security in the Jordan-
Israel-Palestinian Peace Process." In Environmental Change, Adaptation, and
Security: NATO ASI Series, by S. C. Lonergan, 109-129. Dordrecht: Kluwer
Academic Publishers, 1999.

Arms Control Association. Arms Contro!l Association: Factsheets: Nuclear Weapons:
Who Has What at a Glance. April 7, 2017.
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/Nuclearweaponswhohaswhat (accessed
May 30, 2017).

Asian Development Bank. "ADB: Publications: Asian Development Outlook 2013: Asia's
Energy Challenge." Asian Development Bank website. April 2013.
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/publication/30205/ad02013_2.pdf
(accessed March 26, 2017).

Bandyopadhyay, Jayanta, and Nilanjan Ghosh. "Hydro-Political Dynamics and
Environmental Security in the Ganges-Brahmaputra-Meghna Basin The case of
Bangladesh-india Trans-boundary Water Relations." Research Journal Social
Sciences, 2016: 1-12.

Barbier, Edward B. "Water and Economic Growth." The Economic Record, 2004: 1-16.
Barnaby, Wendy. "Do Nations go to War over Water." Nature, 2009: 282-283.

BBC. BBC: Asia: India: Is India facing its worst-ever water crisis? March 27, 2016.
http://www.bbc.com/news/worid-asia-india-35888535 (accessed April 16, 2017).

—. "BBC: Will Central Asia fight over water?" BBC website. October 25, 2016.
http:/mwww.bbc.com/news/magazine-37755985 (accessed October 26, 2016).

—. BBC: World: Asia: India: Militants attack Indian army base in Kashmir 'killing 17"
September 18, 2016. http://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-india-37399969
(accessed December 2, 2016).

—. BBC: World: Asia: India: Why India's water dispute with Pakistan matters. September

28, 2016. http://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-india-37483359 (accessed
October 14, 2016).

91



Biswas, Asit K. "Third World Centre for Water Management: Indus Water Treaty: the
Negotiating Process." Third World Centre for Water Management website.
January 22, 2009. http://www.thirdworldcentre.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/05/induswattreaty.pdf (accessed March 5, 2017).

Brown, Oli, Anne Hammill, and Robert McLeman. "Climate Change as the ‘New’ Security
Threat." International Affairs, 2007: 1141-1154.

Brzoska, Michael. " The securitization of climate change and the power of conceptions of
security.” Sicherheit und Frieden (Security and Peace), 2009: 137-145.

Buzan, Barry. "Rethinking Security after the Cold War." Cooperation and Conflict, 1997:
5-28.

Chellaney, Brahma. "China's Hydro-Hegemony." international Herald Tribune, 2013.

Commonwealth Legal Information Institute. "Commonwealth Legal Information Institute:
Indian Treaty Series: 1948: Inter-Dominion Agreement Between the Government
of India and the Government of Pakistan, on the Canal Water Dispute Between
East and West Punjab." Commonwealth Legal Information Institute website. May
4, 1948. http://www.commonlii.org/in/other/treaties/INTSer/1948/3.html (accessed
March 5, 2017).

Cooley, Heather, Juliet Christian-Smith, and Peter H. Gleick. "Pacific Institute:
Understanding and Reducing the Risks of Climate Change for Transboundary
Waters." Pacific Institute website. December 2009.
http://pacinst.org/app/uploads/2013/02/transboundary_water_and_climate_report
3.pdf (accessed April 5, 2017).

Cooley, John K. "The War over Water." Foreign Policy, 1984: 3-26.

Dartmouth University. Dartmouth: Flood: Archive: 1988. July 2003.
http://www.dartmouth.edu/~floods/Archives/1988sum.htm (accessed March 31,
2017).

De Chétel, Francesca. "The Role of Drought and Climate Change in the Syrian Uprising:
Untangling the Triggers of the Revolution.” Middle Eastern Studies, 2014: 521-
535.

Deudney, Daniel. "The Case Against Linking Environmental Degradation and National
Security." Millennium — Journal of International Studies, 1990: 461-476.

Dhaka Tribune. Dhaka Tribune: Farakka propaganda irks Bangladesh. September 3,
2016. http://www.dhakatribune.com/bangladesh/2016/09/03/farakka-propaganda-
irks-bangladesh/ (accessed May 3, 2017).

Dimitrov, Radoslav S. "Water,Con£ict, and Security: A Conceptual Minefield." Society
and Natural Resources, 2002: 677-691.

