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Introduction

 Climate change is a pressing global issue that poses serious 
environmental concerns and has far-reaching geopolitical and strategic 
ramifications in international relations. One of the most visibly affected regions 
is the Arctic, where the rising global temperature is causing dramatic 
environmental transformations, particularly accelerating the sea ice sheet 
melting of the Arctic Ocean. The Arctic region, long known for its expansive 
ice sheets, is now in a constant state of change due to these climate-induced 
phenomena.2

 The most discernible reduction in Arctic sea ice began in the 20th 
century and further accelerated in the 2000s, with changes becoming 
increasingly visible through satellite imagery. According to a 2024 NASA 
report , the sea ice of the Arctic reached its seventh-lowest extent on record in 
summer, covering approximately 4.28 million square kilometers (1.65 million 
square miles). This marked a significant reduction of about 750,000 square 
miles compared to the 1981-2010 average for that time of year.3 The annual 
maximum extent occurred in winter 2024, peaking at 15.01 million square 
kilometers (5.80 million square miles). While this was the 14th-lowest 
maximum on record, it still fell 640,000 square kilometers below the 
1981-2021 average.4 These shifts have not only reshaped the Arctic’s 
environmental landscape but have also altered its strategic and geopolitical 
significance.

 The significance of the Arctic is not new to global politics; however, the 
impact of climate change has added renewed impetus to its relevance. 
Historically, global powers have shown interest in navigating the Northwest 
Passage (NWP), but thick ice sheets were a major impediment. As early as the 
1800s, the British Admiralty received reports of diminishing sea ice near 
Greenland, raising hopes of accessing the NWP.5 Similarly, Vilhjalmur 

Stefansson, in the early 1900s, projected the Arctic as a hub of economic 
activity and questioned who would benefit from its emerging resources.6

 Throughout the 20th century, various global leaders demonstrated 
interest in creating economic bases in the Arctic. In the 1930s, Joseph Stalin 
aimed to secure Soviet bases in the Russian Arctic, while Canadian Prime 
Minister John G. Diefenbaker envisioned economic development in Canada’s 
Arctic frontiers during the 1950s.7 Furthermore, European explorers had long 
searched for northern passages, discovering potential trade routes and vast 
natural resources, including gas and oil.8

 The Arctic has recently transformed into a geopolitical and strategic 
frontier due to its ice sheet melting. The region has become more accessible due 
to rise of global temperature, opening up the Northern Sea Route (NSR) and the 
NWP for global shipping. These newly navigable routes offer significant 
economic benefits by reducing travel distances by up to 40 percent between 
northern Europe and northeast Asia, compared to traditional routes through 
chokepoints like the Suez Canal and the Strait of Hormuz.9

 As the Arctic becomes more accessible, competition over its vast 
resource wealth has intensified. According to the estimates of the US 
Geological Survey, the Arctic holds about 90 billion barrels of oil (13 percent 
of the world’s undiscovered oil) and 30 percent of its natural gas reserves, most 
of which are located offshore within 500 meters of the Arctic Ocean.10 This 
transformation has led to reconceptualization of the Arctic as a “new economic 

frontier” within global geopolitics.11

 These environmental and economic shifts have sparked both 
cooperation and competition among Arctic stakeholders. While the need to 
manage environmental risks calls for collaborative frameworks, such as the 
Arctic Council, the lure of economic and strategic gains fuels rivalry. The 
region maintained a relatively peaceful status in the era following the Cold War, 
with Mikhail Gorbachev famously describing it as a “zone of peace” in his 
1987 Murmansk speech.12 However, as Francis Fukuyama argued, the end of 
the Cold War did not signify the cessation of geopolitical rivalry.13 Today, the 
Arctic continues to be a stage where global powers pursue their interests in both 
cooperative and competitive ways.14

 These ongoing dramatic changes in the Arctic not only bring 
environmental concerns but also spark a new geopolitical competition and 
strategic manoeuvring within the area. With the ice in the Arctic melting further 
and trade routes and resources becoming accessible, the region becomes a key 
area in the power politics, including states within and outside the Arctic 
claiming their rights on it. 

 This paper aims to explore the emerging geopolitical dynamics and 
strategic interests in the Arctic region due to its evolving landscape as a 
consequence of the melting of its ice sheet. It will examine the changing 
narrative of the Arctic stakeholders and their regional policies, from 
cooperation to competition. It will analyze how the potential of vast unexplored 
natural resources and emerging maritime trade routes redefine geopolitical 
interactions in the Arctic and increase the chances of great power competition. 
Moreover, it will also evaluate how the heightened competition and assertive 
policies reshape realignment in the region, owing to the strategic and economic 
interests of the Arctic stakeholders and global powers.  

Climate Change and the Transformation of the Arctic Landscape

 The Arctic region, once a scientific interest for the world, has now 
become an epicenter of geopolitics owing to global climate change. As the 
increasing temperature thinned its ice cap, competition for commercial and 
strategic interests emerged, emanating dramatic implications for the 
international system.15 As per the reports of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the average rise in the average 
temperature of the earth is measured as 1.46 degrees Celsius above the 
pre-industrial levels in 2024.16 This increase is notably higher than the 0.6 
degrees Celsius rise reported in the initial years of 2000s by the Arctic Climate 
Impact Assessment (ACIA).17

 The Arctic is experiencing a warming rate above the global average that 
is more than the normal worldwide temperature warming rate; it is twice the 
average. This warming speed of the Arctic is estimated to increase further as the 
disappearing ice cap increases the rate of heat absorption.18 Both the terrestrial 
and offshore ice in the Arctic Ocean melted as a result of rising temperatures.19

 The rapid reduction in the Greenland ice sheet, along with glaciers and 
ice caps of the Arctic, has already led to significant alterations in ice conditions. 
Simultaneously, the melting of permafrost in both submarine and subsoil layers 
releases carbon in the forms of carbon dioxide and methane, further 
accelerating climate change.20

 Climate change is described as a “threat multiplier”, and it poses a 
significant risk of heightened geopolitical instability in the Arctic, extending 

beyond threats to human security.21 The Arctic Ocean’s transformation due to 
climate change is creating both opportunities and risks. While economic and 
strategic interests drive competition, the need for cooperative governance and 
environmental protection remains critical.

 Harboring roughly 30 percent of the earth’s untapped natural gas 
reserves and 13 percent of its unexploited oil resources, the Arctic has emerged 
as a region of increasing strategic relevance in foreign, security and economic 
policy domains. The retreat of the polar ice cap is facilitating access to 
previously unreachable areas, enabling expanded resource exploration and 
maritime transit. Concurrently, unresolved questions concerning authority over 
maritime areas and boundary delimitation within the Arctic Ocean and its 
neighboring regions are gaining greater prominence in regional and 
international discourse due to large deposits of resources and shipping routes.22 

The Arctic’s hydrocarbon resources alone can be profound for the global 
powers. As per the survey of the US Geological Survey (USGS), the 
continental shelves in the Arctic provide an extensive amount of unexplored 
gas and oil.23

 The mineral deposits richness of the Arctic does not end with oil and 
gas, but it also includes a large amount of hard minerals. In Russia, Murmansk 
and Norilsk contain large deposits of copper and nickel. In Canada, Baffin 
Island and Baffin Bay are enriched with high-level iron ore and coal and zinc 
deposits are found near Alaska, Nome and in the Bering Strait.24

 Besides hydrocarbon deposits, marine living resources, particularly fish 
stocks, are affected by shifting patterns of heat transfer, prompting their 
migration further north along the Atlantic sector of the Arctic Ocean. As a 
result, fishing fleets are increasingly required to shift their operations 
northward within the Arctic Ocean. Furthermore, the retreat of sea ice presents 
new opportunities for the shipment of these resources to the states with high 

demand.25

 The access to Arctic fishing grounds will also increase as the Arctic 
water persists longer due to warming. In the Barents and Bering Seas, a large 
number of fishing industries exist, which can excessively benefit from the 
Arctic waters.26 Ultimately, it will further increase competition among the 
stakeholders and can spark disputes. Moreover, the Arctic has become 
susceptible to the dynamics of the security dilemma in recent years. Its 
low-conflict zone is fading away as the five bordering countries of the Arctic 
Ocean have developed Arctic strategies to safeguard their strategic and 
economic interests in the region. Their Arctic strategies also include expanding 
their military capabilities. However, similar to other global contexts, one state’s 
moves to boost its security can unintentionally cause insecurity in others, 
prompting them to respond in kind. As a result, the Arctic becomes a part of 
global geopolitical competition as the Arctic’s water state continues longer.27 
Conversely, the impacts of climate change are driving new developments that 
contribute to escalating geopolitical tensions. As human activity in the Arctic 
intensifies, particularly in the harnessing of natural resources, there is a rising 
global interest in the region, further complicating the geopolitical landscape 
and heightening competition involving both state and non-state entities.28

Theoretical Framework

 The evolving geopolitical dynamics and strategic interests in the Arctic 
can be analyzed through the realist perspective. Realism emphasizes the 
absence of a central authority in the international system. According to the 
realists, the states are primarily motivated by their national interests, power and 
security. They tend to pursue these incentives at any cost, often increasing their 
military capacities and posturing assertive policies.29 This theory is relevant in 
the Arctic context in light of geopolitical changes occurring there, where states 
pursue strategic interests and competition over resources. 

 Neorealism can particularly be used to assess the state’s behavior in the 
Arctic. Acknowledging the international system to be anarchic, with no central 
authority governing state behavior, states primarily pursue power and security. 
Therefore, the enhanced access to the Arctic’s vast, unexplored resources and 
maritime trade routes has intensified competition in the region. States endeavor 
to maximize power and ensure their security in case of any other state’s 
aggression. Every state tries to pursue its national interest and maximize power 
in case of accessibility to a region of strategic significance. For instance, Russia 
enormously expanded its military footprint in the Arctic to assert its 
dominance. This militarization aligns with the neorealist notion that states will 
enhance their capabilities to secure their national interests.30 

 Furthermore, the integral perspective of realism is the concept of 
self-help and relative gain in the international system. States engage themselves 
advancing their status in the international system through increasing military 
capabilities, assertive territorial claims and undertaking strategic actions.31 In 
Arctic geopolitics, the key powers of the international system are ensuring such 
actions to assert their control over critical areas and expand their operational 
activities.32

 Russia’s assertive Arctic policy to consolidate its power in the region 
and dominate the resource exploitation exemplifies the realist approach. This 
Russian approach aligns with the realist emphasis of power politics and 
security concerns.33 The country’s approach to heightening military 
deployment and strategic infrastructure in the Arctic reflects its efforts to 
enhance its relative power.

 Similarly, the US and its allies reciprocated by expanding their military 
infrastructure to counterbalance the Russian presence. Thus, reflecting the 
neorealist notion of balancing, where states align against a perceived threat to 
establish equilibrium in the international system. Moreover, the entry of China 
into the Arctic scenario further complicates the situation in the Arctic. China is 
a key power in the international system and it cannot distance itself from a 
strategic region. Though China is not an Arctic state, it declares itself a 
“near-Arctic state” and takes an active role in the Arctic region. China pursues 
a “Polar Silk Road” and has increased its Arctic activities, which reflect its 
strategy to expand its influence in the region, leading to tensions among the 
Arctic states. These developments underscore the realist view that states act 
unilaterally in the absence of a central authority, leading to heightened tension 
and conflict.34

 Realism also positions the Arctic as a geopolitical arena where the 
absence of effective governance allows the pursuit of national interests by the 
states. As Keil (2014) argues, neorealism perceives states’ actions as motivated 
by the pursuit of power and security, particularly in terms of hydrocarbon 
exploration and territorial claims. Neorealists believe that competition over 
resources and sovereignty prevails as the melting of ice makes Arctic more 
accessible. Keil points out that this perspective is apparent in military 
advancements of countries like Russia, the US and Canada, which seek 
enhanced influence over the potentially resource-rich areas of the Arctic.35 

 Similarly, Dr Vahid Nick Pay and Harry Gray Calvo (2020) assess the 
Russian foreign policy in the Arctic through the realist lens, highlighting the 
long-term objectives of Russia. They argue that Russia’s Arctic policies reflect 
a realist approach to pursue national interest and security dominance. Structural 
realism explains how the Russian advancements in the Arctic region compete 
with the Western powers. The authors argue that the primary driving force for 
states is always national interest and the pursuit of power, regardless of the 
presence of institutional frameworks.36

 Moreover, the realist principles can also be found in Canada’s Arctic 
policies, which have emphasized security and national sovereignty in the wake 
of emerging geopolitical dynamics. The Canadian government increasingly 
invests in its military infrastructure to assert its control over the northern 
territories. Its purchase of a Canadian USD 6 billion Over-the-Horizon Radar 
system signifies its commitment to territorial control in the Arctic region.37 

These actions align with the realist perspective that states prioritize power and 
security, especially in regions of strategic importance. Furthermore, Canada 
also participates in joint military exercises, such as the Nanook, demonstrating 
its proactive approach in safeguarding its interests in the Arctic.38 

 China is also actively involved in the Arctic region. Its involvement can 
be analyzed through realist principles, particularly neoclassical realism. 
Neoclassical realism considers systemic pressure and domestic factors in 
shaping foreign policy. In 2018, China represented itself as a “near-Arctic 
state” in its Arctic Policy White Paper. It asserted its interests in resource 
exploitation, scientific research and participation in Arctic governance. This 
strategic position reflected China’s interest in the Arctic’s potential benefits. 
These endeavours emphasized China’s desire to expand its influence in the 
Arctic region. Neoclassical realists explain China’s strategic behavior to be 
motivated by economic interests and perception of international status. China 
aims to secure its global status and strategic advantages by integrating itself 
into the Arctic framework.39

Emerging Geopolitical Dynamics and Economic Interests in the Arctic 
Region

 In recent years, the Arctic region has emerged as a critical arena for 
strategic rivalry among major powers, especially China, the US and Russia. 
This growing interest stems from the Arctic’s wide ranging natural reserves and 
its potential to serve as a vital maritime corridor linking the Atlantic and Pacific 

Oceans. Russia has maintained a stronghold in the region through its 
geographical presence and investment in Arctic infrastructure. Although the US 
national security strategy treats Russia and China as distinct strategic 
challenges, their converging interests and cooperation in the Arctic present a 
new geopolitical reality.40

 Political scientist Rob Huebert introduced the concept of the “New 
Arctic Strategic Triangle Environment” (NASTE), describing the Arctic as a 
central arena for triangular security interests involving the US, Russia and 
China.41 These converging interests increase competition and geopolitical 
tensions in the region.
 
 Russia has established its geopolitical foothold in the Arctic through 
military and infrastructural development. It has rebuilt old Soviet bases and 
constructed new ones to secure its interests in oil, gas and territorial 
sovereignty.42 After the US Geological Survey (2009) projected the Arctic as a 
mineral-rich region, the US sought more cooperation in the region; however, 
Russia had already placed a flag on the seabed beneath the North Pole to 
demonstrate its claim, shifting the Arctic discourse from cooperation to 
competition.43

 Russia’s strategy in the Arctic combines cooperation and competition. 
While it engages in governance and environmental discussions, it 
simultaneously protects its strategic interests through militarization and 
territorial claims.44 Russia’s takeover of Crimea in 2014 exemplifies its 
assertive posture in strategically valuable regions, including the Arctic.45 
Additionally, Russia utilizes a mix of incentives and coercive tools in its Arctic 

diplomacy.46 It maintains dominance in the Arctic energy sector through 
state-controlled enterprises like Gazprom and Rosneft, which support 
Moscow’s energy politics.47 Climate change-induced ice melting has opened 
new maritime routes, triggering strategic competition between the US and 
Russia.48

 The post-globalization era and China’s rise have also transformed the 
geopolitics of the Arctic. Although China is not an Arctic state, it has developed 
a formal Arctic strategy and integrated a Polar Silk Road into its Belt and Road 
Initiative (BRI). The strategy aims to undertake developmental projects and 
trade through the region. Moreover, the Trump administration’s interest in 
buying Greenland highlighted the Arctic’s geopolitical and economic 
significance.49 The European Union also recognizes the strategic and economic 
importance of the Arctic. It actively seeks to enhance its Arctic presence, with 
Denmark, Sweden and Finland representing its interests.50 The US recognizes 
the Arctic’s strategic importance, particularly through Alaska, and aims to 
expand its influence both economically and militarily.51 Other Arctic states like 
Denmark and Norway are also pursuing greater involvement. Denmark focuses 
on Greenland’s geopolitical significance, while Norway emphasizes energy 
exploration.

 During the Cold War, the Arctic was a strategic frontier between the US 
and the Soviet Union. Today, the “Arctic Five”, which are Russia, Canada, the 
US, Denmark and Norway, along with other stakeholders like Finland and 

Sweden, aim to protect their interests. These states are strengthening their 
military presence through surveillance systems, coast guards and naval and air 
deployments, which further increase geopolitical tension in the region.52

 Meanwhile, Japan, China and South Korea have emerged as influential 
states in the region. China’s increasing energy needs have led to major 
investments in Arctic resources, particularly in Russian oil and gas. In 2013, 
China bought Canadian energy company Nexen for USD 15 billion, 
highlighting its strategic intent.53 China has also invested in rare earth minerals 
in Greenland.54

 China and Russia have partnered to develop the NSR, a key part of the 
Polar Silk Road, which is integrated into China’s BRI. This maritime route 
reduces travel time between China and Europe by 20–30%, saving fuel costs.55 
Although China has not formally declared its Arctic ambitions, its investments 
and diplomatic engagement suggest its strategic interests.56 Russia has 
welcomed China’s financial and logistical support, which has bolstered both 
countries’ Arctic strategies.57 The NSR also opens the region to other East 
Asian nations.

 Japan, the leading global importer of liquefied natural gas, and South 
Korea, a major trading economy, have also joined the Arctic race. Their 
involvement reflects both economic interests and concerns over China’s 

expanding influence.58 The expanding China-Russia cooperation has raised 
alarms in Washington. The US perceives their cooperation in the Arctic through 
the lens of the “China threat” discourse, adding complexity to regional 
geopolitics.59

Arctic Governance and Strategic Dynamics

 The existing governance structures in the Arctic region become 
insufficient as the region transforms into a global strategic interest zone. The 
traditional governance mechanism has come under immense pressure as the 
region becomes essential for global power politics. The Arctic Council is one of 
the main governing bodies in the region; however, it has shortcomings 
concerning military security, which limits its effectiveness in warding off 
geopolitical competition. Furthermore, non-cooperative behaviour in the 
Council raises tension among the Arctic states. For instance, Russia was 
suspended from the Council because of Ukraine crisis, which disrupted 
diplomatic consensus and raised concerns about future cooperative governance 
in the region. As the Council struggles to adapt to new realities, the risk of 
unilateral actions and policy fragmentation continues to grow, plunging the 
Arctic region into power politics.60

 An inclusive and more robust governance mechanism is necessary to 
ensure stability in the Arctic. A renewed governance model is required to 
engage both Arctic and non-Arctic states and actors to prevent the escalation of 
power competition in the region. As Japan, China and South Korea are pursuing 
Arctic strategies and interests ranging from energy to maritime shipping, it is 
imperative to include them in Arctic governance. Their exclusion only serves to 
create ambiguity and render confusion and assertive actions. The Arctic 
authority can be expanded and reformed to include these alterations, as these 
changes are essential to manage the intersection of climate change, economic 

interests and security in the region. The Arctic risks becoming a conflict zone if 
adaptive and inclusive governance structures are not put in place.61

 The legal framework in the Arctic, which is the United Nations 
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) is highly challenged in its 
capacity to manage Arctic disputes. The UNCLOS is responsible for governing 
maritime boundaries and claims in the continental shelf; nevertheless, key 
Arctic states such as Canada and Russia have managed to bypass its mechanism 
of dispute resolution. The freedom to opt out undermines UNCLOS’s authority 
and leaves many contentious issues unresolved, such as intersecting navigation 
rights and territorial claims. This increases the region’s vulnerability and 
susceptibility to political standoffs. Thus, the lack of a binding enforcement 
mechanism in the Arctic governance increases its fragility in the already 
complicated geopolitical scenario.62

 Recently, strategic military exercises have increased in the Arctic, 
which reflect its growing significance in great power competition. Russia has 
reactivated its Soviet-era bases and developed a multi-purpose structure along 
the NSR, demonstrating itself as a dominating military actor in the Arctic. 
NATO has increased Arctic surveillance and military exercises. These 
developments mark a shift from soft-power scientific cooperation to 
hard-power posturing, revealing a fragile security environment that governance 
frameworks are ill-equipped to handle.63 Moreover, these developments also 
revealed the fragility of the security environment in the Arctic, which could 
deteriorate because of the ill-preparedness of the Arctic governance 
framework. 

 Russia interprets its military manoeuvres as a security need, and NATO 
find itself bound by its collective defence narrative and deterrence obligation, 

leading to tension along the alliance’s northern areas. However, there is a lack 
of enough evidence that represents a novel military development. Though it is 
tempting to frame the Arctic-centred activities of states through the lens of 
great power competition, the region has not yet become a full-blown 
geopolitical battle ground. However, the current postures of Russia and NATO 
reflect their Cold War era rivalry, particularly focusing on safeguarding their 
ballistic missile zones, which are operational to ensure their strategic presence 
in the North Atlantic, in case a conflict erupts in Europe.64

 The Arctic governance structure rarely integrates climate change as a 
security threat in its framework, even though it enormously drives the Arctic 
into a geostrategic hotspot. Disputes over sovereignty of the region and 
shipping rights are emerging as new pathways are becoming navigable, 
particularly the NSR and NWP. Environmental protection is also a contentious 
issue in the Arctic among the various stakeholders. For example, the US and 
Canada disagree on the NWP’s legal status; while the US insists it is an 
international strait, Canada claims it is a part of its internal waters. Such legal 
obscurity sparks geopolitical competition and calls for an effective governance 
framework that balances environmental management with evolving strategic 
importance.65

 Meanwhile, the native communities in the Arctic, who are the first to 
bear the repercussions of environmental and geopolitical transformation, are 
frequently not a part of the dialogue concerning the Arctic region. Albeit, they 
are a permanent member of the Arctic Council, they get deprived of their voting 
rights, especially in the national-level strategic dialogues. As the Arctic endures 
further changes, shipping traffic, military activity and industrial projects 
increase, thus threatening their culture, food security and territorial autonomy. 
As a result, an internal conflict could flare up in the Arctic, which could be hard 
to control due to the non-existent participation of the indigenous communities 
in the Arctic governance system. Without a proper channel of dialogue to 
resolve issues and ensure cooperation, the Arctic may become a conflict 
flashpoint in the future.66

Conclusion

 The Arctic is no longer a peaceful and cooperative zone but a central 
arena for geopolitical contestation, strategic maneuvering and governance 
experimentation. The accelerating pace of climate change has dramatically 
transformed the physical and political landscape of the region by opening the 
routes and resources which were previously inaccessible. These shifts do not 
occur in isolation, but they reshape national interests, military strategies and 
international relations among states. Hence, the governance system and 
international relations in the Arctic must evolve beyond their current 
institutional constraints to address the incoming multidimensional geopolitical 
and strategic challenges.

 Previously, the UNCLOS and the Arctic served as foundational 
structures to serve the interests of the Arctic region; however, the evolving 
geopolitical dynamics in the region require profound reforms in the governance 
structure of the Arctic to maintain cooperation. The contemporary dynamics of 
the Arctic in the aftermath of the structural change in the Arctic Ocean due to 
climate change have become more complicated for these traditional legal 
structures. Legal shortcomings in the Arctic Council deliberations in terms of 
clarity on maritime boundaries and security signify a major governance gap in 
the Arctic, especially after the region evolved to be a hotspot for great power 
competition. As new developments unfold in the geopolitical and strategic 
domains of the Arctic, traditional cooperative institutions become obsolete, 
risking a vacuum that could be filled by states’ unilateral and assertive policies. 

 Furthermore, the involvement of non-Arctic nations such as China, 
Japan and South Korea signifies global recognition of the Arctic’s strategic and 
economic importance. These states are taking interest in the Arctic shipping 
routes, energy reserves and infrastructure, which highlight the Arctic’s strategic 
importance in the international system and necessitate significant reforms to 
ensure peace and cooperation in the region. The current model in the Arctic is 
exclusionary, in which observer states have limited influence. It is 
unsustainable in the contemporary arena when the Arctic is attracting global 
attention and is the center of great power competition. The Arctic needs a more 
inclusive, efficient and adaptive governance, which is essential to 
accommodate interests of an increasing number of states.

 The melting of the Arctic ice sheet and data-supported evidence of its 
vast resources and significant maritime trade routes drive new regional 
realignment in the Arctic. The Arctic is likely to become a zone of geopolitical 
competition and power dynamics. The changing state of the Arctic will result in 
new alliances and rivalries. Russia and China could cooperate in the Arctic to 
counter the US in the region. Owing to competing interests of global powers, 
cooperation and peaceful exploitation of the Arctic is unlikely. 

 The native communities in the Arctic cannot be sidelined when the 
region is undergoing massive geopolitical and strategic transformation. The 
future of the Arctic also lies with these indigenous communities, as they are at 
the receiving end of any change and development in the region. Their 
knowledge about the region can compound governance reforms, safeguarding 
the environment of the Arctic and ensuring peace in the Arctic area. As the 
strategic interests of many states unravel in the Arctic through their regional 
policies, the path forward for the Arctic requires more focused diplomatic 
effort, inclusive of all stakeholders, to ensure the region does not turn into a 
conflict zone. A new upgraded institution needs to be formed to ensure peaceful 
co-existence in the Arctic because without reimaging the Arctic governance 
mechanism, the region risks falling into uncertainty and anarchy. The region 
risks becoming a flashpoint of geopolitical rivalry if timely cooperative 
measures and effective governance reforms are not undertaken, because 
climate change is serving as a geopolitical accelerator in the Arctic that needs 
to be curtailed before it spirals out of control.  

 A new governance framework must be created to include Arctic and 
non-Arctic states along with indigenous communities. The governance 
framework must focus on environmental sustainability in the region despite its 
emerging geopolitical dynamics. The indigenous communities should be 
protected and their experiences should be used to protect the Arctic landscape. 
All the stakeholders in the Arctic should bear the expenses of climate finance in 
the region through a robust governance framework.
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From 6 to 10 May 2025, Pakistan was engaged in a Four-Day War initiated 
by India under the pretext of avenging the Pahalgam attack, yet another 
false flag operation. This paper analyzes the geopolitical impact of 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day India-Pakistan War across multiple 
domains, resulting in a significant geopolitical shift in South Asia. The 
resounding success of Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, a well-calibrated 
counter-response by Pakistan to India’s Operation Sindoor exposed the 
inherent vulnerabilities of the Indian Armed Forces, particularly the Indian 
Air Force (IAF). The demonstration of a well-synergized military strategy 
and impressive warfighting capabilities of the Pakistan Armed Forces have 
shattered the long-standing myth of India’s conventional military 
superiority over Pakistan, resulting in the establishment of conventional 
deterrence between the two nuclear-armed neighbors. India’s recent 
military misadventure against its nuclear-armed neighbor has once again 
raised questions about its behavior as a nuclear weapon state, as it 
threatens regional and international peace and security. Notably, the 
Four-Day War has re-hyphenated India with Pakistan in the global 
discourse and highlighted the need for the resolution of the Kashmir 
dispute, a nuclear flashpoint in South Asia. The diplomatic support received 
by Pakistan before and after the war from the international community 
signified rejection of India’s false narrative in the aftermath of the 
Pahalgam incident, failure of its diplomacy and isolation at the global level. 
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Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.



Introduction

 Climate change is a pressing global issue that poses serious 
environmental concerns and has far-reaching geopolitical and strategic 
ramifications in international relations. One of the most visibly affected regions 
is the Arctic, where the rising global temperature is causing dramatic 
environmental transformations, particularly accelerating the sea ice sheet 
melting of the Arctic Ocean. The Arctic region, long known for its expansive 
ice sheets, is now in a constant state of change due to these climate-induced 
phenomena.2

 The most discernible reduction in Arctic sea ice began in the 20th 
century and further accelerated in the 2000s, with changes becoming 
increasingly visible through satellite imagery. According to a 2024 NASA 
report , the sea ice of the Arctic reached its seventh-lowest extent on record in 
summer, covering approximately 4.28 million square kilometers (1.65 million 
square miles). This marked a significant reduction of about 750,000 square 
miles compared to the 1981-2010 average for that time of year.3 The annual 
maximum extent occurred in winter 2024, peaking at 15.01 million square 
kilometers (5.80 million square miles). While this was the 14th-lowest 
maximum on record, it still fell 640,000 square kilometers below the 
1981-2021 average.4 These shifts have not only reshaped the Arctic’s 
environmental landscape but have also altered its strategic and geopolitical 
significance.

 The significance of the Arctic is not new to global politics; however, the 
impact of climate change has added renewed impetus to its relevance. 
Historically, global powers have shown interest in navigating the Northwest 
Passage (NWP), but thick ice sheets were a major impediment. As early as the 
1800s, the British Admiralty received reports of diminishing sea ice near 
Greenland, raising hopes of accessing the NWP.5 Similarly, Vilhjalmur 

Stefansson, in the early 1900s, projected the Arctic as a hub of economic 
activity and questioned who would benefit from its emerging resources.6

 Throughout the 20th century, various global leaders demonstrated 
interest in creating economic bases in the Arctic. In the 1930s, Joseph Stalin 
aimed to secure Soviet bases in the Russian Arctic, while Canadian Prime 
Minister John G. Diefenbaker envisioned economic development in Canada’s 
Arctic frontiers during the 1950s.7 Furthermore, European explorers had long 
searched for northern passages, discovering potential trade routes and vast 
natural resources, including gas and oil.8

 The Arctic has recently transformed into a geopolitical and strategic 
frontier due to its ice sheet melting. The region has become more accessible due 
to rise of global temperature, opening up the Northern Sea Route (NSR) and the 
NWP for global shipping. These newly navigable routes offer significant 
economic benefits by reducing travel distances by up to 40 percent between 
northern Europe and northeast Asia, compared to traditional routes through 
chokepoints like the Suez Canal and the Strait of Hormuz.9

 As the Arctic becomes more accessible, competition over its vast 
resource wealth has intensified. According to the estimates of the US 
Geological Survey, the Arctic holds about 90 billion barrels of oil (13 percent 
of the world’s undiscovered oil) and 30 percent of its natural gas reserves, most 
of which are located offshore within 500 meters of the Arctic Ocean.10 This 
transformation has led to reconceptualization of the Arctic as a “new economic 

frontier” within global geopolitics.11

 These environmental and economic shifts have sparked both 
cooperation and competition among Arctic stakeholders. While the need to 
manage environmental risks calls for collaborative frameworks, such as the 
Arctic Council, the lure of economic and strategic gains fuels rivalry. The 
region maintained a relatively peaceful status in the era following the Cold War, 
with Mikhail Gorbachev famously describing it as a “zone of peace” in his 
1987 Murmansk speech.12 However, as Francis Fukuyama argued, the end of 
the Cold War did not signify the cessation of geopolitical rivalry.13 Today, the 
Arctic continues to be a stage where global powers pursue their interests in both 
cooperative and competitive ways.14

 These ongoing dramatic changes in the Arctic not only bring 
environmental concerns but also spark a new geopolitical competition and 
strategic manoeuvring within the area. With the ice in the Arctic melting further 
and trade routes and resources becoming accessible, the region becomes a key 
area in the power politics, including states within and outside the Arctic 
claiming their rights on it. 

 This paper aims to explore the emerging geopolitical dynamics and 
strategic interests in the Arctic region due to its evolving landscape as a 
consequence of the melting of its ice sheet. It will examine the changing 
narrative of the Arctic stakeholders and their regional policies, from 
cooperation to competition. It will analyze how the potential of vast unexplored 
natural resources and emerging maritime trade routes redefine geopolitical 
interactions in the Arctic and increase the chances of great power competition. 
Moreover, it will also evaluate how the heightened competition and assertive 
policies reshape realignment in the region, owing to the strategic and economic 
interests of the Arctic stakeholders and global powers.  

Climate Change and the Transformation of the Arctic Landscape

 The Arctic region, once a scientific interest for the world, has now 
become an epicenter of geopolitics owing to global climate change. As the 
increasing temperature thinned its ice cap, competition for commercial and 
strategic interests emerged, emanating dramatic implications for the 
international system.15 As per the reports of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the average rise in the average 
temperature of the earth is measured as 1.46 degrees Celsius above the 
pre-industrial levels in 2024.16 This increase is notably higher than the 0.6 
degrees Celsius rise reported in the initial years of 2000s by the Arctic Climate 
Impact Assessment (ACIA).17

 The Arctic is experiencing a warming rate above the global average that 
is more than the normal worldwide temperature warming rate; it is twice the 
average. This warming speed of the Arctic is estimated to increase further as the 
disappearing ice cap increases the rate of heat absorption.18 Both the terrestrial 
and offshore ice in the Arctic Ocean melted as a result of rising temperatures.19

 The rapid reduction in the Greenland ice sheet, along with glaciers and 
ice caps of the Arctic, has already led to significant alterations in ice conditions. 
Simultaneously, the melting of permafrost in both submarine and subsoil layers 
releases carbon in the forms of carbon dioxide and methane, further 
accelerating climate change.20

 Climate change is described as a “threat multiplier”, and it poses a 
significant risk of heightened geopolitical instability in the Arctic, extending 

beyond threats to human security.21 The Arctic Ocean’s transformation due to 
climate change is creating both opportunities and risks. While economic and 
strategic interests drive competition, the need for cooperative governance and 
environmental protection remains critical.

 Harboring roughly 30 percent of the earth’s untapped natural gas 
reserves and 13 percent of its unexploited oil resources, the Arctic has emerged 
as a region of increasing strategic relevance in foreign, security and economic 
policy domains. The retreat of the polar ice cap is facilitating access to 
previously unreachable areas, enabling expanded resource exploration and 
maritime transit. Concurrently, unresolved questions concerning authority over 
maritime areas and boundary delimitation within the Arctic Ocean and its 
neighboring regions are gaining greater prominence in regional and 
international discourse due to large deposits of resources and shipping routes.22 

The Arctic’s hydrocarbon resources alone can be profound for the global 
powers. As per the survey of the US Geological Survey (USGS), the 
continental shelves in the Arctic provide an extensive amount of unexplored 
gas and oil.23

 The mineral deposits richness of the Arctic does not end with oil and 
gas, but it also includes a large amount of hard minerals. In Russia, Murmansk 
and Norilsk contain large deposits of copper and nickel. In Canada, Baffin 
Island and Baffin Bay are enriched with high-level iron ore and coal and zinc 
deposits are found near Alaska, Nome and in the Bering Strait.24

 Besides hydrocarbon deposits, marine living resources, particularly fish 
stocks, are affected by shifting patterns of heat transfer, prompting their 
migration further north along the Atlantic sector of the Arctic Ocean. As a 
result, fishing fleets are increasingly required to shift their operations 
northward within the Arctic Ocean. Furthermore, the retreat of sea ice presents 
new opportunities for the shipment of these resources to the states with high 

demand.25

 The access to Arctic fishing grounds will also increase as the Arctic 
water persists longer due to warming. In the Barents and Bering Seas, a large 
number of fishing industries exist, which can excessively benefit from the 
Arctic waters.26 Ultimately, it will further increase competition among the 
stakeholders and can spark disputes. Moreover, the Arctic has become 
susceptible to the dynamics of the security dilemma in recent years. Its 
low-conflict zone is fading away as the five bordering countries of the Arctic 
Ocean have developed Arctic strategies to safeguard their strategic and 
economic interests in the region. Their Arctic strategies also include expanding 
their military capabilities. However, similar to other global contexts, one state’s 
moves to boost its security can unintentionally cause insecurity in others, 
prompting them to respond in kind. As a result, the Arctic becomes a part of 
global geopolitical competition as the Arctic’s water state continues longer.27 
Conversely, the impacts of climate change are driving new developments that 
contribute to escalating geopolitical tensions. As human activity in the Arctic 
intensifies, particularly in the harnessing of natural resources, there is a rising 
global interest in the region, further complicating the geopolitical landscape 
and heightening competition involving both state and non-state entities.28

Theoretical Framework

 The evolving geopolitical dynamics and strategic interests in the Arctic 
can be analyzed through the realist perspective. Realism emphasizes the 
absence of a central authority in the international system. According to the 
realists, the states are primarily motivated by their national interests, power and 
security. They tend to pursue these incentives at any cost, often increasing their 
military capacities and posturing assertive policies.29 This theory is relevant in 
the Arctic context in light of geopolitical changes occurring there, where states 
pursue strategic interests and competition over resources. 

 Neorealism can particularly be used to assess the state’s behavior in the 
Arctic. Acknowledging the international system to be anarchic, with no central 
authority governing state behavior, states primarily pursue power and security. 
Therefore, the enhanced access to the Arctic’s vast, unexplored resources and 
maritime trade routes has intensified competition in the region. States endeavor 
to maximize power and ensure their security in case of any other state’s 
aggression. Every state tries to pursue its national interest and maximize power 
in case of accessibility to a region of strategic significance. For instance, Russia 
enormously expanded its military footprint in the Arctic to assert its 
dominance. This militarization aligns with the neorealist notion that states will 
enhance their capabilities to secure their national interests.30 

 Furthermore, the integral perspective of realism is the concept of 
self-help and relative gain in the international system. States engage themselves 
advancing their status in the international system through increasing military 
capabilities, assertive territorial claims and undertaking strategic actions.31 In 
Arctic geopolitics, the key powers of the international system are ensuring such 
actions to assert their control over critical areas and expand their operational 
activities.32

 Russia’s assertive Arctic policy to consolidate its power in the region 
and dominate the resource exploitation exemplifies the realist approach. This 
Russian approach aligns with the realist emphasis of power politics and 
security concerns.33 The country’s approach to heightening military 
deployment and strategic infrastructure in the Arctic reflects its efforts to 
enhance its relative power.

 Similarly, the US and its allies reciprocated by expanding their military 
infrastructure to counterbalance the Russian presence. Thus, reflecting the 
neorealist notion of balancing, where states align against a perceived threat to 
establish equilibrium in the international system. Moreover, the entry of China 
into the Arctic scenario further complicates the situation in the Arctic. China is 
a key power in the international system and it cannot distance itself from a 
strategic region. Though China is not an Arctic state, it declares itself a 
“near-Arctic state” and takes an active role in the Arctic region. China pursues 
a “Polar Silk Road” and has increased its Arctic activities, which reflect its 
strategy to expand its influence in the region, leading to tensions among the 
Arctic states. These developments underscore the realist view that states act 
unilaterally in the absence of a central authority, leading to heightened tension 
and conflict.34

 Realism also positions the Arctic as a geopolitical arena where the 
absence of effective governance allows the pursuit of national interests by the 
states. As Keil (2014) argues, neorealism perceives states’ actions as motivated 
by the pursuit of power and security, particularly in terms of hydrocarbon 
exploration and territorial claims. Neorealists believe that competition over 
resources and sovereignty prevails as the melting of ice makes Arctic more 
accessible. Keil points out that this perspective is apparent in military 
advancements of countries like Russia, the US and Canada, which seek 
enhanced influence over the potentially resource-rich areas of the Arctic.35 

 Similarly, Dr Vahid Nick Pay and Harry Gray Calvo (2020) assess the 
Russian foreign policy in the Arctic through the realist lens, highlighting the 
long-term objectives of Russia. They argue that Russia’s Arctic policies reflect 
a realist approach to pursue national interest and security dominance. Structural 
realism explains how the Russian advancements in the Arctic region compete 
with the Western powers. The authors argue that the primary driving force for 
states is always national interest and the pursuit of power, regardless of the 
presence of institutional frameworks.36

 Moreover, the realist principles can also be found in Canada’s Arctic 
policies, which have emphasized security and national sovereignty in the wake 
of emerging geopolitical dynamics. The Canadian government increasingly 
invests in its military infrastructure to assert its control over the northern 
territories. Its purchase of a Canadian USD 6 billion Over-the-Horizon Radar 
system signifies its commitment to territorial control in the Arctic region.37 

These actions align with the realist perspective that states prioritize power and 
security, especially in regions of strategic importance. Furthermore, Canada 
also participates in joint military exercises, such as the Nanook, demonstrating 
its proactive approach in safeguarding its interests in the Arctic.38 

 China is also actively involved in the Arctic region. Its involvement can 
be analyzed through realist principles, particularly neoclassical realism. 
Neoclassical realism considers systemic pressure and domestic factors in 
shaping foreign policy. In 2018, China represented itself as a “near-Arctic 
state” in its Arctic Policy White Paper. It asserted its interests in resource 
exploitation, scientific research and participation in Arctic governance. This 
strategic position reflected China’s interest in the Arctic’s potential benefits. 
These endeavours emphasized China’s desire to expand its influence in the 
Arctic region. Neoclassical realists explain China’s strategic behavior to be 
motivated by economic interests and perception of international status. China 
aims to secure its global status and strategic advantages by integrating itself 
into the Arctic framework.39

Emerging Geopolitical Dynamics and Economic Interests in the Arctic 
Region

 In recent years, the Arctic region has emerged as a critical arena for 
strategic rivalry among major powers, especially China, the US and Russia. 
This growing interest stems from the Arctic’s wide ranging natural reserves and 
its potential to serve as a vital maritime corridor linking the Atlantic and Pacific 

Oceans. Russia has maintained a stronghold in the region through its 
geographical presence and investment in Arctic infrastructure. Although the US 
national security strategy treats Russia and China as distinct strategic 
challenges, their converging interests and cooperation in the Arctic present a 
new geopolitical reality.40

 Political scientist Rob Huebert introduced the concept of the “New 
Arctic Strategic Triangle Environment” (NASTE), describing the Arctic as a 
central arena for triangular security interests involving the US, Russia and 
China.41 These converging interests increase competition and geopolitical 
tensions in the region.
 
 Russia has established its geopolitical foothold in the Arctic through 
military and infrastructural development. It has rebuilt old Soviet bases and 
constructed new ones to secure its interests in oil, gas and territorial 
sovereignty.42 After the US Geological Survey (2009) projected the Arctic as a 
mineral-rich region, the US sought more cooperation in the region; however, 
Russia had already placed a flag on the seabed beneath the North Pole to 
demonstrate its claim, shifting the Arctic discourse from cooperation to 
competition.43

 Russia’s strategy in the Arctic combines cooperation and competition. 
While it engages in governance and environmental discussions, it 
simultaneously protects its strategic interests through militarization and 
territorial claims.44 Russia’s takeover of Crimea in 2014 exemplifies its 
assertive posture in strategically valuable regions, including the Arctic.45 
Additionally, Russia utilizes a mix of incentives and coercive tools in its Arctic 

diplomacy.46 It maintains dominance in the Arctic energy sector through 
state-controlled enterprises like Gazprom and Rosneft, which support 
Moscow’s energy politics.47 Climate change-induced ice melting has opened 
new maritime routes, triggering strategic competition between the US and 
Russia.48

 The post-globalization era and China’s rise have also transformed the 
geopolitics of the Arctic. Although China is not an Arctic state, it has developed 
a formal Arctic strategy and integrated a Polar Silk Road into its Belt and Road 
Initiative (BRI). The strategy aims to undertake developmental projects and 
trade through the region. Moreover, the Trump administration’s interest in 
buying Greenland highlighted the Arctic’s geopolitical and economic 
significance.49 The European Union also recognizes the strategic and economic 
importance of the Arctic. It actively seeks to enhance its Arctic presence, with 
Denmark, Sweden and Finland representing its interests.50 The US recognizes 
the Arctic’s strategic importance, particularly through Alaska, and aims to 
expand its influence both economically and militarily.51 Other Arctic states like 
Denmark and Norway are also pursuing greater involvement. Denmark focuses 
on Greenland’s geopolitical significance, while Norway emphasizes energy 
exploration.