92



Dinar, Shlomi. International Water Treaties: Negotiation and Cooperation Along
Transboundary Rivers. New York: Routledge, 2007.

Dr. Mital, Aruna R. "Indo-Bangladesh water sharing issues." International Journal of
Humanities and Social Science Research, 2016: 7-11.

Dr. Shaheen, Akhtar. "IRS: Emerging Challanges to Indus Water Treaty: Issues of
compliance & transboundary impacts of Indian hydroprojects on the Western
Rivers." Institute of Regional Studies website. 2010.
http://www.irs.org.pk/f310.pdf (accessed March 31, 2017).

Economic Times. Economic Times: | love Bangladesh, but Bengal is my priority: Mamata
Banerjee on Teesta issue . APril 26,, 2017.
http://feconomictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/i-love-bangladesh-
but-bengal-is-my-priority-mamata-banerjee-says-on-teesta-
issue/articleshow/58369614.cms (accessed May 4, 2017).

—. Economic Times: Teesta agreement unlikely during Sheikh Hasina's visit . April 6,
2017. http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/teesta-
agreement-unlikely-during-sheikh-hasinas-visit/articleshow/58047304.cms
(accessed May 3, 2017).

FAO. "FAO Aquastat: Maps: TRWR." FAO Aguastat website. 2015.
http://www.fao.org/nr/water/aquastat/maps/TRWR.Cap_eng.pdf (accessed
December 21, 2016).

FAO UN. "UNEP: Vital Water Graphics: Dependency ratio in renewable water ." UNEP
website. 2007. http://www.unep.org/dewa/vitalwater/article79.html (accessed
December 21, 2016).

Femia, Francesco, and Caitlin Werell. The Center for Climate and Security: Syria:
Climate Change, drought, and social unrest. February 29, 2012.
https://climateandsecurity.org/2012/02/29/syria-climate-change-drought-and-
social-unrest/ (accessed October 1, 2016).

Foreign Policy. Foreign Policy: v+Foreign Foreign Policy: Why the India-Pakistan War
Over Water Is So Dangerous. September 30, 2016.
http://foreignpolicy.com/2016/09/30/why-the-india-pakistan-war-over-water-is-so-
dangerous-indus-waters-treaty/ (accessed 18 2016, December).

Gassert, Francis, Paul Reig, Tien Shiao, Matt Landis, and Matt Luck. “World Resource
Institute: Aqueduct Global Maps 2.0.” World Resource Institute website. January
2013. https://wri.org/sites/default/files/pdf/faqueduct_metadata_global.pdf
(accessed March 15, 2017).

Gleditsch, Nils Petter. "US EPA: Regional Conflict and Climate Change ." United States
Environmental Protection Agency Website. January 28, 2011.

93



https://yosemite.epa.gov/ee/epa/eerm.nsf/vwan/ee-0566-122.pdf/$file/ee-0566-
122.pdf (accessed December 6, 2016).

Gleditsch, Nils Petter, Taylor Owen, Kathryn Furlong, and Bethany Lacina. "Conflicts
over Shared Rivers: Resource Wars or Fuzzy Boundaries?" Political Geography,
2006: 361-382.

Gleick, Peter H. "Water, Drought, Climate Change, and Conflict in Syria." Weather,
Climate and Society, July 2014: 331-340.

Gleick, Peter H. The World's Water . The Biennal Report on Freshwater Resources,
Volume 8, Washington DC: Island Press, 2014.

Gleick, Peter H. ,Water and Conflict: Fresh Water Resources and International
Security.” International Security, 1993: 79-112.

Gleick, Peter H. "Water and Terrorism." Water Policy, 2006: 481-503.

Global Fire Power. Global Fire Power: Defense Spending Budget. 2017.
http://www.globalfirepower.com/defense-spending-budget.asp (accessed May 30,
2017).

Global Risk Insights. Global Risk Insights: India-Pakistan tensions: Would India really
abrogate the Indus Waters Treaty? October 25, 2016.
http://globalriskinsights.com/2016/10/india-pakistan-tensions-indus-waters-treaty/
(accessed April 5, 2017).

Government of India. Government of India: Press Information Bureau: Indo-Pak talks on
Tulbul navigation and Wullar projects. August 14, 2006.
http://pib.nic.in/newsite/PrintRelease.aspx?relid=19835 (accessed March 31,
2017).