 During the Cold War, the Arctic was a strategic frontier between the US 
and the Soviet Union. Today, the “Arctic Five”, which are Russia, Canada, the 
US, Denmark and Norway, along with other stakeholders like Finland and 

Sweden, aim to protect their interests. These states are strengthening their 
military presence through surveillance systems, coast guards and naval and air 
deployments, which further increase geopolitical tension in the region.52

 Meanwhile, Japan, China and South Korea have emerged as influential 
states in the region. China’s increasing energy needs have led to major 
investments in Arctic resources, particularly in Russian oil and gas. In 2013, 
China bought Canadian energy company Nexen for USD 15 billion, 
highlighting its strategic intent.53 China has also invested in rare earth minerals 
in Greenland.54

 China and Russia have partnered to develop the NSR, a key part of the 
Polar Silk Road, which is integrated into China’s BRI. This maritime route 
reduces travel time between China and Europe by 20–30%, saving fuel costs.55 
Although China has not formally declared its Arctic ambitions, its investments 
and diplomatic engagement suggest its strategic interests.56 Russia has 
welcomed China’s financial and logistical support, which has bolstered both 
countries’ Arctic strategies.57 The NSR also opens the region to other East 
Asian nations.

 Japan, the leading global importer of liquefied natural gas, and South 
Korea, a major trading economy, have also joined the Arctic race. Their 
involvement reflects both economic interests and concerns over China’s 

expanding influence.58 The expanding China-Russia cooperation has raised 
alarms in Washington. The US perceives their cooperation in the Arctic through 
the lens of the “China threat” discourse, adding complexity to regional 
geopolitics.59

Arctic Governance and Strategic Dynamics

 The existing governance structures in the Arctic region become 
insufficient as the region transforms into a global strategic interest zone. The 
traditional governance mechanism has come under immense pressure as the 
region becomes essential for global power politics. The Arctic Council is one of 
the main governing bodies in the region; however, it has shortcomings 
concerning military security, which limits its effectiveness in warding off 
geopolitical competition. Furthermore, non-cooperative behaviour in the 
Council raises tension among the Arctic states. For instance, Russia was 
suspended from the Council because of Ukraine crisis, which disrupted 
diplomatic consensus and raised concerns about future cooperative governance 
in the region. As the Council struggles to adapt to new realities, the risk of 
unilateral actions and policy fragmentation continues to grow, plunging the 
Arctic region into power politics.60

 An inclusive and more robust governance mechanism is necessary to 
ensure stability in the Arctic. A renewed governance model is required to 
engage both Arctic and non-Arctic states and actors to prevent the escalation of 
power competition in the region. As Japan, China and South Korea are pursuing 
Arctic strategies and interests ranging from energy to maritime shipping, it is 
imperative to include them in Arctic governance. Their exclusion only serves to 
create ambiguity and render confusion and assertive actions. The Arctic 
authority can be expanded and reformed to include these alterations, as these 
changes are essential to manage the intersection of climate change, economic 

interests and security in the region. The Arctic risks becoming a conflict zone if 
adaptive and inclusive governance structures are not put in place.61

 The legal framework in the Arctic, which is the United Nations 
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) is highly challenged in its 
capacity to manage Arctic disputes. The UNCLOS is responsible for governing 
maritime boundaries and claims in the continental shelf; nevertheless, key 
Arctic states such as Canada and Russia have managed to bypass its mechanism 
of dispute resolution. The freedom to opt out undermines UNCLOS’s authority 
and leaves many contentious issues unresolved, such as intersecting navigation 
rights and territorial claims. This increases the region’s vulnerability and 
susceptibility to political standoffs. Thus, the lack of a binding enforcement 
mechanism in the Arctic governance increases its fragility in the already 
complicated geopolitical scenario.62

 Recently, strategic military exercises have increased in the Arctic, 
which reflect its growing significance in great power competition. Russia has 
reactivated its Soviet-era bases and developed a multi-purpose structure along 
the NSR, demonstrating itself as a dominating military actor in the Arctic. 
NATO has increased Arctic surveillance and military exercises. These 
developments mark a shift from soft-power scientific cooperation to 
hard-power posturing, revealing a fragile security environment that governance 
frameworks are ill-equipped to handle.63 Moreover, these developments also 
revealed the fragility of the security environment in the Arctic, which could 
deteriorate because of the ill-preparedness of the Arctic governance 
framework. 

 Russia interprets its military manoeuvres as a security need, and NATO 
find itself bound by its collective defence narrative and deterrence obligation, 

leading to tension along the alliance’s northern areas. However, there is a lack 
of enough evidence that represents a novel military development. Though it is 
tempting to frame the Arctic-centred activities of states through the lens of 
great power competition, the region has not yet become a full-blown 
geopolitical battle ground. However, the current postures of Russia and NATO 
reflect their Cold War era rivalry, particularly focusing on safeguarding their 
ballistic missile zones, which are operational to ensure their strategic presence 
in the North Atlantic, in case a conflict erupts in Europe.64

 The Arctic governance structure rarely integrates climate change as a 
security threat in its framework, even though it enormously drives the Arctic 
into a geostrategic hotspot. Disputes over sovereignty of the region and 
shipping rights are emerging as new pathways are becoming navigable, 
particularly the NSR and NWP. Environmental protection is also a contentious 
issue in the Arctic among the various stakeholders. For example, the US and 
Canada disagree on the NWP’s legal status; while the US insists it is an 
international strait, Canada claims it is a part of its internal waters. Such legal 
obscurity sparks geopolitical competition and calls for an effective governance 
framework that balances environmental management with evolving strategic 
importance.65

 Meanwhile, the native communities in the Arctic, who are the first to 
bear the repercussions of environmental and geopolitical transformation, are 
frequently not a part of the dialogue concerning the Arctic region. Albeit, they 
are a permanent member of the Arctic Council, they get deprived of their voting 
rights, especially in the national-level strategic dialogues. As the Arctic endures 
further changes, shipping traffic, military activity and industrial projects 
increase, thus threatening their culture, food security and territorial autonomy. 
As a result, an internal conflict could flare up in the Arctic, which could be hard 
to control due to the non-existent participation of the indigenous communities 
in the Arctic governance system. Without a proper channel of dialogue to 
resolve issues and ensure cooperation, the Arctic may become a conflict 
flashpoint in the future.66

Conclusion

 The Arctic is no longer a peaceful and cooperative zone but a central 
arena for geopolitical contestation, strategic maneuvering and governance 
experimentation. The accelerating pace of climate change has dramatically 
transformed the physical and political landscape of the region by opening the 
routes and resources which were previously inaccessible. These shifts do not 
occur in isolation, but they reshape national interests, military strategies and 
international relations among states. Hence, the governance system and 
international relations in the Arctic must evolve beyond their current 
institutional constraints to address the incoming multidimensional geopolitical 
and strategic challenges.

 Previously, the UNCLOS and the Arctic served as foundational 
structures to serve the interests of the Arctic region; however, the evolving 
geopolitical dynamics in the region require profound reforms in the governance 
structure of the Arctic to maintain cooperation. The contemporary dynamics of 
the Arctic in the aftermath of the structural change in the Arctic Ocean due to 
climate change have become more complicated for these traditional legal 
structures. Legal shortcomings in the Arctic Council deliberations in terms of 
clarity on maritime boundaries and security signify a major governance gap in 
the Arctic, especially after the region evolved to be a hotspot for great power 
competition. As new developments unfold in the geopolitical and strategic 
domains of the Arctic, traditional cooperative institutions become obsolete, 
risking a vacuum that could be filled by states’ unilateral and assertive policies. 

 Furthermore, the involvement of non-Arctic nations such as China, 
Japan and South Korea signifies global recognition of the Arctic’s strategic and 
economic importance. These states are taking interest in the Arctic shipping 
routes, energy reserves and infrastructure, which highlight the Arctic’s strategic 
importance in the international system and necessitate significant reforms to 
ensure peace and cooperation in the region. The current model in the Arctic is 
exclusionary, in which observer states have limited influence. It is 
unsustainable in the contemporary arena when the Arctic is attracting global 
attention and is the center of great power competition. The Arctic needs a more 
inclusive, efficient and adaptive governance, which is essential to 
accommodate interests of an increasing number of states.

 The melting of the Arctic ice sheet and data-supported evidence of its 
vast resources and significant maritime trade routes drive new regional 
realignment in the Arctic. The Arctic is likely to become a zone of geopolitical 
competition and power dynamics. The changing state of the Arctic will result in 
new alliances and rivalries. Russia and China could cooperate in the Arctic to 
counter the US in the region. Owing to competing interests of global powers, 
cooperation and peaceful exploitation of the Arctic is unlikely. 

 The native communities in the Arctic cannot be sidelined when the 
region is undergoing massive geopolitical and strategic transformation. The 
future of the Arctic also lies with these indigenous communities, as they are at 
the receiving end of any change and development in the region. Their 
knowledge about the region can compound governance reforms, safeguarding 
the environment of the Arctic and ensuring peace in the Arctic area. As the 
strategic interests of many states unravel in the Arctic through their regional 
policies, the path forward for the Arctic requires more focused diplomatic 
effort, inclusive of all stakeholders, to ensure the region does not turn into a 
conflict zone. A new upgraded institution needs to be formed to ensure peaceful 
co-existence in the Arctic because without reimaging the Arctic governance 
mechanism, the region risks falling into uncertainty and anarchy. The region 
risks becoming a flashpoint of geopolitical rivalry if timely cooperative 
measures and effective governance reforms are not undertaken, because 
climate change is serving as a geopolitical accelerator in the Arctic that needs 
to be curtailed before it spirals out of control.  

 A new governance framework must be created to include Arctic and 
non-Arctic states along with indigenous communities. The governance 
framework must focus on environmental sustainability in the region despite its 
emerging geopolitical dynamics. The indigenous communities should be 
protected and their experiences should be used to protect the Arctic landscape. 
All the stakeholders in the Arctic should bear the expenses of climate finance in 
the region through a robust governance framework.

Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Climate change is a pressing global issue that poses serious 
environmental concerns and has far-reaching geopolitical and strategic 
ramifications in international relations. One of the most visibly affected regions 
is the Arctic, where the rising global temperature is causing dramatic 
environmental transformations, particularly accelerating the sea ice sheet 
melting of the Arctic Ocean. The Arctic region, long known for its expansive 
ice sheets, is now in a constant state of change due to these climate-induced 
phenomena.2

 The most discernible reduction in Arctic sea ice began in the 20th 
century and further accelerated in the 2000s, with changes becoming 
increasingly visible through satellite imagery. According to a 2024 NASA 
report , the sea ice of the Arctic reached its seventh-lowest extent on record in 
summer, covering approximately 4.28 million square kilometers (1.65 million 
square miles). This marked a significant reduction of about 750,000 square 
miles compared to the 1981-2010 average for that time of year.3 The annual 
maximum extent occurred in winter 2024, peaking at 15.01 million square 
kilometers (5.80 million square miles). While this was the 14th-lowest 
maximum on record, it still fell 640,000 square kilometers below the 
1981-2021 average.4 These shifts have not only reshaped the Arctic’s 
environmental landscape but have also altered its strategic and geopolitical 
significance.

 The significance of the Arctic is not new to global politics; however, the 
impact of climate change has added renewed impetus to its relevance. 
Historically, global powers have shown interest in navigating the Northwest 
Passage (NWP), but thick ice sheets were a major impediment. As early as the 
1800s, the British Admiralty received reports of diminishing sea ice near 
Greenland, raising hopes of accessing the NWP.5 Similarly, Vilhjalmur 

Stefansson, in the early 1900s, projected the Arctic as a hub of economic 
activity and questioned who would benefit from its emerging resources.6

 Throughout the 20th century, various global leaders demonstrated 
interest in creating economic bases in the Arctic. In the 1930s, Joseph Stalin 
aimed to secure Soviet bases in the Russian Arctic, while Canadian Prime 
Minister John G. Diefenbaker envisioned economic development in Canada’s 
Arctic frontiers during the 1950s.7 Furthermore, European explorers had long 
searched for northern passages, discovering potential trade routes and vast 
natural resources, including gas and oil.8

 The Arctic has recently transformed into a geopolitical and strategic 
frontier due to its ice sheet melting. The region has become more accessible due 
to rise of global temperature, opening up the Northern Sea Route (NSR) and the 
NWP for global shipping. These newly navigable routes offer significant 
economic benefits by reducing travel distances by up to 40 percent between 
northern Europe and northeast Asia, compared to traditional routes through 
chokepoints like the Suez Canal and the Strait of Hormuz.9

 As the Arctic becomes more accessible, competition over its vast 
resource wealth has intensified. According to the estimates of the US 
Geological Survey, the Arctic holds about 90 billion barrels of oil (13 percent 
of the world’s undiscovered oil) and 30 percent of its natural gas reserves, most 
of which are located offshore within 500 meters of the Arctic Ocean.10 This 
transformation has led to reconceptualization of the Arctic as a “new economic 

frontier” within global geopolitics.11

 These environmental and economic shifts have sparked both 
cooperation and competition among Arctic stakeholders. While the need to 
manage environmental risks calls for collaborative frameworks, such as the 
Arctic Council, the lure of economic and strategic gains fuels rivalry. The 
region maintained a relatively peaceful status in the era following the Cold War, 
with Mikhail Gorbachev famously describing it as a “zone of peace” in his 
1987 Murmansk speech.12 However, as Francis Fukuyama argued, the end of 
the Cold War did not signify the cessation of geopolitical rivalry.13 Today, the 
Arctic continues to be a stage where global powers pursue their interests in both 
cooperative and competitive ways.14

 These ongoing dramatic changes in the Arctic not only bring 
environmental concerns but also spark a new geopolitical competition and 
strategic manoeuvring within the area. With the ice in the Arctic melting further 
and trade routes and resources becoming accessible, the region becomes a key 
area in the power politics, including states within and outside the Arctic 
claiming their rights on it. 

 This paper aims to explore the emerging geopolitical dynamics and 
strategic interests in the Arctic region due to its evolving landscape as a 
consequence of the melting of its ice sheet. It will examine the changing 
narrative of the Arctic stakeholders and their regional policies, from 
cooperation to competition. It will analyze how the potential of vast unexplored 
natural resources and emerging maritime trade routes redefine geopolitical 
interactions in the Arctic and increase the chances of great power competition. 
Moreover, it will also evaluate how the heightened competition and assertive 
policies reshape realignment in the region, owing to the strategic and economic 
interests of the Arctic stakeholders and global powers.  

Climate Change and the Transformation of the Arctic Landscape

 The Arctic region, once a scientific interest for the world, has now 
become an epicenter of geopolitics owing to global climate change. As the 
increasing temperature thinned its ice cap, competition for commercial and 
strategic interests emerged, emanating dramatic implications for the 
international system.15 As per the reports of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the average rise in the average 
temperature of the earth is measured as 1.46 degrees Celsius above the 
pre-industrial levels in 2024.16 This increase is notably higher than the 0.6 
degrees Celsius rise reported in the initial years of 2000s by the Arctic Climate 
Impact Assessment (ACIA).17

 The Arctic is experiencing a warming rate above the global average that 
is more than the normal worldwide temperature warming rate; it is twice the 
average. This warming speed of the Arctic is estimated to increase further as the 
disappearing ice cap increases the rate of heat absorption.18 Both the terrestrial 
and offshore ice in the Arctic Ocean melted as a result of rising temperatures.19

 The rapid reduction in the Greenland ice sheet, along with glaciers and 
ice caps of the Arctic, has already led to significant alterations in ice conditions. 
Simultaneously, the melting of permafrost in both submarine and subsoil layers 
releases carbon in the forms of carbon dioxide and methane, further 
accelerating climate change.20

 Climate change is described as a “threat multiplier”, and it poses a 
significant risk of heightened geopolitical instability in the Arctic, extending 

beyond threats to human security.21 The Arctic Ocean’s transformation due to 
climate change is creating both opportunities and risks. While economic and 
strategic interests drive competition, the need for cooperative governance and 
environmental protection remains critical.

 Harboring roughly 30 percent of the earth’s untapped natural gas 
reserves and 13 percent of its unexploited oil resources, the Arctic has emerged 
as a region of increasing strategic relevance in foreign, security and economic 
policy domains. The retreat of the polar ice cap is facilitating access to 
previously unreachable areas, enabling expanded resource exploration and 
maritime transit. Concurrently, unresolved questions concerning authority over 
maritime areas and boundary delimitation within the Arctic Ocean and its 
neighboring regions are gaining greater prominence in regional and 
international discourse due to large deposits of resources and shipping routes.22 

The Arctic’s hydrocarbon resources alone can be profound for the global 
powers. As per the survey of the US Geological Survey (USGS), the 
continental shelves in the Arctic provide an extensive amount of unexplored 
gas and oil.23

 The mineral deposits richness of the Arctic does not end with oil and 
gas, but it also includes a large amount of hard minerals. In Russia, Murmansk 
and Norilsk contain large deposits of copper and nickel. In Canada, Baffin 
Island and Baffin Bay are enriched with high-level iron ore and coal and zinc 
deposits are found near Alaska, Nome and in the Bering Strait.24

 Besides hydrocarbon deposits, marine living resources, particularly fish 
stocks, are affected by shifting patterns of heat transfer, prompting their 
migration further north along the Atlantic sector of the Arctic Ocean. As a 
result, fishing fleets are increasingly required to shift their operations 
northward within the Arctic Ocean. Furthermore, the retreat of sea ice presents 
new opportunities for the shipment of these resources to the states with high 

demand.25

 The access to Arctic fishing grounds will also increase as the Arctic 
water persists longer due to warming. In the Barents and Bering Seas, a large 
number of fishing industries exist, which can excessively benefit from the 
Arctic waters.26 Ultimately, it will further increase competition among the 
stakeholders and can spark disputes. Moreover, the Arctic has become 
susceptible to the dynamics of the security dilemma in recent years. Its 
low-conflict zone is fading away as the five bordering countries of the Arctic 
Ocean have developed Arctic strategies to safeguard their strategic and 
economic interests in the region. Their Arctic strategies also include expanding 
their military capabilities. However, similar to other global contexts, one state’s 
moves to boost its security can unintentionally cause insecurity in others, 
prompting them to respond in kind. As a result, the Arctic becomes a part of 
global geopolitical competition as the Arctic’s water state continues longer.27 
Conversely, the impacts of climate change are driving new developments that 
contribute to escalating geopolitical tensions. As human activity in the Arctic 
intensifies, particularly in the harnessing of natural resources, there is a rising 
global interest in the region, further complicating the geopolitical landscape 
and heightening competition involving both state and non-state entities.28

Theoretical Framework

 The evolving geopolitical dynamics and strategic interests in the Arctic 
can be analyzed through the realist perspective. Realism emphasizes the 
absence of a central authority in the international system. According to the 
realists, the states are primarily motivated by their national interests, power and 
security. They tend to pursue these incentives at any cost, often increasing their 
military capacities and posturing assertive policies.29 This theory is relevant in 
the Arctic context in light of geopolitical changes occurring there, where states 
pursue strategic interests and competition over resources. 

 Neorealism can particularly be used to assess the state’s behavior in the 
Arctic. Acknowledging the international system to be anarchic, with no central 
authority governing state behavior, states primarily pursue power and security. 
Therefore, the enhanced access to the Arctic’s vast, unexplored resources and 
maritime trade routes has intensified competition in the region. States endeavor 
to maximize power and ensure their security in case of any other state’s 
aggression. Every state tries to pursue its national interest and maximize power 
in case of accessibility to a region of strategic significance. For instance, Russia 
enormously expanded its military footprint in the Arctic to assert its 
dominance. This militarization aligns with the neorealist notion that states will 
enhance their capabilities to secure their national interests.30 

 Furthermore, the integral perspective of realism is the concept of 
self-help and relative gain in the international system. States engage themselves 
advancing their status in the international system through increasing military 
capabilities, assertive territorial claims and undertaking strategic actions.31 In 
Arctic geopolitics, the key powers of the international system are ensuring such 
actions to assert their control over critical areas and expand their operational 
activities.32

 Russia’s assertive Arctic policy to consolidate its power in the region 
and dominate the resource exploitation exemplifies the realist approach. This 
Russian approach aligns with the realist emphasis of power politics and 
security concerns.33 The country’s approach to heightening military 
deployment and strategic infrastructure in the Arctic reflects its efforts to 
enhance its relative power.