—. Government of India: Press information Bureau: Water sharing problem with Pakistan.
March 4, 2010. http://pib.nic.in/newsite/PrintRelease.aspx?relid=58876 (accessed
MArch 31, 2017).

Government of Pakistan. Government of Pakistan: Ministry of Information, Broadcasting
and National Heritage: PR No. 208 Islamabad: November 23, 2016. November
23, 2016. http://www.pid.gov.pk/?p=29907 (accessed March 31, 2017).

—. Government of Pakistan: Ministry of Information, Broadcasting and National Heritage:
Press Information Department: PR No. 161 WATER DISASTER LOOMING IF
WE FAIL TO PLAN AND ACT NOW: PROFESSOR AHSAN IQBAL. March 20,
2014. http://lwww.pid.gov.pk/?p=2826 (accessed March 31, 2017).

—. Government of Pakistan: Ministry of Information, Broadcasting and National Heritage:
Press Information Department: PR No.174 PRIME MINISTER MUHAMMAD
NAWAZ SHARIF MEETING WITH UN SECRETARY GENERAL ANTONIO

94



GUTERRES Davos . January, 19, 2017. http://www.pid.gov.pk/?p=33290
(accessed April 4, 2017).

—. Government of Pakistan: Ministry of Information, Broadcasting and National Heritage:
Press Infromation Department: PR No. 221 Islamabad: September 27, 2016.
September 27, 2016. http://www.pid.gov.pk/?p=26735 (accessed March 29,
2017).

Government of the People's Republic of Bangladesh. "Government of the People's
Republic of Bangladesh: Ministry of Water Resources: Joint Rivers Commission,
Bangladesh: Ganges Water vTreaty 1996." Government of the People's Republic
of Bangladesh website. 1996.
http://jrcb.gov.bd/attachment/Gganges_Water_Sharing_treaty,1996.pdf
(accessed April 16, 2017).

Government of the People's Republic of Bangladesh. Government of the People's
Republic of Bangiadesh: Ministry of Water Resources. 2017.
http:/imww.mowr.gov.bd/site/search?key=ganges (accessed April 15, 2017).

GRACE Communications Foundation. GRACE Communications Foundation: Nexus
Guide: How Food, Water and Energy are Connected. 2014.
http://lwww.gracelinks.org/media/pdf/nexus_guide_finalforweb.pdf (accessed June
14, 2016).

Haftendorn, Helga. "Water and International Conflict." Third World Quarterly 21:1, 2000:
51-68.

Hagen, Peter. Future Challanges: Local: Jordan’s Water Crisis. December 21, 2011.
https://futurechallenges.org/local/jordans-water-crisis/ (accessed October 1,
2016).

Hammer, Joshua. Smithsonian Magazine: Innovation: Is a Lack of Water to Blame for
the Conflict in Syria? June 2013. http://www.smithsonianmag.com/innovation/is-a-
lack-of-water-to-blame-for-the-conflict-in-syria-72513729/?no-ist (accessed
October 5, 2016).

Hanasz, Paula. "Global Water Forum: Sharing waters vs. sharing rivers: The 1996
Ganges Treaty." Global Water Forum website. July 28, 2014.
http://www.globalwaterforum.org/2014/07/28/sharing-waters-vs-sharing-rivers-
the-1996-ganges-treaty/?pdf=11177 (accessed January 28, 2017).

Hangin, Xue. "Relativity in international water law." Colorado Journal of International
Environmental Law and Policy, 1992: 45-57.

Hensel, Paul R., and Marit Brochmann. “Pau Hensel: Research.” Paul Hensel Website.

August 2008. http://www.paulhensel.org/Research/apsa08r.pdf (accessed
November 2016, 2).

95



Hindustan Times. Hindustan Times: India News: India, Pakistan discuss Indus Waters
Treaty dispute in Islamabad. March 25, 2017.
http://www.hindustantimes.com/india-news/india-pakistan-discuss-indus-waters-
treaty-dispute-in-islamabad/story-H7gEYYTsDI4yPQh24NPDFP.html (accessed
March 28, 2017).

—. Hindustan Times: Pakistan seeks details of India’s hydel projects in Kashmir. March
25, 2017. http://www.hindustantimes.com/india-news/pakistan-seeks-details-of-
india-s-hydel-projects-in-kashmir/story-waB6wJToZ6pZFRbz5¢cXFcP.html
(accessed May 12, 2017).