 Similarly, the US and its allies reciprocated by expanding their military 
infrastructure to counterbalance the Russian presence. Thus, reflecting the 
neorealist notion of balancing, where states align against a perceived threat to 
establish equilibrium in the international system. Moreover, the entry of China 
into the Arctic scenario further complicates the situation in the Arctic. China is 
a key power in the international system and it cannot distance itself from a 
strategic region. Though China is not an Arctic state, it declares itself a 
“near-Arctic state” and takes an active role in the Arctic region. China pursues 
a “Polar Silk Road” and has increased its Arctic activities, which reflect its 
strategy to expand its influence in the region, leading to tensions among the 
Arctic states. These developments underscore the realist view that states act 
unilaterally in the absence of a central authority, leading to heightened tension 
and conflict.34

 Realism also positions the Arctic as a geopolitical arena where the 
absence of effective governance allows the pursuit of national interests by the 
states. As Keil (2014) argues, neorealism perceives states’ actions as motivated 
by the pursuit of power and security, particularly in terms of hydrocarbon 
exploration and territorial claims. Neorealists believe that competition over 
resources and sovereignty prevails as the melting of ice makes Arctic more 
accessible. Keil points out that this perspective is apparent in military 
advancements of countries like Russia, the US and Canada, which seek 
enhanced influence over the potentially resource-rich areas of the Arctic.35 

 Similarly, Dr Vahid Nick Pay and Harry Gray Calvo (2020) assess the 
Russian foreign policy in the Arctic through the realist lens, highlighting the 
long-term objectives of Russia. They argue that Russia’s Arctic policies reflect 
a realist approach to pursue national interest and security dominance. Structural 
realism explains how the Russian advancements in the Arctic region compete 
with the Western powers. The authors argue that the primary driving force for 
states is always national interest and the pursuit of power, regardless of the 
presence of institutional frameworks.36

 Moreover, the realist principles can also be found in Canada’s Arctic 
policies, which have emphasized security and national sovereignty in the wake 
of emerging geopolitical dynamics. The Canadian government increasingly 
invests in its military infrastructure to assert its control over the northern 
territories. Its purchase of a Canadian USD 6 billion Over-the-Horizon Radar 
system signifies its commitment to territorial control in the Arctic region.37 

These actions align with the realist perspective that states prioritize power and 
security, especially in regions of strategic importance. Furthermore, Canada 
also participates in joint military exercises, such as the Nanook, demonstrating 
its proactive approach in safeguarding its interests in the Arctic.38 

 China is also actively involved in the Arctic region. Its involvement can 
be analyzed through realist principles, particularly neoclassical realism. 
Neoclassical realism considers systemic pressure and domestic factors in 
shaping foreign policy. In 2018, China represented itself as a “near-Arctic 
state” in its Arctic Policy White Paper. It asserted its interests in resource 
exploitation, scientific research and participation in Arctic governance. This 
strategic position reflected China’s interest in the Arctic’s potential benefits. 
These endeavours emphasized China’s desire to expand its influence in the 
Arctic region. Neoclassical realists explain China’s strategic behavior to be 
motivated by economic interests and perception of international status. China 
aims to secure its global status and strategic advantages by integrating itself 
into the Arctic framework.39

Emerging Geopolitical Dynamics and Economic Interests in the Arctic 
Region

 In recent years, the Arctic region has emerged as a critical arena for 
strategic rivalry among major powers, especially China, the US and Russia. 
This growing interest stems from the Arctic’s wide ranging natural reserves and 
its potential to serve as a vital maritime corridor linking the Atlantic and Pacific 

Oceans. Russia has maintained a stronghold in the region through its 
geographical presence and investment in Arctic infrastructure. Although the US 
national security strategy treats Russia and China as distinct strategic 
challenges, their converging interests and cooperation in the Arctic present a 
new geopolitical reality.40

 Political scientist Rob Huebert introduced the concept of the “New 
Arctic Strategic Triangle Environment” (NASTE), describing the Arctic as a 
central arena for triangular security interests involving the US, Russia and 
China.41 These converging interests increase competition and geopolitical 
tensions in the region.
 
 Russia has established its geopolitical foothold in the Arctic through 
military and infrastructural development. It has rebuilt old Soviet bases and 
constructed new ones to secure its interests in oil, gas and territorial 
sovereignty.42 After the US Geological Survey (2009) projected the Arctic as a 
mineral-rich region, the US sought more cooperation in the region; however, 
Russia had already placed a flag on the seabed beneath the North Pole to 
demonstrate its claim, shifting the Arctic discourse from cooperation to 
competition.43

 Russia’s strategy in the Arctic combines cooperation and competition. 
While it engages in governance and environmental discussions, it 
simultaneously protects its strategic interests through militarization and 
territorial claims.44 Russia’s takeover of Crimea in 2014 exemplifies its 
assertive posture in strategically valuable regions, including the Arctic.45 
Additionally, Russia utilizes a mix of incentives and coercive tools in its Arctic 

diplomacy.46 It maintains dominance in the Arctic energy sector through 
state-controlled enterprises like Gazprom and Rosneft, which support 
Moscow’s energy politics.47 Climate change-induced ice melting has opened 
new maritime routes, triggering strategic competition between the US and 
Russia.48

 The post-globalization era and China’s rise have also transformed the 
geopolitics of the Arctic. Although China is not an Arctic state, it has developed 
a formal Arctic strategy and integrated a Polar Silk Road into its Belt and Road 
Initiative (BRI). The strategy aims to undertake developmental projects and 
trade through the region. Moreover, the Trump administration’s interest in 
buying Greenland highlighted the Arctic’s geopolitical and economic 
significance.49 The European Union also recognizes the strategic and economic 
importance of the Arctic. It actively seeks to enhance its Arctic presence, with 
Denmark, Sweden and Finland representing its interests.50 The US recognizes 
the Arctic’s strategic importance, particularly through Alaska, and aims to 
expand its influence both economically and militarily.51 Other Arctic states like 
Denmark and Norway are also pursuing greater involvement. Denmark focuses 
on Greenland’s geopolitical significance, while Norway emphasizes energy 
exploration.

 During the Cold War, the Arctic was a strategic frontier between the US 
and the Soviet Union. Today, the “Arctic Five”, which are Russia, Canada, the 
US, Denmark and Norway, along with other stakeholders like Finland and 

Sweden, aim to protect their interests. These states are strengthening their 
military presence through surveillance systems, coast guards and naval and air 
deployments, which further increase geopolitical tension in the region.52

 Meanwhile, Japan, China and South Korea have emerged as influential 
states in the region. China’s increasing energy needs have led to major 
investments in Arctic resources, particularly in Russian oil and gas. In 2013, 
China bought Canadian energy company Nexen for USD 15 billion, 
highlighting its strategic intent.53 China has also invested in rare earth minerals 
in Greenland.54

 China and Russia have partnered to develop the NSR, a key part of the 
Polar Silk Road, which is integrated into China’s BRI. This maritime route 
reduces travel time between China and Europe by 20–30%, saving fuel costs.55 
Although China has not formally declared its Arctic ambitions, its investments 
and diplomatic engagement suggest its strategic interests.56 Russia has 
welcomed China’s financial and logistical support, which has bolstered both 
countries’ Arctic strategies.57 The NSR also opens the region to other East 
Asian nations.

 Japan, the leading global importer of liquefied natural gas, and South 
Korea, a major trading economy, have also joined the Arctic race. Their 
involvement reflects both economic interests and concerns over China’s 

expanding influence.58 The expanding China-Russia cooperation has raised 
alarms in Washington. The US perceives their cooperation in the Arctic through 
the lens of the “China threat” discourse, adding complexity to regional 
geopolitics.59

Arctic Governance and Strategic Dynamics

 The existing governance structures in the Arctic region become 
insufficient as the region transforms into a global strategic interest zone. The 
traditional governance mechanism has come under immense pressure as the 
region becomes essential for global power politics. The Arctic Council is one of 
the main governing bodies in the region; however, it has shortcomings 
concerning military security, which limits its effectiveness in warding off 
geopolitical competition. Furthermore, non-cooperative behaviour in the 
Council raises tension among the Arctic states. For instance, Russia was 
suspended from the Council because of Ukraine crisis, which disrupted 
diplomatic consensus and raised concerns about future cooperative governance 
in the region. As the Council struggles to adapt to new realities, the risk of 
unilateral actions and policy fragmentation continues to grow, plunging the 
Arctic region into power politics.60

 An inclusive and more robust governance mechanism is necessary to 
ensure stability in the Arctic. A renewed governance model is required to 
engage both Arctic and non-Arctic states and actors to prevent the escalation of 
power competition in the region. As Japan, China and South Korea are pursuing 
Arctic strategies and interests ranging from energy to maritime shipping, it is 
imperative to include them in Arctic governance. Their exclusion only serves to 
create ambiguity and render confusion and assertive actions. The Arctic 
authority can be expanded and reformed to include these alterations, as these 
changes are essential to manage the intersection of climate change, economic 

interests and security in the region. The Arctic risks becoming a conflict zone if 
adaptive and inclusive governance structures are not put in place.61

 The legal framework in the Arctic, which is the United Nations 
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) is highly challenged in its 
capacity to manage Arctic disputes. The UNCLOS is responsible for governing 
maritime boundaries and claims in the continental shelf; nevertheless, key 
Arctic states such as Canada and Russia have managed to bypass its mechanism 
of dispute resolution. The freedom to opt out undermines UNCLOS’s authority 
and leaves many contentious issues unresolved, such as intersecting navigation 
rights and territorial claims. This increases the region’s vulnerability and 
susceptibility to political standoffs. Thus, the lack of a binding enforcement 
mechanism in the Arctic governance increases its fragility in the already 
complicated geopolitical scenario.62

 Recently, strategic military exercises have increased in the Arctic, 
which reflect its growing significance in great power competition. Russia has 
reactivated its Soviet-era bases and developed a multi-purpose structure along 
the NSR, demonstrating itself as a dominating military actor in the Arctic. 
NATO has increased Arctic surveillance and military exercises. These 
developments mark a shift from soft-power scientific cooperation to 
hard-power posturing, revealing a fragile security environment that governance 
frameworks are ill-equipped to handle.63 Moreover, these developments also 
revealed the fragility of the security environment in the Arctic, which could 
deteriorate because of the ill-preparedness of the Arctic governance 
framework. 

 Russia interprets its military manoeuvres as a security need, and NATO 
find itself bound by its collective defence narrative and deterrence obligation, 

leading to tension along the alliance’s northern areas. However, there is a lack 
of enough evidence that represents a novel military development. Though it is 
tempting to frame the Arctic-centred activities of states through the lens of 
great power competition, the region has not yet become a full-blown 
geopolitical battle ground. However, the current postures of Russia and NATO 
reflect their Cold War era rivalry, particularly focusing on safeguarding their 
ballistic missile zones, which are operational to ensure their strategic presence 
in the North Atlantic, in case a conflict erupts in Europe.64

 The Arctic governance structure rarely integrates climate change as a 
security threat in its framework, even though it enormously drives the Arctic 
into a geostrategic hotspot. Disputes over sovereignty of the region and 
shipping rights are emerging as new pathways are becoming navigable, 
particularly the NSR and NWP. Environmental protection is also a contentious 
issue in the Arctic among the various stakeholders. For example, the US and 
Canada disagree on the NWP’s legal status; while the US insists it is an 
international strait, Canada claims it is a part of its internal waters. Such legal 
obscurity sparks geopolitical competition and calls for an effective governance 
framework that balances environmental management with evolving strategic 
importance.65

 Meanwhile, the native communities in the Arctic, who are the first to 
bear the repercussions of environmental and geopolitical transformation, are 
frequently not a part of the dialogue concerning the Arctic region. Albeit, they 
are a permanent member of the Arctic Council, they get deprived of their voting 
rights, especially in the national-level strategic dialogues. As the Arctic endures 
further changes, shipping traffic, military activity and industrial projects 
increase, thus threatening their culture, food security and territorial autonomy. 
As a result, an internal conflict could flare up in the Arctic, which could be hard 
to control due to the non-existent participation of the indigenous communities 
in the Arctic governance system. Without a proper channel of dialogue to 
resolve issues and ensure cooperation, the Arctic may become a conflict 
flashpoint in the future.66

Conclusion

 The Arctic is no longer a peaceful and cooperative zone but a central 
arena for geopolitical contestation, strategic maneuvering and governance 
experimentation. The accelerating pace of climate change has dramatically 
transformed the physical and political landscape of the region by opening the 
routes and resources which were previously inaccessible. These shifts do not 
occur in isolation, but they reshape national interests, military strategies and 
international relations among states. Hence, the governance system and 
international relations in the Arctic must evolve beyond their current 
institutional constraints to address the incoming multidimensional geopolitical 
and strategic challenges.

 Previously, the UNCLOS and the Arctic served as foundational 
structures to serve the interests of the Arctic region; however, the evolving 
geopolitical dynamics in the region require profound reforms in the governance 
structure of the Arctic to maintain cooperation. The contemporary dynamics of 
the Arctic in the aftermath of the structural change in the Arctic Ocean due to 
climate change have become more complicated for these traditional legal 
structures. Legal shortcomings in the Arctic Council deliberations in terms of 
clarity on maritime boundaries and security signify a major governance gap in 
the Arctic, especially after the region evolved to be a hotspot for great power 
competition. As new developments unfold in the geopolitical and strategic 
domains of the Arctic, traditional cooperative institutions become obsolete, 
risking a vacuum that could be filled by states’ unilateral and assertive policies. 

 Furthermore, the involvement of non-Arctic nations such as China, 
Japan and South Korea signifies global recognition of the Arctic’s strategic and 
economic importance. These states are taking interest in the Arctic shipping 
routes, energy reserves and infrastructure, which highlight the Arctic’s strategic 
importance in the international system and necessitate significant reforms to 
ensure peace and cooperation in the region. The current model in the Arctic is 
exclusionary, in which observer states have limited influence. It is 
unsustainable in the contemporary arena when the Arctic is attracting global 
attention and is the center of great power competition. The Arctic needs a more 
inclusive, efficient and adaptive governance, which is essential to 
accommodate interests of an increasing number of states.

 The melting of the Arctic ice sheet and data-supported evidence of its 
vast resources and significant maritime trade routes drive new regional 
realignment in the Arctic. The Arctic is likely to become a zone of geopolitical 
competition and power dynamics. The changing state of the Arctic will result in 
new alliances and rivalries. Russia and China could cooperate in the Arctic to 
counter the US in the region. Owing to competing interests of global powers, 
cooperation and peaceful exploitation of the Arctic is unlikely. 

 The native communities in the Arctic cannot be sidelined when the 
region is undergoing massive geopolitical and strategic transformation. The 
future of the Arctic also lies with these indigenous communities, as they are at 
the receiving end of any change and development in the region. Their 
knowledge about the region can compound governance reforms, safeguarding 
the environment of the Arctic and ensuring peace in the Arctic area. As the 
strategic interests of many states unravel in the Arctic through their regional 
policies, the path forward for the Arctic requires more focused diplomatic 
effort, inclusive of all stakeholders, to ensure the region does not turn into a 
conflict zone. A new upgraded institution needs to be formed to ensure peaceful 
co-existence in the Arctic because without reimaging the Arctic governance 
mechanism, the region risks falling into uncertainty and anarchy. The region 
risks becoming a flashpoint of geopolitical rivalry if timely cooperative 
measures and effective governance reforms are not undertaken, because 
climate change is serving as a geopolitical accelerator in the Arctic that needs 
to be curtailed before it spirals out of control.  

 A new governance framework must be created to include Arctic and 
non-Arctic states along with indigenous communities. The governance 
framework must focus on environmental sustainability in the region despite its 
emerging geopolitical dynamics. The indigenous communities should be 
protected and their experiences should be used to protect the Arctic landscape. 
All the stakeholders in the Arctic should bear the expenses of climate finance in 
the region through a robust governance framework.

Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Climate change is a pressing global issue that poses serious 
environmental concerns and has far-reaching geopolitical and strategic 
ramifications in international relations. One of the most visibly affected regions 
is the Arctic, where the rising global temperature is causing dramatic 
environmental transformations, particularly accelerating the sea ice sheet 
melting of the Arctic Ocean. The Arctic region, long known for its expansive 
ice sheets, is now in a constant state of change due to these climate-induced 
phenomena.2

 The most discernible reduction in Arctic sea ice began in the 20th 
century and further accelerated in the 2000s, with changes becoming 
increasingly visible through satellite imagery. According to a 2024 NASA 
report , the sea ice of the Arctic reached its seventh-lowest extent on record in 
summer, covering approximately 4.28 million square kilometers (1.65 million 
square miles). This marked a significant reduction of about 750,000 square 
miles compared to the 1981-2010 average for that time of year.3 The annual 
maximum extent occurred in winter 2024, peaking at 15.01 million square 
kilometers (5.80 million square miles). While this was the 14th-lowest 
maximum on record, it still fell 640,000 square kilometers below the 
1981-2021 average.4 These shifts have not only reshaped the Arctic’s 
environmental landscape but have also altered its strategic and geopolitical 
significance.

 The significance of the Arctic is not new to global politics; however, the 
impact of climate change has added renewed impetus to its relevance. 
Historically, global powers have shown interest in navigating the Northwest 
Passage (NWP), but thick ice sheets were a major impediment. As early as the 
1800s, the British Admiralty received reports of diminishing sea ice near 
Greenland, raising hopes of accessing the NWP.5 Similarly, Vilhjalmur 

Stefansson, in the early 1900s, projected the Arctic as a hub of economic 
activity and questioned who would benefit from its emerging resources.6

 Throughout the 20th century, various global leaders demonstrated 
interest in creating economic bases in the Arctic. In the 1930s, Joseph Stalin 
aimed to secure Soviet bases in the Russian Arctic, while Canadian Prime 
Minister John G. Diefenbaker envisioned economic development in Canada’s 
Arctic frontiers during the 1950s.7 Furthermore, European explorers had long 
searched for northern passages, discovering potential trade routes and vast 
natural resources, including gas and oil.8

 The Arctic has recently transformed into a geopolitical and strategic 
frontier due to its ice sheet melting. The region has become more accessible due 
to rise of global temperature, opening up the Northern Sea Route (NSR) and the 
NWP for global shipping. These newly navigable routes offer significant 
economic benefits by reducing travel distances by up to 40 percent between 
northern Europe and northeast Asia, compared to traditional routes through 
chokepoints like the Suez Canal and the Strait of Hormuz.9

 As the Arctic becomes more accessible, competition over its vast 
resource wealth has intensified. According to the estimates of the US 
Geological Survey, the Arctic holds about 90 billion barrels of oil (13 percent 
of the world’s undiscovered oil) and 30 percent of its natural gas reserves, most 
of which are located offshore within 500 meters of the Arctic Ocean.10 This 
transformation has led to reconceptualization of the Arctic as a “new economic 

frontier” within global geopolitics.11

 These environmental and economic shifts have sparked both 
cooperation and competition among Arctic stakeholders. While the need to 
manage environmental risks calls for collaborative frameworks, such as the 
Arctic Council, the lure of economic and strategic gains fuels rivalry. The 
region maintained a relatively peaceful status in the era following the Cold War, 
with Mikhail Gorbachev famously describing it as a “zone of peace” in his 
1987 Murmansk speech.12 However, as Francis Fukuyama argued, the end of 
the Cold War did not signify the cessation of geopolitical rivalry.13 Today, the 
Arctic continues to be a stage where global powers pursue their interests in both 
cooperative and competitive ways.14

 These ongoing dramatic changes in the Arctic not only bring 
environmental concerns but also spark a new geopolitical competition and 
strategic manoeuvring within the area. With the ice in the Arctic melting further 
and trade routes and resources becoming accessible, the region becomes a key 
area in the power politics, including states within and outside the Arctic 
claiming their rights on it. 

 This paper aims to explore the emerging geopolitical dynamics and 
strategic interests in the Arctic region due to its evolving landscape as a 
consequence of the melting of its ice sheet. It will examine the changing 
narrative of the Arctic stakeholders and their regional policies, from 
cooperation to competition. It will analyze how the potential of vast unexplored 
natural resources and emerging maritime trade routes redefine geopolitical 
interactions in the Arctic and increase the chances of great power competition. 
Moreover, it will also evaluate how the heightened competition and assertive 
policies reshape realignment in the region, owing to the strategic and economic 
interests of the Arctic stakeholders and global powers.  

Climate Change and the Transformation of the Arctic Landscape

 The Arctic region, once a scientific interest for the world, has now 
become an epicenter of geopolitics owing to global climate change. As the 
increasing temperature thinned its ice cap, competition for commercial and 
strategic interests emerged, emanating dramatic implications for the 
international system.15 As per the reports of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the average rise in the average 
temperature of the earth is measured as 1.46 degrees Celsius above the 
pre-industrial levels in 2024.16 This increase is notably higher than the 0.6 
degrees Celsius rise reported in the initial years of 2000s by the Arctic Climate 
Impact Assessment (ACIA).17

 The Arctic is experiencing a warming rate above the global average that 
is more than the normal worldwide temperature warming rate; it is twice the 
average. This warming speed of the Arctic is estimated to increase further as the 
disappearing ice cap increases the rate of heat absorption.18 Both the terrestrial 
and offshore ice in the Arctic Ocean melted as a result of rising temperatures.19

 The rapid reduction in the Greenland ice sheet, along with glaciers and 
ice caps of the Arctic, has already led to significant alterations in ice conditions. 
Simultaneously, the melting of permafrost in both submarine and subsoil layers 
releases carbon in the forms of carbon dioxide and methane, further 
accelerating climate change.20

 Climate change is described as a “threat multiplier”, and it poses a 
significant risk of heightened geopolitical instability in the Arctic, extending 

beyond threats to human security.21 The Arctic Ocean’s transformation due to 
climate change is creating both opportunities and risks. While economic and 
strategic interests drive competition, the need for cooperative governance and 
environmental protection remains critical.

 Harboring roughly 30 percent of the earth’s untapped natural gas 
reserves and 13 percent of its unexploited oil resources, the Arctic has emerged 
as a region of increasing strategic relevance in foreign, security and economic 
policy domains. The retreat of the polar ice cap is facilitating access to 
previously unreachable areas, enabling expanded resource exploration and 
maritime transit. Concurrently, unresolved questions concerning authority over 
maritime areas and boundary delimitation within the Arctic Ocean and its 
neighboring regions are gaining greater prominence in regional and 
international discourse due to large deposits of resources and shipping routes.22 

The Arctic’s hydrocarbon resources alone can be profound for the global 
powers. As per the survey of the US Geological Survey (USGS), the 
continental shelves in the Arctic provide an extensive amount of unexplored 
gas and oil.23

 The mineral deposits richness of the Arctic does not end with oil and 
gas, but it also includes a large amount of hard minerals. In Russia, Murmansk 
and Norilsk contain large deposits of copper and nickel. In Canada, Baffin 
Island and Baffin Bay are enriched with high-level iron ore and coal and zinc 
deposits are found near Alaska, Nome and in the Bering Strait.24

 Besides hydrocarbon deposits, marine living resources, particularly fish 
stocks, are affected by shifting patterns of heat transfer, prompting their 
migration further north along the Atlantic sector of the Arctic Ocean. As a 
result, fishing fleets are increasingly required to shift their operations 
northward within the Arctic Ocean. Furthermore, the retreat of sea ice presents 
new opportunities for the shipment of these resources to the states with high 

demand.25

 The access to Arctic fishing grounds will also increase as the Arctic 
water persists longer due to warming. In the Barents and Bering Seas, a large 
number of fishing industries exist, which can excessively benefit from the 
Arctic waters.26 Ultimately, it will further increase competition among the 
stakeholders and can spark disputes. Moreover, the Arctic has become 
susceptible to the dynamics of the security dilemma in recent years. Its 
low-conflict zone is fading away as the five bordering countries of the Arctic 
Ocean have developed Arctic strategies to safeguard their strategic and 
economic interests in the region. Their Arctic strategies also include expanding 
their military capabilities. However, similar to other global contexts, one state’s 
moves to boost its security can unintentionally cause insecurity in others, 
prompting them to respond in kind. As a result, the Arctic becomes a part of 
global geopolitical competition as the Arctic’s water state continues longer.27 
Conversely, the impacts of climate change are driving new developments that 
contribute to escalating geopolitical tensions. As human activity in the Arctic 
intensifies, particularly in the harnessing of natural resources, there is a rising 
global interest in the region, further complicating the geopolitical landscape 
and heightening competition involving both state and non-state entities.28

Theoretical Framework

 The evolving geopolitical dynamics and strategic interests in the Arctic 
can be analyzed through the realist perspective. Realism emphasizes the 
absence of a central authority in the international system. According to the 
realists, the states are primarily motivated by their national interests, power and 
security. They tend to pursue these incentives at any cost, often increasing their 
military capacities and posturing assertive policies.29 This theory is relevant in 
the Arctic context in light of geopolitical changes occurring there, where states 
pursue strategic interests and competition over resources. 

 Neorealism can particularly be used to assess the state’s behavior in the 
Arctic. Acknowledging the international system to be anarchic, with no central 
authority governing state behavior, states primarily pursue power and security. 
Therefore, the enhanced access to the Arctic’s vast, unexplored resources and 
maritime trade routes has intensified competition in the region. States endeavor 
to maximize power and ensure their security in case of any other state’s 
aggression. Every state tries to pursue its national interest and maximize power 
in case of accessibility to a region of strategic significance. For instance, Russia 
enormously expanded its military footprint in the Arctic to assert its 
dominance. This militarization aligns with the neorealist notion that states will 
enhance their capabilities to secure their national interests.30 

 Furthermore, the integral perspective of realism is the concept of 
self-help and relative gain in the international system. States engage themselves 
advancing their status in the international system through increasing military 
capabilities, assertive territorial claims and undertaking strategic actions.31 In 
Arctic geopolitics, the key powers of the international system are ensuring such 
actions to assert their control over critical areas and expand their operational 
activities.32

 Russia’s assertive Arctic policy to consolidate its power in the region 
and dominate the resource exploitation exemplifies the realist approach. This 
Russian approach aligns with the realist emphasis of power politics and 
security concerns.33 The country’s approach to heightening military 
deployment and strategic infrastructure in the Arctic reflects its efforts to 
enhance its relative power.

 Similarly, the US and its allies reciprocated by expanding their military 
infrastructure to counterbalance the Russian presence. Thus, reflecting the 
neorealist notion of balancing, where states align against a perceived threat to 
establish equilibrium in the international system. Moreover, the entry of China 
into the Arctic scenario further complicates the situation in the Arctic. China is 
a key power in the international system and it cannot distance itself from a 
strategic region. Though China is not an Arctic state, it declares itself a 
“near-Arctic state” and takes an active role in the Arctic region. China pursues 
a “Polar Silk Road” and has increased its Arctic activities, which reflect its 
strategy to expand its influence in the region, leading to tensions among the 
Arctic states. These developments underscore the realist view that states act 
unilaterally in the absence of a central authority, leading to heightened tension 
and conflict.34

 Realism also positions the Arctic as a geopolitical arena where the 
absence of effective governance allows the pursuit of national interests by the 
states. As Keil (2014) argues, neorealism perceives states’ actions as motivated 
by the pursuit of power and security, particularly in terms of hydrocarbon 
exploration and territorial claims. Neorealists believe that competition over 
resources and sovereignty prevails as the melting of ice makes Arctic more 
accessible. Keil points out that this perspective is apparent in military 
advancements of countries like Russia, the US and Canada, which seek 
enhanced influence over the potentially resource-rich areas of the Arctic.35 

 Similarly, Dr Vahid Nick Pay and Harry Gray Calvo (2020) assess the 
Russian foreign policy in the Arctic through the realist lens, highlighting the 
long-term objectives of Russia. They argue that Russia’s Arctic policies reflect 
a realist approach to pursue national interest and security dominance. Structural 
realism explains how the Russian advancements in the Arctic region compete 
with the Western powers. The authors argue that the primary driving force for 
states is always national interest and the pursuit of power, regardless of the 
presence of institutional frameworks.36

 Moreover, the realist principles can also be found in Canada’s Arctic 
policies, which have emphasized security and national sovereignty in the wake 
of emerging geopolitical dynamics. The Canadian government increasingly 
invests in its military infrastructure to assert its control over the northern 
territories. Its purchase of a Canadian USD 6 billion Over-the-Horizon Radar 
system signifies its commitment to territorial control in the Arctic region.37 

These actions align with the realist perspective that states prioritize power and 
security, especially in regions of strategic importance. Furthermore, Canada 
also participates in joint military exercises, such as the Nanook, demonstrating 
its proactive approach in safeguarding its interests in the Arctic.38 

 China is also actively involved in the Arctic region. Its involvement can 
be analyzed through realist principles, particularly neoclassical realism. 
Neoclassical realism considers systemic pressure and domestic factors in 
shaping foreign policy. In 2018, China represented itself as a “near-Arctic 
state” in its Arctic Policy White Paper. It asserted its interests in resource 
exploitation, scientific research and participation in Arctic governance. This 
strategic position reflected China’s interest in the Arctic’s potential benefits. 
These endeavours emphasized China’s desire to expand its influence in the 
Arctic region. Neoclassical realists explain China’s strategic behavior to be 
motivated by economic interests and perception of international status. China 
aims to secure its global status and strategic advantages by integrating itself 
into the Arctic framework.39

Emerging Geopolitical Dynamics and Economic Interests in the Arctic 
Region

 In recent years, the Arctic region has emerged as a critical arena for 
strategic rivalry among major powers, especially China, the US and Russia. 
This growing interest stems from the Arctic’s wide ranging natural reserves and 
its potential to serve as a vital maritime corridor linking the Atlantic and Pacific 

Oceans. Russia has maintained a stronghold in the region through its 
geographical presence and investment in Arctic infrastructure. Although the US 
national security strategy treats Russia and China as distinct strategic 
challenges, their converging interests and cooperation in the Arctic present a 
new geopolitical reality.40

 Political scientist Rob Huebert introduced the concept of the “New 
Arctic Strategic Triangle Environment” (NASTE), describing the Arctic as a 
central arena for triangular security interests involving the US, Russia and 
China.41 These converging interests increase competition and geopolitical 
tensions in the region.
 
 Russia has established its geopolitical foothold in the Arctic through 
military and infrastructural development. It has rebuilt old Soviet bases and 
constructed new ones to secure its interests in oil, gas and territorial 
sovereignty.42 After the US Geological Survey (2009) projected the Arctic as a 
mineral-rich region, the US sought more cooperation in the region; however, 
Russia had already placed a flag on the seabed beneath the North Pole to 
demonstrate its claim, shifting the Arctic discourse from cooperation to 
competition.43

 Russia’s strategy in the Arctic combines cooperation and competition. 
While it engages in governance and environmental discussions, it 
simultaneously protects its strategic interests through militarization and 
territorial claims.44 Russia’s takeover of Crimea in 2014 exemplifies its 
assertive posture in strategically valuable regions, including the Arctic.45 
Additionally, Russia utilizes a mix of incentives and coercive tools in its Arctic 

diplomacy.46 It maintains dominance in the Arctic energy sector through 
state-controlled enterprises like Gazprom and Rosneft, which support 
Moscow’s energy politics.47 Climate change-induced ice melting has opened 
new maritime routes, triggering strategic competition between the US and 
Russia.48

 The post-globalization era and China’s rise have also transformed the 
geopolitics of the Arctic. Although China is not an Arctic state, it has developed 
a formal Arctic strategy and integrated a Polar Silk Road into its Belt and Road 
Initiative (BRI). The strategy aims to undertake developmental projects and 
trade through the region. Moreover, the Trump administration’s interest in 
buying Greenland highlighted the Arctic’s geopolitical and economic 
significance.49 The European Union also recognizes the strategic and economic 
importance of the Arctic. It actively seeks to enhance its Arctic presence, with 
Denmark, Sweden and Finland representing its interests.50 The US recognizes 
the Arctic’s strategic importance, particularly through Alaska, and aims to 
expand its influence both economically and militarily.51 Other Arctic states like 
Denmark and Norway are also pursuing greater involvement. Denmark focuses 
on Greenland’s geopolitical significance, while Norway emphasizes energy 
exploration.

 During the Cold War, the Arctic was a strategic frontier between the US 
and the Soviet Union. Today, the “Arctic Five”, which are Russia, Canada, the 
US, Denmark and Norway, along with other stakeholders like Finland and 

Sweden, aim to protect their interests. These states are strengthening their 
military presence through surveillance systems, coast guards and naval and air 
deployments, which further increase geopolitical tension in the region.52

 Meanwhile, Japan, China and South Korea have emerged as influential 
states in the region. China’s increasing energy needs have led to major 
investments in Arctic resources, particularly in Russian oil and gas. In 2013, 
China bought Canadian energy company Nexen for USD 15 billion, 
highlighting its strategic intent.53 China has also invested in rare earth minerals 
in Greenland.54

 China and Russia have partnered to develop the NSR, a key part of the 
Polar Silk Road, which is integrated into China’s BRI. This maritime route 
reduces travel time between China and Europe by 20–30%, saving fuel costs.55 
Although China has not formally declared its Arctic ambitions, its investments 
and diplomatic engagement suggest its strategic interests.56 Russia has 
welcomed China’s financial and logistical support, which has bolstered both 
countries’ Arctic strategies.57 The NSR also opens the region to other East 
Asian nations.

 Japan, the leading global importer of liquefied natural gas, and South 
Korea, a major trading economy, have also joined the Arctic race. Their 
involvement reflects both economic interests and concerns over China’s 

expanding influence.58 The expanding China-Russia cooperation has raised 
alarms in Washington. The US perceives their cooperation in the Arctic through 
the lens of the “China threat” discourse, adding complexity to regional 
geopolitics.59

Arctic Governance and Strategic Dynamics

 The existing governance structures in the Arctic region become 
insufficient as the region transforms into a global strategic interest zone. The 
traditional governance mechanism has come under immense pressure as the 
region becomes essential for global power politics. The Arctic Council is one of 
the main governing bodies in the region; however, it has shortcomings 
concerning military security, which limits its effectiveness in warding off 
geopolitical competition. Furthermore, non-cooperative behaviour in the 
Council raises tension among the Arctic states. For instance, Russia was 
suspended from the Council because of Ukraine crisis, which disrupted 
diplomatic consensus and raised concerns about future cooperative governance 
in the region. As the Council struggles to adapt to new realities, the risk of 
unilateral actions and policy fragmentation continues to grow, plunging the 
Arctic region into power politics.60

 An inclusive and more robust governance mechanism is necessary to 
ensure stability in the Arctic. A renewed governance model is required to 
engage both Arctic and non-Arctic states and actors to prevent the escalation of 
power competition in the region. As Japan, China and South Korea are pursuing 
Arctic strategies and interests ranging from energy to maritime shipping, it is 
imperative to include them in Arctic governance. Their exclusion only serves to 
create ambiguity and render confusion and assertive actions. The Arctic 
authority can be expanded and reformed to include these alterations, as these 
changes are essential to manage the intersection of climate change, economic 

interests and security in the region. The Arctic risks becoming a conflict zone if 
adaptive and inclusive governance structures are not put in place.61

 The legal framework in the Arctic, which is the United Nations 
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) is highly challenged in its 
capacity to manage Arctic disputes. The UNCLOS is responsible for governing 
maritime boundaries and claims in the continental shelf; nevertheless, key 
Arctic states such as Canada and Russia have managed to bypass its mechanism 
of dispute resolution. The freedom to opt out undermines UNCLOS’s authority 
and leaves many contentious issues unresolved, such as intersecting navigation 
rights and territorial claims. This increases the region’s vulnerability and 
susceptibility to political standoffs. Thus, the lack of a binding enforcement 
mechanism in the Arctic governance increases its fragility in the already 
complicated geopolitical scenario.62

 Recently, strategic military exercises have increased in the Arctic, 
which reflect its growing significance in great power competition. Russia has 
reactivated its Soviet-era bases and developed a multi-purpose structure along 
the NSR, demonstrating itself as a dominating military actor in the Arctic. 
NATO has increased Arctic surveillance and military exercises. These 
developments mark a shift from soft-power scientific cooperation to 
hard-power posturing, revealing a fragile security environment that governance 
frameworks are ill-equipped to handle.63 Moreover, these developments also 
revealed the fragility of the security environment in the Arctic, which could 
deteriorate because of the ill-preparedness of the Arctic governance 
framework. 

 Russia interprets its military manoeuvres as a security need, and NATO 
find itself bound by its collective defence narrative and deterrence obligation, 

leading to tension along the alliance’s northern areas. However, there is a lack 
of enough evidence that represents a novel military development. Though it is 
tempting to frame the Arctic-centred activities of states through the lens of 
great power competition, the region has not yet become a full-blown 
geopolitical battle ground. However, the current postures of Russia and NATO 
reflect their Cold War era rivalry, particularly focusing on safeguarding their 
ballistic missile zones, which are operational to ensure their strategic presence 
in the North Atlantic, in case a conflict erupts in Europe.64

 The Arctic governance structure rarely integrates climate change as a 
security threat in its framework, even though it enormously drives the Arctic 
into a geostrategic hotspot. Disputes over sovereignty of the region and 
shipping rights are emerging as new pathways are becoming navigable, 
particularly the NSR and NWP. Environmental protection is also a contentious 
issue in the Arctic among the various stakeholders. For example, the US and 
Canada disagree on the NWP’s legal status; while the US insists it is an 
international strait, Canada claims it is a part of its internal waters. Such legal 
obscurity sparks geopolitical competition and calls for an effective governance 
framework that balances environmental management with evolving strategic 
importance.65

 Meanwhile, the native communities in the Arctic, who are the first to 
bear the repercussions of environmental and geopolitical transformation, are 
frequently not a part of the dialogue concerning the Arctic region. Albeit, they 
are a permanent member of the Arctic Council, they get deprived of their voting 
rights, especially in the national-level strategic dialogues. As the Arctic endures 
further changes, shipping traffic, military activity and industrial projects 
increase, thus threatening their culture, food security and territorial autonomy. 
As a result, an internal conflict could flare up in the Arctic, which could be hard 
to control due to the non-existent participation of the indigenous communities 
in the Arctic governance system. Without a proper channel of dialogue to 
resolve issues and ensure cooperation, the Arctic may become a conflict 
flashpoint in the future.66

Conclusion

 The Arctic is no longer a peaceful and cooperative zone but a central 
arena for geopolitical contestation, strategic maneuvering and governance 
experimentation. The accelerating pace of climate change has dramatically 
transformed the physical and political landscape of the region by opening the 
routes and resources which were previously inaccessible. These shifts do not 
occur in isolation, but they reshape national interests, military strategies and 
international relations among states. Hence, the governance system and 
international relations in the Arctic must evolve beyond their current 
institutional constraints to address the incoming multidimensional geopolitical 
and strategic challenges.

 Previously, the UNCLOS and the Arctic served as foundational 
structures to serve the interests of the Arctic region; however, the evolving 
geopolitical dynamics in the region require profound reforms in the governance 
structure of the Arctic to maintain cooperation. The contemporary dynamics of 
the Arctic in the aftermath of the structural change in the Arctic Ocean due to 
climate change have become more complicated for these traditional legal 
structures. Legal shortcomings in the Arctic Council deliberations in terms of 
clarity on maritime boundaries and security signify a major governance gap in 
the Arctic, especially after the region evolved to be a hotspot for great power 
competition. As new developments unfold in the geopolitical and strategic 
domains of the Arctic, traditional cooperative institutions become obsolete, 
risking a vacuum that could be filled by states’ unilateral and assertive policies. 

 Furthermore, the involvement of non-Arctic nations such as China, 
Japan and South Korea signifies global recognition of the Arctic’s strategic and 
economic importance. These states are taking interest in the Arctic shipping 
routes, energy reserves and infrastructure, which highlight the Arctic’s strategic 
importance in the international system and necessitate significant reforms to 
ensure peace and cooperation in the region. The current model in the Arctic is 
exclusionary, in which observer states have limited influence. It is 
unsustainable in the contemporary arena when the Arctic is attracting global 
attention and is the center of great power competition. The Arctic needs a more 
inclusive, efficient and adaptive governance, which is essential to 
accommodate interests of an increasing number of states.

 The melting of the Arctic ice sheet and data-supported evidence of its 
vast resources and significant maritime trade routes drive new regional 
realignment in the Arctic. The Arctic is likely to become a zone of geopolitical 
competition and power dynamics. The changing state of the Arctic will result in 
new alliances and rivalries. Russia and China could cooperate in the Arctic to 
counter the US in the region. Owing to competing interests of global powers, 
cooperation and peaceful exploitation of the Arctic is unlikely. 

 The native communities in the Arctic cannot be sidelined when the 
region is undergoing massive geopolitical and strategic transformation. The 
future of the Arctic also lies with these indigenous communities, as they are at 
the receiving end of any change and development in the region. Their 
knowledge about the region can compound governance reforms, safeguarding 
the environment of the Arctic and ensuring peace in the Arctic area. As the 
strategic interests of many states unravel in the Arctic through their regional 
policies, the path forward for the Arctic requires more focused diplomatic 
effort, inclusive of all stakeholders, to ensure the region does not turn into a 
conflict zone. A new upgraded institution needs to be formed to ensure peaceful 
co-existence in the Arctic because without reimaging the Arctic governance 
mechanism, the region risks falling into uncertainty and anarchy. The region 
risks becoming a flashpoint of geopolitical rivalry if timely cooperative 
measures and effective governance reforms are not undertaken, because 
climate change is serving as a geopolitical accelerator in the Arctic that needs 
to be curtailed before it spirals out of control.  

 A new governance framework must be created to include Arctic and 
non-Arctic states along with indigenous communities. The governance 
framework must focus on environmental sustainability in the region despite its 
emerging geopolitical dynamics. The indigenous communities should be 
protected and their experiences should be used to protect the Arctic landscape. 
All the stakeholders in the Arctic should bear the expenses of climate finance in 
the region through a robust governance framework.

Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.

Azhar AliGSP Volume II, Issue I76

Global Strategic Pulse 2025



Introduction

 Climate change is a pressing global issue that poses serious 
environmental concerns and has far-reaching geopolitical and strategic 
ramifications in international relations. One of the most visibly affected regions 
is the Arctic, where the rising global temperature is causing dramatic 
environmental transformations, particularly accelerating the sea ice sheet 
melting of the Arctic Ocean. The Arctic region, long known for its expansive 
ice sheets, is now in a constant state of change due to these climate-induced 
phenomena.2

 The most discernible reduction in Arctic sea ice began in the 20th 
century and further accelerated in the 2000s, with changes becoming 
increasingly visible through satellite imagery. According to a 2024 NASA 
report , the sea ice of the Arctic reached its seventh-lowest extent on record in 
summer, covering approximately 4.28 million square kilometers (1.65 million 
square miles). This marked a significant reduction of about 750,000 square 
miles compared to the 1981-2010 average for that time of year.3 The annual 
maximum extent occurred in winter 2024, peaking at 15.01 million square 
kilometers (5.80 million square miles). While this was the 14th-lowest 
maximum on record, it still fell 640,000 square kilometers below the 
1981-2021 average.4 These shifts have not only reshaped the Arctic’s 
environmental landscape but have also altered its strategic and geopolitical 
significance.

 The significance of the Arctic is not new to global politics; however, the 
impact of climate change has added renewed impetus to its relevance. 
Historically, global powers have shown interest in navigating the Northwest 
Passage (NWP), but thick ice sheets were a major impediment. As early as the 
1800s, the British Admiralty received reports of diminishing sea ice near 
Greenland, raising hopes of accessing the NWP.5 Similarly, Vilhjalmur 

Stefansson, in the early 1900s, projected the Arctic as a hub of economic 
activity and questioned who would benefit from its emerging resources.6

 Throughout the 20th century, various global leaders demonstrated 
interest in creating economic bases in the Arctic. In the 1930s, Joseph Stalin 
aimed to secure Soviet bases in the Russian Arctic, while Canadian Prime 
Minister John G. Diefenbaker envisioned economic development in Canada’s 
Arctic frontiers during the 1950s.7 Furthermore, European explorers had long 
searched for northern passages, discovering potential trade routes and vast 
natural resources, including gas and oil.8

 The Arctic has recently transformed into a geopolitical and strategic 
frontier due to its ice sheet melting. The region has become more accessible due 
to rise of global temperature, opening up the Northern Sea Route (NSR) and the 
NWP for global shipping. These newly navigable routes offer significant 
economic benefits by reducing travel distances by up to 40 percent between 
northern Europe and northeast Asia, compared to traditional routes through 
chokepoints like the Suez Canal and the Strait of Hormuz.9

 As the Arctic becomes more accessible, competition over its vast 
resource wealth has intensified. According to the estimates of the US 
Geological Survey, the Arctic holds about 90 billion barrels of oil (13 percent 
of the world’s undiscovered oil) and 30 percent of its natural gas reserves, most 
of which are located offshore within 500 meters of the Arctic Ocean.10 This 
transformation has led to reconceptualization of the Arctic as a “new economic 

frontier” within global geopolitics.11

 These environmental and economic shifts have sparked both 
cooperation and competition among Arctic stakeholders. While the need to 
manage environmental risks calls for collaborative frameworks, such as the 
Arctic Council, the lure of economic and strategic gains fuels rivalry. The 
region maintained a relatively peaceful status in the era following the Cold War, 
with Mikhail Gorbachev famously describing it as a “zone of peace” in his 
1987 Murmansk speech.12 However, as Francis Fukuyama argued, the end of 
the Cold War did not signify the cessation of geopolitical rivalry.13 Today, the 
Arctic continues to be a stage where global powers pursue their interests in both 
cooperative and competitive ways.14

 These ongoing dramatic changes in the Arctic not only bring 
environmental concerns but also spark a new geopolitical competition and 
strategic manoeuvring within the area. With the ice in the Arctic melting further 
and trade routes and resources becoming accessible, the region becomes a key 
area in the power politics, including states within and outside the Arctic 
claiming their rights on it. 