—. Hindustan Times: Punjab should honour SYL pact, want amicable solution to inter-
state disputes: Khattar. May 12, 2017.
http://www.hindustantimes.com/punjab/punjab-should-honour-syl-pact-want-
amicable-solution-to-inter-state-disputes-khattar/story-
KkV57ITQTNIL2fpnkNiw2M.html (accessed May 13, 2017).

Homer-Dixon, Thomas. Environment, Scarcity and Violence. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1999.

Homer-Dixon, Thomas F. ,Environmental Scarcities and Violent Conflict: Evidence from
Cases.” International Security Vol. 19, No. 1, Summer 1994: 5-40.

Homer-Dixon, Thomas F. "On the Threshold: Environmental Changes as Causes of
Acute Conflict." International Security Vol. 16, No. 2, 1991: pp. 76-116.

Hossain, Ishtiag. "Bangladesh-India Relations: The Ganges Water-." Asian Affairs: An
American Review, 2010: 131-150.

IDN. In Depth News: Bangladesh Opting for Peace Rather Than Nuclear Arms. June 25,
2016. http://indepthnews.net/index.php/nuclear-abolition/488-bangladesh-opting-
for-peace-rather-than-nuclear-arms (accessed May 5, 2017).

International Monetary Fund. "IMF: Issues in Managing Water Challanges and Policy
Instruments: Regional perspectives and Case Studies." IMF website. June 2015.
Issues in Managing Water Challanges and Policy Instruments: (accessed
January 2, 2017).

International Policy Digest. International Policy Digest: India-Bangladesh River Water
Sharing: Politics over Cooperation. December 20, 2013.
https://intpolicydigest.org/2013/12/20/india-bangladesh-river-water-sharing-
politics-cooperation/ (accessed May 4, 2017).

Ismail, Haweya. Future Directions: Global Food and Water Crises: Climate Change,
Food and Water Security in Bangladesh. March 26, 2016.
http://iwww.futuredirections.org.au/publication/climate-change-food-water-
security-bangladesh/ (accessed May 5, 2017).

96



lyer, Ramaswamy R. "India—China—Brahmaputra: Suggestions for an Approach."
Economic & Political Weekly, 2015: 13-15.

Kawser, Mohammad Abul, and Md. Abdus Samad. Bandung: Journal of the Global
South: Political history of Farakka Barrage and its effects on environment in
Bangladesh. 2016.
https://bandungjournal.springeropen.com/articles/10.1186/s40728-015-0027-5
(accessed April 15, 2017).

Kawser, Mohammad Abul, and Md. Abdus Samad. "Political history of Farakka Barrage
and its effects on environment in Bangladesh." Bandung: Journal of the Global
South, 2016.

Knoema. Knoema: World Data Atlas: Bangladesh - Military expenditure as a share of
GDP. 2016. https://knoema.com/atlas/Bangladesh/Military-expenditure-as-a-
share-of-GDP (accessed May 5, 2017).

Kuross, Evem. Fair Observer: International Security: Water Scarcity Risks Being a
Source of Conflict. March 4, 2015.
http://www.fairobserver.com/region/middle_east_north_africa/water-scarcity-risks-
being-a-source-of-conflict-28740/ (accessed June 16, 2016).

Lovelle, Madeleine. Future Directions: Co-operation and the Brahmaputra: China and
India Water Sharing. March 15, 2016.
http://www.futuredirections.org.au/publication/co-operation-and-the-brahmaputra-
china-and-india-water-sharing/ (accessed May 6, 2017).

Malhotra, Pia. "Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies: Water Issues between Nepal,
India &." Institute of Peace and Confiict Studies website. July 2010.
http://www.ipcs.org/pdf_file/issue/SR95.pdf (accessed May 6, 2017).

Mirumachi, Naho. ,LWRG: Mirumachi: Transboundary Water interaction Nexus
TWINS.” London Water Research Group. 2014.
https://lwrg.files.wordpress.com/2014/12/mirumachi-transboundary-water-
interaction-nexus-twins.pdf (poskus dostopa 21. December 2016).

—. Transboundary Water Politics in the Developing World. London: Routledge, 2015.

Mirza, M. Monirul Qader. The Ganges Water Diversion: Environmental Effects and
Implications. Dordrecht: Springer Science & Business Media B.V., 2006.

New York Times. New York Times: World: Asia: Starved for Energy, Pakistan Braces for
a Water Crisis. February 12, 2015.
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/02/13/world/asia/pakistan-braces-for-major-water-
shortages.html?_r=0 (accessed March 12, 2017).

97



Pakistan Today. Pakistan Today: ‘India out to destroy Pakistan’s agriculture’. August 1,
2012. http://lwww.pakistantoday.com.pk/2012/08/01/india-out-to-destroy-
pakistans-agriculture/ (accessed March 29, 2017).

—. Pakistan Today: Before India revokes Indus Water Treaty, China blocks tributary of
Brahmaputra river in Tibet to build dam. October 1, 2016.
http://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2016/10/01/before-india-revokes-indus-water-
treaty-china-blocks-tributary-of-brahmaputra-river-in-tibet-to-build-dam/ (accessed
March 31, 2017).

—. Pakistan Today: Country may face famine if appropriate measures not taken: Asif.
October 25, 2013. http://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2013/10/25/country-may-
face-famine-if-appropriate-measures-not-taken-asif/ (accessed March 30, 2017).

—. Pakistan Today: Fazl demands punishiment for Jamaat. January 4, 2012.
http://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2012/01/04/fazl-demands-punishment-for-
jamaat-ali-shah/ (accessed March 28, 2017).

—. Pakistan Today: India benefitting from Indus Water Treaty flaws. March 1, 2011.
http://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2011/03/01/india-benefitting-from-indus-water-
treaty-flaws/ (accessed March 31, 2017).

—. Pakistan Today: India responsible for floods in Pakistan: JuD. September 14, 2014.
http:/www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2014/09/14/india-responsible-for-floods-in-
pakistan-jud/ (accessed March 31, 2017).

—. Pakistan Today: India wants infertile Pakistan: PEW. March 23, 2014.
http://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2014/03/23/india-wants-infertile-pakistan-pew/
(accessed March 31, 2017).

—. Pakistan Today: India, Afghanistan discussing Kabul river projects to deny water to
Pakistan. October 14, 2016. http://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2016/10/14/india-
afghanistan-discussing-kabul-river-projects-to-deny-water-to-pakistan/ (accessed
March 28, 2017).

—. Pakistan Today: Indus Water Treaty: Second round of talks to be held today. March
21, 2017. https://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2017/03/21/indus-water-treaty-
second-round-of-talks-to-be-held-today/ (accessed May 13, 2017).

—. Pakistan Today: Kashmir hydel dams will intensify Indo-Pak conflict: US. June 24,
2011. http://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2011/06/24/kashmir-hydel-dams-will-
intensify-indo-pak-conflict-us/ (accessed March 31, 2017).

—. Pakistan Today: Pakistan won't accept any modifications to Indus Waters Treaty:
Fatemi. December 17, 2016.
http:/www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2016/12/17/pakistan-wont-accept-any-
modifications-to-indus-waters-treaty-fatemi/ (accessed March 31, 2017).

98



—. Pakistan Today: We came all the way to Pakistan and you didn’t even ask us for
water: Indian Indus Water delegation. March 24, 2017.
https://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2017/03/24/we-came-all-the-way-to-pakistan-
and-you-didnt-even-ask-us-for-water-indian-indus-water-delegation/ (accessed
May 13, 2017).

Permanent Court of Arbitration. "Permanent Court of Arbitration: PCA press release:
Indus waters Kishenganga Arbitration(Pakistan v. India)." Permanent Court of
Arbitration website. December 21, 2013.
https://www.pcacases.com/web/sendAttach/1683 (accessed March 25, 2017).

Postel, Sandra. Last oasis: Facing water scarcity. New York: . New York: W. W. Norton.,
1997.

ProPakistani. ProPakistani: Understanding the indus Water Treaty: Can India Really
Block Pakistan’s Rivers? September 2016.
https://propakistani.pk/2016/09/27/understanding-indus-water-treaty-can-india-
really-block-pakistans-rivers/ (accessed March 12, 2017).

Rahaman, Muhammad Mizanur. "International Water Law: Articles: The Ganges Water
Conflict: A comparative analysis of 1977 Agreement and 1996 Treaty ."
International Water Law website. 2006.
http://mww.internationalwaterlaw.org/bibliography/articles/general/Rahaman-
Ganges-Asteriskos.pdf (accessed December 13, 2016).

Rahman, Mizanur Muhammad. "International Water Law: The Ganges water Conflict. A
comparative analysis of 1977 Agreement and 1996 Treaty." International Water
Law website. 2006.
http://www.internationalwaterlaw.org/bibliography/articles/general/Rahaman-
Ganges-Asteriskos.pdf (accessed February 15, 2017).