 This paper aims to explore the emerging geopolitical dynamics and 
strategic interests in the Arctic region due to its evolving landscape as a 
consequence of the melting of its ice sheet. It will examine the changing 
narrative of the Arctic stakeholders and their regional policies, from 
cooperation to competition. It will analyze how the potential of vast unexplored 
natural resources and emerging maritime trade routes redefine geopolitical 
interactions in the Arctic and increase the chances of great power competition. 
Moreover, it will also evaluate how the heightened competition and assertive 
policies reshape realignment in the region, owing to the strategic and economic 
interests of the Arctic stakeholders and global powers.  

Climate Change and the Transformation of the Arctic Landscape

 The Arctic region, once a scientific interest for the world, has now 
become an epicenter of geopolitics owing to global climate change. As the 
increasing temperature thinned its ice cap, competition for commercial and 
strategic interests emerged, emanating dramatic implications for the 
international system.15 As per the reports of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the average rise in the average 
temperature of the earth is measured as 1.46 degrees Celsius above the 
pre-industrial levels in 2024.16 This increase is notably higher than the 0.6 
degrees Celsius rise reported in the initial years of 2000s by the Arctic Climate 
Impact Assessment (ACIA).17

 The Arctic is experiencing a warming rate above the global average that 
is more than the normal worldwide temperature warming rate; it is twice the 
average. This warming speed of the Arctic is estimated to increase further as the 
disappearing ice cap increases the rate of heat absorption.18 Both the terrestrial 
and offshore ice in the Arctic Ocean melted as a result of rising temperatures.19

 The rapid reduction in the Greenland ice sheet, along with glaciers and 
ice caps of the Arctic, has already led to significant alterations in ice conditions. 
Simultaneously, the melting of permafrost in both submarine and subsoil layers 
releases carbon in the forms of carbon dioxide and methane, further 
accelerating climate change.20

 Climate change is described as a “threat multiplier”, and it poses a 
significant risk of heightened geopolitical instability in the Arctic, extending 

beyond threats to human security.21 The Arctic Ocean’s transformation due to 
climate change is creating both opportunities and risks. While economic and 
strategic interests drive competition, the need for cooperative governance and 
environmental protection remains critical.

 Harboring roughly 30 percent of the earth’s untapped natural gas 
reserves and 13 percent of its unexploited oil resources, the Arctic has emerged 
as a region of increasing strategic relevance in foreign, security and economic 
policy domains. The retreat of the polar ice cap is facilitating access to 
previously unreachable areas, enabling expanded resource exploration and 
maritime transit. Concurrently, unresolved questions concerning authority over 
maritime areas and boundary delimitation within the Arctic Ocean and its 
neighboring regions are gaining greater prominence in regional and 
international discourse due to large deposits of resources and shipping routes.22 

The Arctic’s hydrocarbon resources alone can be profound for the global 
powers. As per the survey of the US Geological Survey (USGS), the 
continental shelves in the Arctic provide an extensive amount of unexplored 
gas and oil.23

 The mineral deposits richness of the Arctic does not end with oil and 
gas, but it also includes a large amount of hard minerals. In Russia, Murmansk 
and Norilsk contain large deposits of copper and nickel. In Canada, Baffin 
Island and Baffin Bay are enriched with high-level iron ore and coal and zinc 
deposits are found near Alaska, Nome and in the Bering Strait.24

 Besides hydrocarbon deposits, marine living resources, particularly fish 
stocks, are affected by shifting patterns of heat transfer, prompting their 
migration further north along the Atlantic sector of the Arctic Ocean. As a 
result, fishing fleets are increasingly required to shift their operations 
northward within the Arctic Ocean. Furthermore, the retreat of sea ice presents 
new opportunities for the shipment of these resources to the states with high 

demand.25

 The access to Arctic fishing grounds will also increase as the Arctic 
water persists longer due to warming. In the Barents and Bering Seas, a large 
number of fishing industries exist, which can excessively benefit from the 
Arctic waters.26 Ultimately, it will further increase competition among the 
stakeholders and can spark disputes. Moreover, the Arctic has become 
susceptible to the dynamics of the security dilemma in recent years. Its 
low-conflict zone is fading away as the five bordering countries of the Arctic 
Ocean have developed Arctic strategies to safeguard their strategic and 
economic interests in the region. Their Arctic strategies also include expanding 
their military capabilities. However, similar to other global contexts, one state’s 
moves to boost its security can unintentionally cause insecurity in others, 
prompting them to respond in kind. As a result, the Arctic becomes a part of 
global geopolitical competition as the Arctic’s water state continues longer.27 
Conversely, the impacts of climate change are driving new developments that 
contribute to escalating geopolitical tensions. As human activity in the Arctic 
intensifies, particularly in the harnessing of natural resources, there is a rising 
global interest in the region, further complicating the geopolitical landscape 
and heightening competition involving both state and non-state entities.28

Theoretical Framework

 The evolving geopolitical dynamics and strategic interests in the Arctic 
can be analyzed through the realist perspective. Realism emphasizes the 
absence of a central authority in the international system. According to the 
realists, the states are primarily motivated by their national interests, power and 
security. They tend to pursue these incentives at any cost, often increasing their 
military capacities and posturing assertive policies.29 This theory is relevant in 
the Arctic context in light of geopolitical changes occurring there, where states 
pursue strategic interests and competition over resources. 

 Neorealism can particularly be used to assess the state’s behavior in the 
Arctic. Acknowledging the international system to be anarchic, with no central 
authority governing state behavior, states primarily pursue power and security. 
Therefore, the enhanced access to the Arctic’s vast, unexplored resources and 
maritime trade routes has intensified competition in the region. States endeavor 
to maximize power and ensure their security in case of any other state’s 
aggression. Every state tries to pursue its national interest and maximize power 
in case of accessibility to a region of strategic significance. For instance, Russia 
enormously expanded its military footprint in the Arctic to assert its 
dominance. This militarization aligns with the neorealist notion that states will 
enhance their capabilities to secure their national interests.30 

 Furthermore, the integral perspective of realism is the concept of 
self-help and relative gain in the international system. States engage themselves 
advancing their status in the international system through increasing military 
capabilities, assertive territorial claims and undertaking strategic actions.31 In 
Arctic geopolitics, the key powers of the international system are ensuring such 
actions to assert their control over critical areas and expand their operational 
activities.32

 Russia’s assertive Arctic policy to consolidate its power in the region 
and dominate the resource exploitation exemplifies the realist approach. This 
Russian approach aligns with the realist emphasis of power politics and 
security concerns.33 The country’s approach to heightening military 
deployment and strategic infrastructure in the Arctic reflects its efforts to 
enhance its relative power.

 Similarly, the US and its allies reciprocated by expanding their military 
infrastructure to counterbalance the Russian presence. Thus, reflecting the 
neorealist notion of balancing, where states align against a perceived threat to 
establish equilibrium in the international system. Moreover, the entry of China 
into the Arctic scenario further complicates the situation in the Arctic. China is 
a key power in the international system and it cannot distance itself from a 
strategic region. Though China is not an Arctic state, it declares itself a 
“near-Arctic state” and takes an active role in the Arctic region. China pursues 
a “Polar Silk Road” and has increased its Arctic activities, which reflect its 
strategy to expand its influence in the region, leading to tensions among the 
Arctic states. These developments underscore the realist view that states act 
unilaterally in the absence of a central authority, leading to heightened tension 
and conflict.34

 Realism also positions the Arctic as a geopolitical arena where the 
absence of effective governance allows the pursuit of national interests by the 
states. As Keil (2014) argues, neorealism perceives states’ actions as motivated 
by the pursuit of power and security, particularly in terms of hydrocarbon 
exploration and territorial claims. Neorealists believe that competition over 
resources and sovereignty prevails as the melting of ice makes Arctic more 
accessible. Keil points out that this perspective is apparent in military 
advancements of countries like Russia, the US and Canada, which seek 
enhanced influence over the potentially resource-rich areas of the Arctic.35 

 Similarly, Dr Vahid Nick Pay and Harry Gray Calvo (2020) assess the 
Russian foreign policy in the Arctic through the realist lens, highlighting the 
long-term objectives of Russia. They argue that Russia’s Arctic policies reflect 
a realist approach to pursue national interest and security dominance. Structural 
realism explains how the Russian advancements in the Arctic region compete 
with the Western powers. The authors argue that the primary driving force for 
states is always national interest and the pursuit of power, regardless of the 
presence of institutional frameworks.36

 Moreover, the realist principles can also be found in Canada’s Arctic 
policies, which have emphasized security and national sovereignty in the wake 
of emerging geopolitical dynamics. The Canadian government increasingly 
invests in its military infrastructure to assert its control over the northern 
territories. Its purchase of a Canadian USD 6 billion Over-the-Horizon Radar 
system signifies its commitment to territorial control in the Arctic region.37 

These actions align with the realist perspective that states prioritize power and 
security, especially in regions of strategic importance. Furthermore, Canada 
also participates in joint military exercises, such as the Nanook, demonstrating 
its proactive approach in safeguarding its interests in the Arctic.38 

 China is also actively involved in the Arctic region. Its involvement can 
be analyzed through realist principles, particularly neoclassical realism. 
Neoclassical realism considers systemic pressure and domestic factors in 
shaping foreign policy. In 2018, China represented itself as a “near-Arctic 
state” in its Arctic Policy White Paper. It asserted its interests in resource 
exploitation, scientific research and participation in Arctic governance. This 
strategic position reflected China’s interest in the Arctic’s potential benefits. 
These endeavours emphasized China’s desire to expand its influence in the 
Arctic region. Neoclassical realists explain China’s strategic behavior to be 
motivated by economic interests and perception of international status. China 
aims to secure its global status and strategic advantages by integrating itself 
into the Arctic framework.39

Emerging Geopolitical Dynamics and Economic Interests in the Arctic 
Region

 In recent years, the Arctic region has emerged as a critical arena for 
strategic rivalry among major powers, especially China, the US and Russia. 
This growing interest stems from the Arctic’s wide ranging natural reserves and 
its potential to serve as a vital maritime corridor linking the Atlantic and Pacific 

Oceans. Russia has maintained a stronghold in the region through its 
geographical presence and investment in Arctic infrastructure. Although the US 
national security strategy treats Russia and China as distinct strategic 
challenges, their converging interests and cooperation in the Arctic present a 
new geopolitical reality.40

 Political scientist Rob Huebert introduced the concept of the “New 
Arctic Strategic Triangle Environment” (NASTE), describing the Arctic as a 
central arena for triangular security interests involving the US, Russia and 
China.41 These converging interests increase competition and geopolitical 
tensions in the region.
 
 Russia has established its geopolitical foothold in the Arctic through 
military and infrastructural development. It has rebuilt old Soviet bases and 
constructed new ones to secure its interests in oil, gas and territorial 
sovereignty.42 After the US Geological Survey (2009) projected the Arctic as a 
mineral-rich region, the US sought more cooperation in the region; however, 
Russia had already placed a flag on the seabed beneath the North Pole to 
demonstrate its claim, shifting the Arctic discourse from cooperation to 
competition.43

 Russia’s strategy in the Arctic combines cooperation and competition. 
While it engages in governance and environmental discussions, it 
simultaneously protects its strategic interests through militarization and 
territorial claims.44 Russia’s takeover of Crimea in 2014 exemplifies its 
assertive posture in strategically valuable regions, including the Arctic.45 
Additionally, Russia utilizes a mix of incentives and coercive tools in its Arctic 

diplomacy.46 It maintains dominance in the Arctic energy sector through 
state-controlled enterprises like Gazprom and Rosneft, which support 
Moscow’s energy politics.47 Climate change-induced ice melting has opened 
new maritime routes, triggering strategic competition between the US and 
Russia.48

 The post-globalization era and China’s rise have also transformed the 
geopolitics of the Arctic. Although China is not an Arctic state, it has developed 
a formal Arctic strategy and integrated a Polar Silk Road into its Belt and Road 
Initiative (BRI). The strategy aims to undertake developmental projects and 
trade through the region. Moreover, the Trump administration’s interest in 
buying Greenland highlighted the Arctic’s geopolitical and economic 
significance.49 The European Union also recognizes the strategic and economic 
importance of the Arctic. It actively seeks to enhance its Arctic presence, with 
Denmark, Sweden and Finland representing its interests.50 The US recognizes 
the Arctic’s strategic importance, particularly through Alaska, and aims to 
expand its influence both economically and militarily.51 Other Arctic states like 
Denmark and Norway are also pursuing greater involvement. Denmark focuses 
on Greenland’s geopolitical significance, while Norway emphasizes energy 
exploration.

 During the Cold War, the Arctic was a strategic frontier between the US 
and the Soviet Union. Today, the “Arctic Five”, which are Russia, Canada, the 
US, Denmark and Norway, along with other stakeholders like Finland and 

Sweden, aim to protect their interests. These states are strengthening their 
military presence through surveillance systems, coast guards and naval and air 
deployments, which further increase geopolitical tension in the region.52

 Meanwhile, Japan, China and South Korea have emerged as influential 
states in the region. China’s increasing energy needs have led to major 
investments in Arctic resources, particularly in Russian oil and gas. In 2013, 
China bought Canadian energy company Nexen for USD 15 billion, 
highlighting its strategic intent.53 China has also invested in rare earth minerals 
in Greenland.54

 China and Russia have partnered to develop the NSR, a key part of the 
Polar Silk Road, which is integrated into China’s BRI. This maritime route 
reduces travel time between China and Europe by 20–30%, saving fuel costs.55 
Although China has not formally declared its Arctic ambitions, its investments 
and diplomatic engagement suggest its strategic interests.56 Russia has 
welcomed China’s financial and logistical support, which has bolstered both 
countries’ Arctic strategies.57 The NSR also opens the region to other East 
Asian nations.

 Japan, the leading global importer of liquefied natural gas, and South 
Korea, a major trading economy, have also joined the Arctic race. Their 
involvement reflects both economic interests and concerns over China’s 

expanding influence.58 The expanding China-Russia cooperation has raised 
alarms in Washington. The US perceives their cooperation in the Arctic through 
the lens of the “China threat” discourse, adding complexity to regional 
geopolitics.59

Arctic Governance and Strategic Dynamics

 The existing governance structures in the Arctic region become 
insufficient as the region transforms into a global strategic interest zone. The 
traditional governance mechanism has come under immense pressure as the 
region becomes essential for global power politics. The Arctic Council is one of 
the main governing bodies in the region; however, it has shortcomings 
concerning military security, which limits its effectiveness in warding off 
geopolitical competition. Furthermore, non-cooperative behaviour in the 
Council raises tension among the Arctic states. For instance, Russia was 
suspended from the Council because of Ukraine crisis, which disrupted 
diplomatic consensus and raised concerns about future cooperative governance 
in the region. As the Council struggles to adapt to new realities, the risk of 
unilateral actions and policy fragmentation continues to grow, plunging the 
Arctic region into power politics.60

 An inclusive and more robust governance mechanism is necessary to 
ensure stability in the Arctic. A renewed governance model is required to 
engage both Arctic and non-Arctic states and actors to prevent the escalation of 
power competition in the region. As Japan, China and South Korea are pursuing 
Arctic strategies and interests ranging from energy to maritime shipping, it is 
imperative to include them in Arctic governance. Their exclusion only serves to 
create ambiguity and render confusion and assertive actions. The Arctic 
authority can be expanded and reformed to include these alterations, as these 
changes are essential to manage the intersection of climate change, economic 

interests and security in the region. The Arctic risks becoming a conflict zone if 
adaptive and inclusive governance structures are not put in place.61

 The legal framework in the Arctic, which is the United Nations 
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) is highly challenged in its 
capacity to manage Arctic disputes. The UNCLOS is responsible for governing 
maritime boundaries and claims in the continental shelf; nevertheless, key 
Arctic states such as Canada and Russia have managed to bypass its mechanism 
of dispute resolution. The freedom to opt out undermines UNCLOS’s authority 
and leaves many contentious issues unresolved, such as intersecting navigation 
rights and territorial claims. This increases the region’s vulnerability and 
susceptibility to political standoffs. Thus, the lack of a binding enforcement 
mechanism in the Arctic governance increases its fragility in the already 
complicated geopolitical scenario.62

 Recently, strategic military exercises have increased in the Arctic, 
which reflect its growing significance in great power competition. Russia has 
reactivated its Soviet-era bases and developed a multi-purpose structure along 
the NSR, demonstrating itself as a dominating military actor in the Arctic. 
NATO has increased Arctic surveillance and military exercises. These 
developments mark a shift from soft-power scientific cooperation to 
hard-power posturing, revealing a fragile security environment that governance 
frameworks are ill-equipped to handle.63 Moreover, these developments also 
revealed the fragility of the security environment in the Arctic, which could 
deteriorate because of the ill-preparedness of the Arctic governance 
framework. 

 Russia interprets its military manoeuvres as a security need, and NATO 
find itself bound by its collective defence narrative and deterrence obligation, 

leading to tension along the alliance’s northern areas. However, there is a lack 
of enough evidence that represents a novel military development. Though it is 
tempting to frame the Arctic-centred activities of states through the lens of 
great power competition, the region has not yet become a full-blown 
geopolitical battle ground. However, the current postures of Russia and NATO 
reflect their Cold War era rivalry, particularly focusing on safeguarding their 
ballistic missile zones, which are operational to ensure their strategic presence 
in the North Atlantic, in case a conflict erupts in Europe.64

 The Arctic governance structure rarely integrates climate change as a 
security threat in its framework, even though it enormously drives the Arctic 
into a geostrategic hotspot. Disputes over sovereignty of the region and 
shipping rights are emerging as new pathways are becoming navigable, 
particularly the NSR and NWP. Environmental protection is also a contentious 
issue in the Arctic among the various stakeholders. For example, the US and 
Canada disagree on the NWP’s legal status; while the US insists it is an 
international strait, Canada claims it is a part of its internal waters. Such legal 
obscurity sparks geopolitical competition and calls for an effective governance 
framework that balances environmental management with evolving strategic 
importance.65

 Meanwhile, the native communities in the Arctic, who are the first to 
bear the repercussions of environmental and geopolitical transformation, are 
frequently not a part of the dialogue concerning the Arctic region. Albeit, they 
are a permanent member of the Arctic Council, they get deprived of their voting 
rights, especially in the national-level strategic dialogues. As the Arctic endures 
further changes, shipping traffic, military activity and industrial projects 
increase, thus threatening their culture, food security and territorial autonomy. 
As a result, an internal conflict could flare up in the Arctic, which could be hard 
to control due to the non-existent participation of the indigenous communities 
in the Arctic governance system. Without a proper channel of dialogue to 
resolve issues and ensure cooperation, the Arctic may become a conflict 
flashpoint in the future.66

Conclusion

 The Arctic is no longer a peaceful and cooperative zone but a central 
arena for geopolitical contestation, strategic maneuvering and governance 
experimentation. The accelerating pace of climate change has dramatically 
transformed the physical and political landscape of the region by opening the 
routes and resources which were previously inaccessible. These shifts do not 
occur in isolation, but they reshape national interests, military strategies and 
international relations among states. Hence, the governance system and 
international relations in the Arctic must evolve beyond their current 
institutional constraints to address the incoming multidimensional geopolitical 
and strategic challenges.

 Previously, the UNCLOS and the Arctic served as foundational 
structures to serve the interests of the Arctic region; however, the evolving 
geopolitical dynamics in the region require profound reforms in the governance 
structure of the Arctic to maintain cooperation. The contemporary dynamics of 
the Arctic in the aftermath of the structural change in the Arctic Ocean due to 
climate change have become more complicated for these traditional legal 
structures. Legal shortcomings in the Arctic Council deliberations in terms of 
clarity on maritime boundaries and security signify a major governance gap in 
the Arctic, especially after the region evolved to be a hotspot for great power 
competition. As new developments unfold in the geopolitical and strategic 
domains of the Arctic, traditional cooperative institutions become obsolete, 
risking a vacuum that could be filled by states’ unilateral and assertive policies. 

 Furthermore, the involvement of non-Arctic nations such as China, 
Japan and South Korea signifies global recognition of the Arctic’s strategic and 
economic importance. These states are taking interest in the Arctic shipping 
routes, energy reserves and infrastructure, which highlight the Arctic’s strategic 
importance in the international system and necessitate significant reforms to 
ensure peace and cooperation in the region. The current model in the Arctic is 
exclusionary, in which observer states have limited influence. It is 
unsustainable in the contemporary arena when the Arctic is attracting global 
attention and is the center of great power competition. The Arctic needs a more 
inclusive, efficient and adaptive governance, which is essential to 
accommodate interests of an increasing number of states.

 The melting of the Arctic ice sheet and data-supported evidence of its 
vast resources and significant maritime trade routes drive new regional 
realignment in the Arctic. The Arctic is likely to become a zone of geopolitical 
competition and power dynamics. The changing state of the Arctic will result in 
new alliances and rivalries. Russia and China could cooperate in the Arctic to 
counter the US in the region. Owing to competing interests of global powers, 
cooperation and peaceful exploitation of the Arctic is unlikely. 