Rashedul, Rana. Pathway to Paris: Climate Refugees Flooding into Dhaka. March 28,
2015. http://www.pathwaytoparis.org/dhaka-refugees (accessed May 4, 2017).

Redclift, Michael. "Environmental Security and Competition for the Environment.” Edited
by S.C. Lonergan. Environmental Change, Adaptation and Security: NATO ASI
Series, 1999: 3-16.

Renner, Michael. ,Worldwatch Paper: The Anatomy of Resource Wars.“ Worldwatch
Institute Website. October 2002.
http://www.worldwatch.org/system/files/WP162.pdf (poskus dostopa 5. December
2016).

Revenga, C., J. Brunner, N. Henniger, K. Kassem, and R. Payner. "WRI: Publications:
Pilot analysis of global ecosystems: Freshwater systems." World Resource
Institute website. October 2000. http://www.wri.org/publication/pilot-analysis-
global-ecosystems-2 (accessed December 21, 2016).

99



Rogelj, Joeri, et al. "Paris Agreement climate proposals need a boost to keep warming
well below 2 °C." Nature, 2016: 631-639.

Rosemann, Nils. "Pakistan Water Gateway: Drinking Water Crisis in Pakistan and the
Issue of Bottled Water The Case of Nestlé’s ‘Pure Life’." Pakistan Water Gateway
website. April 2005.
http://waterinfo.net.pk/sites/default/files/knowledge/Drinking%20Water%20Crisis
%20in%20Pakistan%20and%?20the%?201ssue%200f%20Bottled%20Water%20the
%20Case%200f%20Nestles%20Pure%20Life%20-%20Apr202005.pdf

(accessed April 5, 2017).

Spillmann, Kurt R. "Kriegsursache der kommenden Generation ? Der Kampf um das
Wasser." Internationale Politik, 2000: 47-56.

Stanford University. Stanford University: Mapping Militant Organizations: Lashkar-e-
Taiba. January 30, 2016. http://web.stanford.edu/group/mappingmilitants/cgi-
bin/groups/view/79 (accessed March 31, 2017).

Tanzeema, S., and I. M. Faisal. "Sharing the Ganges : a critical analysis of the water
sharing treaties." Water Policy, 2001: 13-28.

The Daily Star. The Daily Star: Farakka Barrage is hurting Bangladesh and India. March
13, 2017. http://www.thedailystar.net/perspective/farakka-barrage-hurting-
bangladesh-and-india-1374838 (accessed May 4, 2017).

The Diplomat. The Diplomat: Pakistan May Face a Water Shortage. January 15, 2015.
http://thediplomat.com/2015/02/pakistan-may-face-a-water-shortage/ (accessed
March 12, 2017).

—. The Diplomat: Will Climate Change Spark Conflict in Bangladesh? June 27, 2014.
http://thediplomat.com/2014/06/will-climate-change-spark-conflict-in-bangladesh/
(accessed May 4, 2017).

The Economic Times. The Economic Times: Politics and Nation: What is the Indus
Waters Treaty and can India abrogate it? September 23, 2016.
http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/what-is-the-indus-
waters-treaty-and-can-india-abrogate-it/articleshow/54480387.cms (accessed
December 1, 2016).

The Guardian. The Guardian: Ganges and Yamuna rivers granted same legal rights as
human beings. March 21, 2017.
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/mar/21/ganges-and-yamuna-rivers-
granted-same-legal-rights-as-human-beings (accessed May 4, 2017).

—. The Guardian: World: Development: India set to start massive project to divert

Ganges and Brahmaputra rivers. May 18, 2016.
https://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2016/may/18/india-set-to-start-

100



massive-project-to-divert-ganges-and-brahmaputra-rivers (accessed April 15,
2017).

The Hindu. The Hindu Business Line: Agri Business: Shift to less water-intensive crops,
TN govt tells farmers. April 21, 2017.
http:/iwww.thehindubusinessline.com/economy/agri-business/shift-to-less-
waterintensive-crops-tn-govt-tells-farmers/article9657248.ece (accessed May 5,
2017).

—. The Hindu: Refugees in their own land as Ganga swallows home. January 29, 2017.
http://www.thehindu.com/todays-paper/tp-national/tp-otherstates/Refugees-in-
their-own-land-as-Ganga-swallows-home/article17111487.ece (accessed May 4,
2017).

The Independent. Independent: Asia: India is stealing water of life, says Pakistan. March
26, 2009. http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/asia/india-is-stealing-water-
of-life-says-pakistan-1654291.html (accessed March 30, 2917).

The New York Times. New York Times: Sharing Ganges Waters, india and Bangladesh
Test the Depth of Cooperation. May 25, 1997.
http:/www.nytimes.com/1997/05/25/warld/sharing-ganges-waters-india-and-
bangladesh-test-the-depth-of-cooperation.ntml (accessed April 15, 2017).

The News International. The News International: Modi threatens to turn Pakistan into
desert. November 26, 2016. https://www.thenews.com.pk/print/167830-Modi-
threatens-to-turn-Pakistan-into-desert?fromNewsdog=1 (accessed March 13,
2017).

The Telegraph. The Telegraph: World news: Asia: Mumbai terrorist group threaten
Indian ‘water jihad'. April 27, 2010.
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/india/7639449/Mumbai-terrorist-
group-threaten-Indian-water-jihad.html (accessed March 31, 2017).

The Times of India. The Times of india: Government forms high-level task force on Indus
Water Treaty. December 17, 2016.
http:/timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/government-forms-high-level-task-force-
on-indus-water-treaty/articleshow/56036926.cms (accessed March 13, 2017).

—. The Times of India: Narendra Modi promises Indus water to Punjab. January 28,
2017. http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/elections/assembly-
elections/punjab/news/narendra-modi-promises-indus-water-to-
punjab/articleshow/56826613.cms (accessed March 14, 2017).

—. The Times of India: World: Pakistan: Delhi's revocation of Indus treaty will be an act
of war, warns Sartaj Aziz. September 28, 2016.
http:/timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/pakistan/Delhis-revocation-of-Indus-
treaty-will-be-an-act-of-war-warns-Sartaj-Aziz/articleshow/54554009.cms
(accessed December 15, 2016).

101



—. Times of India: India rigid on Indus treaty change, but pushing for Teesta deal. March
27, 2017. http:/itimesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/india-rigid-on-indus-treaty-
change-but-pushing-for-teesta-deal/articleshow/57845999.cms (accessed May 13,
2017).

—. Times of India: The Teesta river dispute explained in 10 points. April 9, 2017.
http:/timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/the-teesta-river-dispute-explained-in-10-
points/articleshow/58091320.cms (accessed May 3, 2017).

—. Times of India: Wullar Barrage/Tulbul Navigation Project. July 29, 2004.
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/Wullar-Barrage/Tulbul-Navigation-
Project/articleshow/794689.cms? (accessed mARCH 31, 2017).

The Water Page. "The Water Page: Farakka Water Treaty: Treaty Between the
government of the Repubilic of India and the government of the People's Republic
of Bangladesh on Sharing of the Ganga/Ganges Waters at Farakka." The Water
Page website. December 12, 1996.
http:/lwww.thewaterpage.com/farakka water_treaty.htm (accessed January 28,
2017).

Thomas, Kimberley. South Asia Journal: Water Under the Bridge? Int| Resource Conflict
and Post-Treaty Dynamics in South Asia. July 2, 2012.
http://southasiajournal.net/water-bridge-intl-resource-conflict-posttreaty-
dynamics-south-asia/ (accessed May 5, 2017).

—. "South Asia Journal: Water Under the Bridge? Int'l Resource Conflict and Post-Treaty
Dynamics in South Asia." South Asia Journal website. July 2, 2012.
http://southasiajournal.net/water-bridge-intl-resource-conflict-posttreaty-
dynamics-south-asia/ (accessed February 16, 2017).

Time Magazine. Time Magazine: How India's Success Is Killing Its Holy River. July 19,
2010. http://content.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,2002524,00.html
(accessed May 4, 2017).

Transboundary Waters. Transboundary Waters: Case Study of Transboundary Dispute
Resolution: The Indus Water Treaty . 2007.
http:/www.transboundarywaters.orst.edu/research/case_studies/Indus_New.htm
(accessed December 2, 2016).

Tuchman Matthews, Jessica. ,Redefining Security.“ Foreign Affairs, 1989: 162-177.

TWAP. Transboundary Water Assesment Programme. 2016. http://twap-
rivers.org/#global-basins (accessed February 8, 2017).

UNDP. Human Developmenr Report. New York: Oxford University Press, 1994.