 The native communities in the Arctic cannot be sidelined when the 
region is undergoing massive geopolitical and strategic transformation. The 
future of the Arctic also lies with these indigenous communities, as they are at 
the receiving end of any change and development in the region. Their 
knowledge about the region can compound governance reforms, safeguarding 
the environment of the Arctic and ensuring peace in the Arctic area. As the 
strategic interests of many states unravel in the Arctic through their regional 
policies, the path forward for the Arctic requires more focused diplomatic 
effort, inclusive of all stakeholders, to ensure the region does not turn into a 
conflict zone. A new upgraded institution needs to be formed to ensure peaceful 
co-existence in the Arctic because without reimaging the Arctic governance 
mechanism, the region risks falling into uncertainty and anarchy. The region 
risks becoming a flashpoint of geopolitical rivalry if timely cooperative 
measures and effective governance reforms are not undertaken, because 
climate change is serving as a geopolitical accelerator in the Arctic that needs 
to be curtailed before it spirals out of control.  

 A new governance framework must be created to include Arctic and 
non-Arctic states along with indigenous communities. The governance 
framework must focus on environmental sustainability in the region despite its 
emerging geopolitical dynamics. The indigenous communities should be 
protected and their experiences should be used to protect the Arctic landscape. 
All the stakeholders in the Arctic should bear the expenses of climate finance in 
the region through a robust governance framework.

Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Climate change is a pressing global issue that poses serious 
environmental concerns and has far-reaching geopolitical and strategic 
ramifications in international relations. One of the most visibly affected regions 
is the Arctic, where the rising global temperature is causing dramatic 
environmental transformations, particularly accelerating the sea ice sheet 
melting of the Arctic Ocean. The Arctic region, long known for its expansive 
ice sheets, is now in a constant state of change due to these climate-induced 
phenomena.2

 The most discernible reduction in Arctic sea ice began in the 20th 
century and further accelerated in the 2000s, with changes becoming 
increasingly visible through satellite imagery. According to a 2024 NASA 
report , the sea ice of the Arctic reached its seventh-lowest extent on record in 
summer, covering approximately 4.28 million square kilometers (1.65 million 
square miles). This marked a significant reduction of about 750,000 square 
miles compared to the 1981-2010 average for that time of year.3 The annual 
maximum extent occurred in winter 2024, peaking at 15.01 million square 
kilometers (5.80 million square miles). While this was the 14th-lowest 
maximum on record, it still fell 640,000 square kilometers below the 
1981-2021 average.4 These shifts have not only reshaped the Arctic’s 
environmental landscape but have also altered its strategic and geopolitical 
significance.

 The significance of the Arctic is not new to global politics; however, the 
impact of climate change has added renewed impetus to its relevance. 
Historically, global powers have shown interest in navigating the Northwest 
Passage (NWP), but thick ice sheets were a major impediment. As early as the 
1800s, the British Admiralty received reports of diminishing sea ice near 
Greenland, raising hopes of accessing the NWP.5 Similarly, Vilhjalmur 

Stefansson, in the early 1900s, projected the Arctic as a hub of economic 
activity and questioned who would benefit from its emerging resources.6

 Throughout the 20th century, various global leaders demonstrated 
interest in creating economic bases in the Arctic. In the 1930s, Joseph Stalin 
aimed to secure Soviet bases in the Russian Arctic, while Canadian Prime 
Minister John G. Diefenbaker envisioned economic development in Canada’s 
Arctic frontiers during the 1950s.7 Furthermore, European explorers had long 
searched for northern passages, discovering potential trade routes and vast 
natural resources, including gas and oil.8

 The Arctic has recently transformed into a geopolitical and strategic 
frontier due to its ice sheet melting. The region has become more accessible due 
to rise of global temperature, opening up the Northern Sea Route (NSR) and the 
NWP for global shipping. These newly navigable routes offer significant 
economic benefits by reducing travel distances by up to 40 percent between 
northern Europe and northeast Asia, compared to traditional routes through 
chokepoints like the Suez Canal and the Strait of Hormuz.9

 As the Arctic becomes more accessible, competition over its vast 
resource wealth has intensified. According to the estimates of the US 
Geological Survey, the Arctic holds about 90 billion barrels of oil (13 percent 
of the world’s undiscovered oil) and 30 percent of its natural gas reserves, most 
of which are located offshore within 500 meters of the Arctic Ocean.10 This 
transformation has led to reconceptualization of the Arctic as a “new economic 

frontier” within global geopolitics.11

 These environmental and economic shifts have sparked both 
cooperation and competition among Arctic stakeholders. While the need to 
manage environmental risks calls for collaborative frameworks, such as the 
Arctic Council, the lure of economic and strategic gains fuels rivalry. The 
region maintained a relatively peaceful status in the era following the Cold War, 
with Mikhail Gorbachev famously describing it as a “zone of peace” in his 
1987 Murmansk speech.12 However, as Francis Fukuyama argued, the end of 
the Cold War did not signify the cessation of geopolitical rivalry.13 Today, the 
Arctic continues to be a stage where global powers pursue their interests in both 
cooperative and competitive ways.14

 These ongoing dramatic changes in the Arctic not only bring 
environmental concerns but also spark a new geopolitical competition and 
strategic manoeuvring within the area. With the ice in the Arctic melting further 
and trade routes and resources becoming accessible, the region becomes a key 
area in the power politics, including states within and outside the Arctic 
claiming their rights on it. 

 This paper aims to explore the emerging geopolitical dynamics and 
strategic interests in the Arctic region due to its evolving landscape as a 
consequence of the melting of its ice sheet. It will examine the changing 
narrative of the Arctic stakeholders and their regional policies, from 
cooperation to competition. It will analyze how the potential of vast unexplored 
natural resources and emerging maritime trade routes redefine geopolitical 
interactions in the Arctic and increase the chances of great power competition. 
Moreover, it will also evaluate how the heightened competition and assertive 
policies reshape realignment in the region, owing to the strategic and economic 
interests of the Arctic stakeholders and global powers.  

Climate Change and the Transformation of the Arctic Landscape

 The Arctic region, once a scientific interest for the world, has now 
become an epicenter of geopolitics owing to global climate change. As the 
increasing temperature thinned its ice cap, competition for commercial and 
strategic interests emerged, emanating dramatic implications for the 
international system.15 As per the reports of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the average rise in the average 
temperature of the earth is measured as 1.46 degrees Celsius above the 
pre-industrial levels in 2024.16 This increase is notably higher than the 0.6 
degrees Celsius rise reported in the initial years of 2000s by the Arctic Climate 
Impact Assessment (ACIA).17

 The Arctic is experiencing a warming rate above the global average that 
is more than the normal worldwide temperature warming rate; it is twice the 
average. This warming speed of the Arctic is estimated to increase further as the 
disappearing ice cap increases the rate of heat absorption.18 Both the terrestrial 
and offshore ice in the Arctic Ocean melted as a result of rising temperatures.19

 The rapid reduction in the Greenland ice sheet, along with glaciers and 
ice caps of the Arctic, has already led to significant alterations in ice conditions. 
Simultaneously, the melting of permafrost in both submarine and subsoil layers 
releases carbon in the forms of carbon dioxide and methane, further 
accelerating climate change.20

 Climate change is described as a “threat multiplier”, and it poses a 
significant risk of heightened geopolitical instability in the Arctic, extending 

beyond threats to human security.21 The Arctic Ocean’s transformation due to 
climate change is creating both opportunities and risks. While economic and 
strategic interests drive competition, the need for cooperative governance and 
environmental protection remains critical.

 Harboring roughly 30 percent of the earth’s untapped natural gas 
reserves and 13 percent of its unexploited oil resources, the Arctic has emerged 
as a region of increasing strategic relevance in foreign, security and economic 
policy domains. The retreat of the polar ice cap is facilitating access to 
previously unreachable areas, enabling expanded resource exploration and 
maritime transit. Concurrently, unresolved questions concerning authority over 
maritime areas and boundary delimitation within the Arctic Ocean and its 
neighboring regions are gaining greater prominence in regional and 
international discourse due to large deposits of resources and shipping routes.22 

The Arctic’s hydrocarbon resources alone can be profound for the global 
powers. As per the survey of the US Geological Survey (USGS), the 
continental shelves in the Arctic provide an extensive amount of unexplored 
gas and oil.23

 The mineral deposits richness of the Arctic does not end with oil and 
gas, but it also includes a large amount of hard minerals. In Russia, Murmansk 
and Norilsk contain large deposits of copper and nickel. In Canada, Baffin 
Island and Baffin Bay are enriched with high-level iron ore and coal and zinc 
deposits are found near Alaska, Nome and in the Bering Strait.24

 Besides hydrocarbon deposits, marine living resources, particularly fish 
stocks, are affected by shifting patterns of heat transfer, prompting their 
migration further north along the Atlantic sector of the Arctic Ocean. As a 
result, fishing fleets are increasingly required to shift their operations 
northward within the Arctic Ocean. Furthermore, the retreat of sea ice presents 
new opportunities for the shipment of these resources to the states with high 

demand.25

 The access to Arctic fishing grounds will also increase as the Arctic 
water persists longer due to warming. In the Barents and Bering Seas, a large 
number of fishing industries exist, which can excessively benefit from the 
Arctic waters.26 Ultimately, it will further increase competition among the 
stakeholders and can spark disputes. Moreover, the Arctic has become 
susceptible to the dynamics of the security dilemma in recent years. Its 
low-conflict zone is fading away as the five bordering countries of the Arctic 
Ocean have developed Arctic strategies to safeguard their strategic and 
economic interests in the region. Their Arctic strategies also include expanding 
their military capabilities. However, similar to other global contexts, one state’s 
moves to boost its security can unintentionally cause insecurity in others, 
prompting them to respond in kind. As a result, the Arctic becomes a part of 
global geopolitical competition as the Arctic’s water state continues longer.27 
Conversely, the impacts of climate change are driving new developments that 
contribute to escalating geopolitical tensions. As human activity in the Arctic 
intensifies, particularly in the harnessing of natural resources, there is a rising 
global interest in the region, further complicating the geopolitical landscape 
and heightening competition involving both state and non-state entities.28

Theoretical Framework

 The evolving geopolitical dynamics and strategic interests in the Arctic 
can be analyzed through the realist perspective. Realism emphasizes the 
absence of a central authority in the international system. According to the 
realists, the states are primarily motivated by their national interests, power and 
security. They tend to pursue these incentives at any cost, often increasing their 
military capacities and posturing assertive policies.29 This theory is relevant in 
the Arctic context in light of geopolitical changes occurring there, where states 
pursue strategic interests and competition over resources. 

 Neorealism can particularly be used to assess the state’s behavior in the 
Arctic. Acknowledging the international system to be anarchic, with no central 
authority governing state behavior, states primarily pursue power and security. 
Therefore, the enhanced access to the Arctic’s vast, unexplored resources and 
maritime trade routes has intensified competition in the region. States endeavor 
to maximize power and ensure their security in case of any other state’s 
aggression. Every state tries to pursue its national interest and maximize power 
in case of accessibility to a region of strategic significance. For instance, Russia 
enormously expanded its military footprint in the Arctic to assert its 
dominance. This militarization aligns with the neorealist notion that states will 
enhance their capabilities to secure their national interests.30 

 Furthermore, the integral perspective of realism is the concept of 
self-help and relative gain in the international system. States engage themselves 
advancing their status in the international system through increasing military 
capabilities, assertive territorial claims and undertaking strategic actions.31 In 
Arctic geopolitics, the key powers of the international system are ensuring such 
actions to assert their control over critical areas and expand their operational 
activities.32

 Russia’s assertive Arctic policy to consolidate its power in the region 
and dominate the resource exploitation exemplifies the realist approach. This 
Russian approach aligns with the realist emphasis of power politics and 
security concerns.33 The country’s approach to heightening military 
deployment and strategic infrastructure in the Arctic reflects its efforts to 
enhance its relative power.

 Similarly, the US and its allies reciprocated by expanding their military 
infrastructure to counterbalance the Russian presence. Thus, reflecting the 
neorealist notion of balancing, where states align against a perceived threat to 
establish equilibrium in the international system. Moreover, the entry of China 
into the Arctic scenario further complicates the situation in the Arctic. China is 
a key power in the international system and it cannot distance itself from a 
strategic region. Though China is not an Arctic state, it declares itself a 
“near-Arctic state” and takes an active role in the Arctic region. China pursues 
a “Polar Silk Road” and has increased its Arctic activities, which reflect its 
strategy to expand its influence in the region, leading to tensions among the 
Arctic states. These developments underscore the realist view that states act 
unilaterally in the absence of a central authority, leading to heightened tension 
and conflict.34

 Realism also positions the Arctic as a geopolitical arena where the 
absence of effective governance allows the pursuit of national interests by the 
states. As Keil (2014) argues, neorealism perceives states’ actions as motivated 
by the pursuit of power and security, particularly in terms of hydrocarbon 
exploration and territorial claims. Neorealists believe that competition over 
resources and sovereignty prevails as the melting of ice makes Arctic more 
accessible. Keil points out that this perspective is apparent in military 
advancements of countries like Russia, the US and Canada, which seek 
enhanced influence over the potentially resource-rich areas of the Arctic.35 

 Similarly, Dr Vahid Nick Pay and Harry Gray Calvo (2020) assess the 
Russian foreign policy in the Arctic through the realist lens, highlighting the 
long-term objectives of Russia. They argue that Russia’s Arctic policies reflect 
a realist approach to pursue national interest and security dominance. Structural 
realism explains how the Russian advancements in the Arctic region compete 
with the Western powers. The authors argue that the primary driving force for 
states is always national interest and the pursuit of power, regardless of the 
presence of institutional frameworks.36

 Moreover, the realist principles can also be found in Canada’s Arctic 
policies, which have emphasized security and national sovereignty in the wake 
of emerging geopolitical dynamics. The Canadian government increasingly 
invests in its military infrastructure to assert its control over the northern 
territories. Its purchase of a Canadian USD 6 billion Over-the-Horizon Radar 
system signifies its commitment to territorial control in the Arctic region.37 

These actions align with the realist perspective that states prioritize power and 
security, especially in regions of strategic importance. Furthermore, Canada 
also participates in joint military exercises, such as the Nanook, demonstrating 
its proactive approach in safeguarding its interests in the Arctic.38 

 China is also actively involved in the Arctic region. Its involvement can 
be analyzed through realist principles, particularly neoclassical realism. 
Neoclassical realism considers systemic pressure and domestic factors in 
shaping foreign policy. In 2018, China represented itself as a “near-Arctic 
state” in its Arctic Policy White Paper. It asserted its interests in resource 
exploitation, scientific research and participation in Arctic governance. This 
strategic position reflected China’s interest in the Arctic’s potential benefits. 
These endeavours emphasized China’s desire to expand its influence in the 
Arctic region. Neoclassical realists explain China’s strategic behavior to be 
motivated by economic interests and perception of international status. China 
aims to secure its global status and strategic advantages by integrating itself 
into the Arctic framework.39

Emerging Geopolitical Dynamics and Economic Interests in the Arctic 
Region

 In recent years, the Arctic region has emerged as a critical arena for 
strategic rivalry among major powers, especially China, the US and Russia. 
This growing interest stems from the Arctic’s wide ranging natural reserves and 
its potential to serve as a vital maritime corridor linking the Atlantic and Pacific 

Oceans. Russia has maintained a stronghold in the region through its 
geographical presence and investment in Arctic infrastructure. Although the US 
national security strategy treats Russia and China as distinct strategic 
challenges, their converging interests and cooperation in the Arctic present a 
new geopolitical reality.40

 Political scientist Rob Huebert introduced the concept of the “New 
Arctic Strategic Triangle Environment” (NASTE), describing the Arctic as a 
central arena for triangular security interests involving the US, Russia and 
China.41 These converging interests increase competition and geopolitical 
tensions in the region.
 
 Russia has established its geopolitical foothold in the Arctic through 
military and infrastructural development. It has rebuilt old Soviet bases and 
constructed new ones to secure its interests in oil, gas and territorial 
sovereignty.42 After the US Geological Survey (2009) projected the Arctic as a 
mineral-rich region, the US sought more cooperation in the region; however, 
Russia had already placed a flag on the seabed beneath the North Pole to 
demonstrate its claim, shifting the Arctic discourse from cooperation to 
competition.43

 Russia’s strategy in the Arctic combines cooperation and competition. 
While it engages in governance and environmental discussions, it 
simultaneously protects its strategic interests through militarization and 
territorial claims.44 Russia’s takeover of Crimea in 2014 exemplifies its 
assertive posture in strategically valuable regions, including the Arctic.45 
Additionally, Russia utilizes a mix of incentives and coercive tools in its Arctic 

diplomacy.46 It maintains dominance in the Arctic energy sector through 
state-controlled enterprises like Gazprom and Rosneft, which support 
Moscow’s energy politics.47 Climate change-induced ice melting has opened 
new maritime routes, triggering strategic competition between the US and 
Russia.48

 The post-globalization era and China’s rise have also transformed the 
geopolitics of the Arctic. Although China is not an Arctic state, it has developed 
a formal Arctic strategy and integrated a Polar Silk Road into its Belt and Road 
Initiative (BRI). The strategy aims to undertake developmental projects and 
trade through the region. Moreover, the Trump administration’s interest in 
buying Greenland highlighted the Arctic’s geopolitical and economic 
significance.49 The European Union also recognizes the strategic and economic 
importance of the Arctic. It actively seeks to enhance its Arctic presence, with 
Denmark, Sweden and Finland representing its interests.50 The US recognizes 
the Arctic’s strategic importance, particularly through Alaska, and aims to 
expand its influence both economically and militarily.51 Other Arctic states like 
Denmark and Norway are also pursuing greater involvement. Denmark focuses 
on Greenland’s geopolitical significance, while Norway emphasizes energy 
exploration.

 During the Cold War, the Arctic was a strategic frontier between the US 
and the Soviet Union. Today, the “Arctic Five”, which are Russia, Canada, the 
US, Denmark and Norway, along with other stakeholders like Finland and 

Sweden, aim to protect their interests. These states are strengthening their 
military presence through surveillance systems, coast guards and naval and air 
deployments, which further increase geopolitical tension in the region.52

 Meanwhile, Japan, China and South Korea have emerged as influential 
states in the region. China’s increasing energy needs have led to major 
investments in Arctic resources, particularly in Russian oil and gas. In 2013, 
China bought Canadian energy company Nexen for USD 15 billion, 
highlighting its strategic intent.53 China has also invested in rare earth minerals 
in Greenland.54

 China and Russia have partnered to develop the NSR, a key part of the 
Polar Silk Road, which is integrated into China’s BRI. This maritime route 
reduces travel time between China and Europe by 20–30%, saving fuel costs.55 
Although China has not formally declared its Arctic ambitions, its investments 
and diplomatic engagement suggest its strategic interests.56 Russia has 
welcomed China’s financial and logistical support, which has bolstered both 
countries’ Arctic strategies.57 The NSR also opens the region to other East 
Asian nations.

 Japan, the leading global importer of liquefied natural gas, and South 
Korea, a major trading economy, have also joined the Arctic race. Their 
involvement reflects both economic interests and concerns over China’s 

expanding influence.58 The expanding China-Russia cooperation has raised 
alarms in Washington. The US perceives their cooperation in the Arctic through 
the lens of the “China threat” discourse, adding complexity to regional 
geopolitics.59

Arctic Governance and Strategic Dynamics

 The existing governance structures in the Arctic region become 
insufficient as the region transforms into a global strategic interest zone. The 
traditional governance mechanism has come under immense pressure as the 
region becomes essential for global power politics. The Arctic Council is one of 
the main governing bodies in the region; however, it has shortcomings 
concerning military security, which limits its effectiveness in warding off 
geopolitical competition. Furthermore, non-cooperative behaviour in the 
Council raises tension among the Arctic states. For instance, Russia was 
suspended from the Council because of Ukraine crisis, which disrupted 
diplomatic consensus and raised concerns about future cooperative governance 
in the region. As the Council struggles to adapt to new realities, the risk of 
unilateral actions and policy fragmentation continues to grow, plunging the 
Arctic region into power politics.60

 An inclusive and more robust governance mechanism is necessary to 
ensure stability in the Arctic. A renewed governance model is required to 
engage both Arctic and non-Arctic states and actors to prevent the escalation of 
power competition in the region. As Japan, China and South Korea are pursuing 
Arctic strategies and interests ranging from energy to maritime shipping, it is 
imperative to include them in Arctic governance. Their exclusion only serves to 
create ambiguity and render confusion and assertive actions. The Arctic 
authority can be expanded and reformed to include these alterations, as these 
changes are essential to manage the intersection of climate change, economic 

interests and security in the region. The Arctic risks becoming a conflict zone if 
adaptive and inclusive governance structures are not put in place.61

 The legal framework in the Arctic, which is the United Nations 
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) is highly challenged in its 
capacity to manage Arctic disputes. The UNCLOS is responsible for governing 
maritime boundaries and claims in the continental shelf; nevertheless, key 
Arctic states such as Canada and Russia have managed to bypass its mechanism 
of dispute resolution. The freedom to opt out undermines UNCLOS’s authority 
and leaves many contentious issues unresolved, such as intersecting navigation 
rights and territorial claims. This increases the region’s vulnerability and 
susceptibility to political standoffs. Thus, the lack of a binding enforcement 
mechanism in the Arctic governance increases its fragility in the already 
complicated geopolitical scenario.62

 Recently, strategic military exercises have increased in the Arctic, 
which reflect its growing significance in great power competition. Russia has 
reactivated its Soviet-era bases and developed a multi-purpose structure along 
the NSR, demonstrating itself as a dominating military actor in the Arctic. 
NATO has increased Arctic surveillance and military exercises. These 
developments mark a shift from soft-power scientific cooperation to 
hard-power posturing, revealing a fragile security environment that governance 
frameworks are ill-equipped to handle.63 Moreover, these developments also 
revealed the fragility of the security environment in the Arctic, which could 
deteriorate because of the ill-preparedness of the Arctic governance 
framework. 