102



—. "Human Development Report 2006: Beyond scarcity: Power, poverty and the global
water crisis." United Nations Development Programme Website. 2006.
http://hdr.undp.org/sites/default/files/reports/267/hdr06-complete.pdf (accessed
November 3, 2016).

UNESCO; UNWWAP; UN-Water. "UNDCWS: United Nations World Water Development
Report 4. Volume 1: Managing Water under Uncertainty and Risk." UN-Water
Documentation Centre on Water and Sanitation. March 2012.
http:/imww.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/SC/pdf/ WWDR4%20Volu
me%201-Managing%20Water%20under%20Uncertainty%20and%20Risk.pdf
(accessed March 28, 2017).

UN-Water. "UN Water: Downloads: Transboundary Waters." UN Water Website. 2008.
http://www.unwater.org/downloads/UNW_TRANSBOUNDARY .pdf (accessed
October 4, 2016).

Urban, Jessica Leann. Nation, Immigration and Environmental Security. New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2008.

Wallensteen, Peter, and Margareta Sollenberg. "Armed Conflict 1989-2000." Journal of
Peace Research, 2001: 629-644.

Walt, Stephen M. "The Renaissance of Security Studies.” International Studies Quarterly,
1991: 211-239.

Wikileaks. "Wikileaks: Cable: 2008 UN Drought Appeal For Syria." Wikileaks Website.
November 26, 2008. https://wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/O08DAMASCUS847 _a.html
(accessed October 12, 2016).

Wirth, David A. "Climate Chaos." Foreign Policy no.74, 1989: 3-22.

Wolf, Aaron T. "Shared Waters: Conflict and Cooperation." Annual Review of
Environment and Resources, 2007: 3.1-3.29.

Wolf, Aaron T., and Joshua T. Newton. Transboundary Waters: Case Studies: Case
Study of Transboundary Dispute Resolution: The Ganges River controversy.
2007.
http://www.transboundarywaters.orst.edu/research/case_studies/Ganges_New.ht
m (accessed February 15, 2017).

World Bank. World Bank: Data catalog: GDP ranking, PPP based. February 1, 2017.
http://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/GDP_PPP.pdf (accessed March 31,
2017).

—. World Bank: Indicator: Population. 2016.

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL?locations=IN-PK-BD
(accessed May 4, 2017).

103



. World Bank: Indicator; Population growth (annual %). February 2017.
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.GROW?locations=IN-PK (accessed
March 31, 2017).

. World Bank: Indicators: Military expenditure (% of GDP). February 1, 2017.
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/MS.MIL.XPND.GD.ZS?locations=IN-
PK&year_high_desc=false (accessed March 31, 2017).

. World Bank: Indicators: Population growth (annual %). 2016.
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.GROW?locations=IN (accessed April
4, 2017).

. World Bank: Renewable internal freshwater resources per capita (cubic meters).
2015. http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/ER.H20.INTR.PC (poskus dostopa 10.
December 2016).

. "World Bank: Resources: Indus Water Treaty 1960." World Bank website. 1960.
http://siteresources.woridbank.org/INTSOUTHASIA/Resources/223497-
1105737253588/IndusWatersTreaty1960.pdf (accessed December 9, 2016).

. World Bank: Water: Overview. September 16, 2016.
http:/www.worldbank.org/en/topic/water/overview (accessed November 5, 2016).

World Economic Forum Water Initiative. Water Security: The water-food-energy-climate

nexus. Washington: Island Press, 2011.

World Rice Production. World Rice Production: World Rice Production 2016/2017: April

2017. April 2017. https://www.worldriceproduction.com/ (accessed May 5, 2017).

World Water. World Water: Conflict list; India. 2017.

http://iww2.worldwater.org/conflict/list/ (accessed May 13, 2017).

—. "World Water: Conflicts: List." World Water website. 2016.

http:/www2 .worldwater.org/conilict/list/ (accessed December 21, 2016).

WRIS. India Water Resource Information System: India's Water Wealth. March 2, 2015.

http://india-wris.nrsc.gov.infwrpinfo/index.php?title=India%27s_Water_Wealth
(accessed January 2, 2017).

Zeitoun, Mark, and Jeroen Warner. "Hydro-hegemony: A framework for analysis of trans-

boundary water conflicts." Water Policy, 2006: 435-460.

Zeitoun, Mark, and Naho Mirumachi. "Transboundary water interaction I: reconsidering

conflict and cooperation." International Environmental Agreements, 2008: 297—
316.

104



	Approved
	Water security thesis