 Russia interprets its military manoeuvres as a security need, and NATO 
find itself bound by its collective defence narrative and deterrence obligation, 

leading to tension along the alliance’s northern areas. However, there is a lack 
of enough evidence that represents a novel military development. Though it is 
tempting to frame the Arctic-centred activities of states through the lens of 
great power competition, the region has not yet become a full-blown 
geopolitical battle ground. However, the current postures of Russia and NATO 
reflect their Cold War era rivalry, particularly focusing on safeguarding their 
ballistic missile zones, which are operational to ensure their strategic presence 
in the North Atlantic, in case a conflict erupts in Europe.64

 The Arctic governance structure rarely integrates climate change as a 
security threat in its framework, even though it enormously drives the Arctic 
into a geostrategic hotspot. Disputes over sovereignty of the region and 
shipping rights are emerging as new pathways are becoming navigable, 
particularly the NSR and NWP. Environmental protection is also a contentious 
issue in the Arctic among the various stakeholders. For example, the US and 
Canada disagree on the NWP’s legal status; while the US insists it is an 
international strait, Canada claims it is a part of its internal waters. Such legal 
obscurity sparks geopolitical competition and calls for an effective governance 
framework that balances environmental management with evolving strategic 
importance.65

 Meanwhile, the native communities in the Arctic, who are the first to 
bear the repercussions of environmental and geopolitical transformation, are 
frequently not a part of the dialogue concerning the Arctic region. Albeit, they 
are a permanent member of the Arctic Council, they get deprived of their voting 
rights, especially in the national-level strategic dialogues. As the Arctic endures 
further changes, shipping traffic, military activity and industrial projects 
increase, thus threatening their culture, food security and territorial autonomy. 
As a result, an internal conflict could flare up in the Arctic, which could be hard 
to control due to the non-existent participation of the indigenous communities 
in the Arctic governance system. Without a proper channel of dialogue to 
resolve issues and ensure cooperation, the Arctic may become a conflict 
flashpoint in the future.66

Conclusion

 The Arctic is no longer a peaceful and cooperative zone but a central 
arena for geopolitical contestation, strategic maneuvering and governance 
experimentation. The accelerating pace of climate change has dramatically 
transformed the physical and political landscape of the region by opening the 
routes and resources which were previously inaccessible. These shifts do not 
occur in isolation, but they reshape national interests, military strategies and 
international relations among states. Hence, the governance system and 
international relations in the Arctic must evolve beyond their current 
institutional constraints to address the incoming multidimensional geopolitical 
and strategic challenges.

 Previously, the UNCLOS and the Arctic served as foundational 
structures to serve the interests of the Arctic region; however, the evolving 
geopolitical dynamics in the region require profound reforms in the governance 
structure of the Arctic to maintain cooperation. The contemporary dynamics of 
the Arctic in the aftermath of the structural change in the Arctic Ocean due to 
climate change have become more complicated for these traditional legal 
structures. Legal shortcomings in the Arctic Council deliberations in terms of 
clarity on maritime boundaries and security signify a major governance gap in 
the Arctic, especially after the region evolved to be a hotspot for great power 
competition. As new developments unfold in the geopolitical and strategic 
domains of the Arctic, traditional cooperative institutions become obsolete, 
risking a vacuum that could be filled by states’ unilateral and assertive policies. 

 Furthermore, the involvement of non-Arctic nations such as China, 
Japan and South Korea signifies global recognition of the Arctic’s strategic and 
economic importance. These states are taking interest in the Arctic shipping 
routes, energy reserves and infrastructure, which highlight the Arctic’s strategic 
importance in the international system and necessitate significant reforms to 
ensure peace and cooperation in the region. The current model in the Arctic is 
exclusionary, in which observer states have limited influence. It is 
unsustainable in the contemporary arena when the Arctic is attracting global 
attention and is the center of great power competition. The Arctic needs a more 
inclusive, efficient and adaptive governance, which is essential to 
accommodate interests of an increasing number of states.

 The melting of the Arctic ice sheet and data-supported evidence of its 
vast resources and significant maritime trade routes drive new regional 
realignment in the Arctic. The Arctic is likely to become a zone of geopolitical 
competition and power dynamics. The changing state of the Arctic will result in 
new alliances and rivalries. Russia and China could cooperate in the Arctic to 
counter the US in the region. Owing to competing interests of global powers, 
cooperation and peaceful exploitation of the Arctic is unlikely. 

 The native communities in the Arctic cannot be sidelined when the 
region is undergoing massive geopolitical and strategic transformation. The 
future of the Arctic also lies with these indigenous communities, as they are at 
the receiving end of any change and development in the region. Their 
knowledge about the region can compound governance reforms, safeguarding 
the environment of the Arctic and ensuring peace in the Arctic area. As the 
strategic interests of many states unravel in the Arctic through their regional 
policies, the path forward for the Arctic requires more focused diplomatic 
effort, inclusive of all stakeholders, to ensure the region does not turn into a 
conflict zone. A new upgraded institution needs to be formed to ensure peaceful 
co-existence in the Arctic because without reimaging the Arctic governance 
mechanism, the region risks falling into uncertainty and anarchy. The region 
risks becoming a flashpoint of geopolitical rivalry if timely cooperative 
measures and effective governance reforms are not undertaken, because 
climate change is serving as a geopolitical accelerator in the Arctic that needs 
to be curtailed before it spirals out of control.  

 A new governance framework must be created to include Arctic and 
non-Arctic states along with indigenous communities. The governance 
framework must focus on environmental sustainability in the region despite its 
emerging geopolitical dynamics. The indigenous communities should be 
protected and their experiences should be used to protect the Arctic landscape. 
All the stakeholders in the Arctic should bear the expenses of climate finance in 
the region through a robust governance framework.

Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 

“India and Pakistan Agree Ceasefire: What Does It Mean?” Al Jazeera, May 10, 2025, 
https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2025/5/10/india-and-pakistan-agree-ceasefire-what-does-
it-mean, accessed June 13, 2025.
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.

Azhar AliGSP Volume II, Issue I80

Global Strategic Pulse 2025



Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 
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demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 

demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 
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discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 

demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.
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Introduction

 Concerns have been raised internationally regarding India’s practice of 
attributing nearly every terrorist attack on its territory and Indian Illegally 
Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) to Pakistan, immediately after the 
incident and without providing any evidence. Such incidents include: (i) 
Chittisinghpura massacre of Sikhs (2000); (ii) Attack on Indian Parliament 
(2001); (iii) Godhra train burning (2002); (iv) Samjhauta Express bombings 
(2007); (v) Mumbai attacks (2008); (vi) Pathankot attack (2016); (vii) Uri 
attack (2016); and (viii) Pulwama attack (2019). These incidents, initially 
blamed on Pakistan, were later exposed as false flag operations or found to 
have been committed by Indian nationals.2 The latest in the series of Indian 
flase flag operations was the Pahalgam incident of April 2025. 

 In the aftermath of the Pahalgam attack, which resulted in twenty-six 
deaths and injuries to seventeen others on 22 April 2025 in the Baisaran Valley 
in the Indian occupied Kashmir, concerns were expressed by many observers 
including Indians about the exploitation of the deadly incident by the Modi 
government to advance its domestic political agenda.3 In the days that 
followed, the Indian political landscape was dominated by warmongering, 
political rhetoric and saber-rattling.4 The Indian compliant media was quick to 
point fingers at Islamabad.5 Pakistan was blamed within ten minutes of the 
incident.6 The killings were instantly framed as an act of war by the Modi 
government, without sharing any credible evidence with the world.7 

 India initially took some non-kinetic diplomatic measures against 
Pakistan, followed by military aggression in May. On 24 April, at the press 
conference held by Indian Foreign Secretary Vikram Misri, following the 
special Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) meeting chaired by Prime 
Minister Narendra Modi, false and unfounded allegations were made against 
Pakistan. He stated, “The Cabinet Committee had decided that the Pahalgam 
attack had cross-border links to Pakistan”.8 Notably, India failed to provide any 
evidence linking the incident to Pakistan, despite Islamabad’s repeated 
insistence.9  

 Consequently, the Modi government undertook following decisions: (i) 
The Indus Waters Treaty (IWT) 1960 was held in abeyance; (ii) Wagah-Attari 
border was closed; (iii) Pakistani nationals were restricted from travelling to 
India; (iv) Defence Attachés in the Pakistani High Commission in New Delhi 
were declared persona non grata; and (v) The overall strength of Pakistan’s 
diplomatic staff at New Delhi was reduced from fifty-five to thirty.10 Pakistan 
perceived these steps as a pretext for Narendra Modi’s impending military 
aggression against Pakistan.11 Regrettably, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif’s 
offer to support a “credible, neutral and transparent international investigation” 
into the Pahalgam incident12 was rejected by India.13

 In view of India’s escalatory measures, Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif 
convened a meeting of the National Security Committee (NSC) on 24 April 
2025. According to the statement issued by the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO): 

(i) Pakistan categorically rejected India’s decision to hold the IWT in abeyance, 
declaring that any attempt to stop the flow of water from India will be 
considered as an act of war and will be responded to with full force across the 
complete spectrum of national power; (ii) Pakistan would consider suspending 
all bilateral agreements with India, including the Simla Agreement, until India 
ceased its involvement in terrorism inside Pakistan and its violations of 
international norms and United Nations (UN) resolutions; (iii) Wagah Border 
was closed, suspending all cross-border transit, with those already in Pakistan 
required to return to India by 30 April; (iv) Visas issued under SAARC Visa 
Exemption Scheme (SVES) to Indian nationals were suspended and cancelled, 
excluding Sikh religious pilgrims; (v) Indian Defence, Naval and Air Advisors 
posted in Indian High Commission in Islamabad were declared persona non 
grata and directed to leave Pakistan by 30 April, along with their support staff; 
(vi) Indian High Commission in Islamabad was downsized to a maximum of 
thirty diplomats and staff members; (vii) Pakistan’s airspace was closed to all 
Indian-owned or Indian-operated airlines; and (viii) all trade with India, 
including transit to or from any third country through Pakistan, was 
suspended.14

 On the night of 6–7 May, India launched a series of airstrikes, 
codenamed Operation Sindoor, inside Pakistan and Azad Jammu and Kashmir 
(AJK), in blatant violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter.15 The IAF 
flagrantly breached Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty by targeting civilian 
population with standoff weapons across the international border in Muridke, 
Sialkot and Bahawalpur, as well as across the Line of Control (LoC) in Kotli 
and Muzaffarabad. Indian jets also targeted the Nauseri Dam, a part of the 
Neelum-Jhelum Hydropower project.16 The unprovoked Indian attacks resulted 
in the death of thirty-one innocent civilians, while leaving fifty-seven people 
injured.17 India’s aggression was termed as “a shame” by the US President 

Donald Trump.18

 Pakistan Air Force (PAF) gave a measured response to Indian 
aggression on 6–7 May by shooting down six IAF fighter jets, including four 
Rafale, and an Israeli-made Heron combat drone. Pakistani forces also 
destroyed a Brigade Headquarters and several check posts along the LoC.19

 As part of “Marka-e-Haq” (the Battle of Truth), the official name given 
by Pakistan to the May 2025 conflict with India, Pakistan Armed Forces 
launched “Operation Bunyanum Marsoos” (Iron Wall) on 10 May 2025, in 
response to the Indian military’s dastardly attacks.20 It comprised a series of 
strikes by Fateh-1 and Fateh-2 missile systems targeting 26 critical Indian 
military installations, including airbases, missile facilities and other strategic 
sites, with the primary objective of deterring further aggression.21 The targets 
included: (i) BrahMos missile storage sites in Beas and Nagrota; (ii) Airbases 
and airfields at Udhampur, Pathankot, Adampur, Bathinda, Sirsa, Akhnoor, 
Halwara, Mamun, Suratgarh, Jammu, and Barnala; (iii) Artillery gun positions 
in Dehrangyari and Mankot, IIOJK; (iv) Brigade Headquarters at K G Top and 
Bhimber Gali, along with a supply depot in Uri; (v) Indian military posts 
including Dharam Sal 1, Danna 1, Table Top and positions opposite the 
Phuklian sector, as well as forward posts such as Rabtanwali, Danna, Khawaja 
Bhaik Complex and Ring Contour near Sankh along the LoC; (vi) Additional 
LoC positions including Rahtanwali Post, Jazeera Post Complex, Kafir Mehri, 
Shahpar 3 and Ghadar Top; (vii) Indian Military Intelligence training center in 
Rajouri; and (viii)  S-400 air defense system at Adampur neutralized using 
JF-17 Thunder.22

 Eventually, after four days of intense military confrontation, a ceasefire 
was announced on 10 May by the US President Donald Trump, at Indian 
request, ending the hostilities that had significantly heightened tensions 
between the two nuclear-armed neighbors.23  Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day 
War marks a pivotal moment in South Asian geopolitics. The outcome of the 
war has not only shattered longstanding assumption about India’s conventional 
military superiority over Pakistan, but also defined the new strategic realities, 
both regionally and globally. Furthermore, the war has yet again highlighted the 
intricate interplay of regional geopolitics and international diplomacy, 
underscored by the role played by President Trump in brokering a ceasefire and 
offering to mediate between India and Pakistan to resolve the Kashmir dispute. 
Pakistan’s decisive victory has prompted a fundamental reassessment of 
regional power dynamics, diplomatic strategies and the prospects for lasting 
peace in South Asia.

 This paper aims to answer the following two research questions: (i) 
What is the geopolitical impact of Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with 
India?; and  (ii) How Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India has 
shifted the balance of power in South Asia and contributed to maintaining 
strategic stability in the region?

Research Methodology

 This research paper uses a qualitative research methodology based 
entirely on secondary sources to analyze the geopolitical impact created by 
Pakistan’s victory in the Four-Day War with India. The research draws from a 
wide range of publicly available sources, including official statements, 
think-tank reports, academic analyses, media coverage and expert opinion. 
Through thematic analysis, the study examines key topics such as conventional 
deterrence, regional power dynamics, diplomatic responses and the evolving 
discourse on the Kashmir dispute. The research aims to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
the war for India and its impact on the regional peace, strategic stability and 
security. 

Critical Assessment of Operation Sindoor

 Operation Sindoor stands as a glaring example of strategic 
miscalculation and under Prime Minister Narendra Modi. Launched in the 
aftermath of the Pahalgam incident, the operation was hastily conceived and 
poorly executed, reflecting lack of coherent military planning and political 
foresight. Rather than demonstrating strength, it exposed deficiencies in India’s 
defense preparedness and ability to manage crises diplomatically. The downing 
of advanced Indian military aircraft by PAF not only eroded India’s military 
credibility but also delivered a blow to its global power aspirations. India’s 
request to Washington to broker a ceasefire, in view of Pakistan’s massive 
retaliation that caused colossal damage to Indian military installations, radar 
stations and missile depots, further revealed India’s vulnerability and inability 
to defeat Pakistan in the conventional domain. 

Tactical and Strategic Defeat of Operation Sindoor: Operation Sindoor was 
touted as a decisive tactical operation aimed at neutralizing those responsible 
by pursuing the so-called perpetrators of the Pahalgam attack “to the ends of 
the earth.”24 However, it failed to translate into operational success.25 Despite 
the scale and symbolism of the strikes, Operation Sindoor has exposed a critical 
gap between New Delhi’s intent and the resultant outcome.26 The Indian 
authorities have been unable to capture any of the four alleged perpetrators, 
raising serious questions about the intent and effectiveness of India’s 
counterterrorism measures.27 The inability to translate tactical moves into 
sustained geopolitical influence has exposed weaknesses in India’s strategic 
approach.28

 At the strategic level, this failure carries significant implications. First, 
by launching a high-risk operation without demonstrable tactical gains, India 
has weakened its deterrent credibility and exposed limitations of its military 
capabilities.29 Second, Operation Sindoor appeared driven more by the need to 
project India’s military muscle and personal bravado of Narendra Modi than by 
a coherent counterterrorism strategy.30 Third, the failure of Operation Sindoor 
would not only remain confined to the Indian battlefield losses, but also 
reverberate through the strategic calculus, both regionally and globally, 
ultimately impacting India’s long-term strategic ambitions.31

 India suffered heavy losses as Pakistan’s swift mobilization, precise 
strikes and use of advanced drone and missile systems outmatched Indian 
conventional tactics.32 Pakistan downed six Indian fighter aircraft in rapid 
succession. The aircraft losses comprised four Rafale, one Su-30MKI and one 
MiG-29, marking a significant setback for the IAF in the initial phase of the 
conflict.33

 The loss of Indian fighter jets has been acknowledged by Indian Chief 
of Defence Staff General Anil Chauhan, who stated that their downing by 
Pakistan was due to “tactical errors” made by the Indian pilots.34 Similarly, 
India’s Defence Attaché to Indonesia, Captain Shiv Kumar, has also publicly 
acknowledged the loss of several aircraft on the first night of the conflict.35 

According to Lieutenant General Rahul Singh, the Deputy Chief of Army Staff 
(Capability Development and Sustenance), India’s indigenous defence 
equipment faced significant performance failures and supply chain delays 
during Operation Sindoor, exposing serious shortcomings in India’s 
preparedness and its claims of self-reliance.36 Pravin Sawhney, a renowned 
Indian security analyst, has emphasized the need for India to assess how 
Pakistan’s military, operating with just a fifth of India’s defense budget, 
manages to hold its own in military engagements.37

India’s Diplomatic Failure: While Operation Sindoor received broad 
endorsement within the country,38 India found itself diplomatically isolated, as 
none of its key strategic partners, including the US, Russia and France, publicly 
displayed any solidarity with New Delhi.39 The diplomatic isolation 
underscored increasing skepticism among the world’s key capitals concerning 
New Delhi’s unconvincing justification for initiating the conflict, as none 
offered public support throughout the escalation.40 In a most desperate 
diplomatic stunt, India sent seven all-party delegations to thirty-two countries 
across the world to explain its military aggression against Pakistan.41 Despite 
this outreach, the effort was largely ineffective, as the delegations failed to 
garner international backing, highlighting the growing disconnect between 
India’s domestic narrative and global perceptions.42

 Despite attempting to implicate Pakistan in the Pahalgam incident, 
India failed to present credible evidence to the international community, which 
declined to endorse its allegations against Islamabad.43 In contrast, Pakistan’s 
unified domestic response and effective diplomacy were able to ensure the 
failure of India’s slanderous campaign against Pakistan.44

 Notably, none of the major powers or international multilateral forums, 
including the US, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, the EU, the UN, the 
QUAD, BRICS, the SCO, or even the G7, echoed New Delhi’s claims or lent 
diplomatic weight to its stance.45 Even within forums where India traditionally 
enjoys considerable influence, such as the BRICS, the member states refrained 
from endorsing India’s position, underlining the fallacy of its unfounded 
allegations against Pakistan.46

Political Defeat: Narendra Modi is facing severe criticism from opposition 
parties and defense analysts, who accuse him of undertaking Operation Sindoor 
for his political gains while withholding crucial information, including losses 
suffered by the IAF.47 The security failure at Pahalgam triggered widespread 
public protests and calls for the resignation of prominent Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) officials, revealing significant divisions within India. The unprecedented 
call from Shiv Sena demanding resignation of Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
and Home Minister Amit Shah reflected growing discontent within the ruling 
establishment. The party accused the government of exploiting national 
security concerns for political gains, while presiding over a significant foreign 
policy failure following Operation Sindoor.48 

 The dissent within the BJP-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) 
highlights the deepening political divide and increasing pressure on the Modi 
administration.49 Narendra Modi has experienced a notable decline in public 
trust and legitimacy, reflecting a deep-seated dissatisfaction and political 
instability.50 This decline in public trust was reflected in the electoral outcome 
of the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. The BJP managed to secure only 240 seats, 
against a target of 400, out of 543, signifying a noticeable decline in Modi’s 
popularity as well as of the party. In 2014, the BJP won 282 seats, becoming the 
first party to do so since 1984, and further increased its tally to 303 in 2019.51

India’s Disinformation Campaign: India’s strategy of disinformation and 
media manipulation failed to secure international support, as independent 
investigations and open-source intelligence (OSINT) systematically debunked 
numerous Indian assertions, further undermining New Delhi’s credibility. 
Leading Indian news channels, including Zee News, NDTV, Times Now, ABP 
News and Bharat Samachar, aired a series of sensational and unverified reports 
relating to Pakistan’s civil and military leadership and destruction of critical 
infrastructure including Karachi Port, often accompanied by unrelated imagery 
or video-game footage, highlighting serious concerns about the deterioration of 
journalistic ethics within India’s mainstream media landscape.52

 Indian social media became a source of disinformation with Pakistani 
journalists effectively countering false Indian narratives through verified 
evidence and satire, including a vibrant meme war. International observers 
criticized Indian media for sensationalism and false reporting, while 
acknowledging Pakistani media’s responsible journalism. The conflict 
underscored the power of media narratives in modern warfare and highlighted 

the strategic importance of credibility and professionalism in conflict 
reporting.53

Operation Bunyanum Marsoos: A Resounding Success

Military Success: In response to the Indian aggression, Pakistan launched 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos on the night of 9–10 May 2025, in accordance 
with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Pakistan’s befitting response exemplified 
battlefield coordination through the integration of AI-driven surveillance and 
the precise utilization of long-range artillery and drone assets. Real-time 
intelligence integration, cutting-edge network-centric warfare capabilities and 
a seamless fusion of multi-domain assets were instrumental in achieving 
targets. It included well-coordinated strikes across twenty-six strategic 
locations in India, resulting in substantial destruction of and damage to Indian 
military assets.54 

 The success achieved by Pakistan Armed Forces, including PAF, was 
made possible through the use of a secure and advanced data link system, 
which enhanced situational awareness, enabled network-centric warfare 
capabilities, facilitated real-time monitoring and targeting, and supported 
integrated multi-domain operations. Pakistan’s strategic focus on the 
development and deployment of indigenous niche technologies served as a 
critical force multiplier in this engagement. Notably, the air encounter marked 
the inaugural operational deployment of Chinese-manufactured Beyond Visual 
Range (BVR) PL-15 missiles and J-10C fighter aircraft, both of which 
demonstrated their operational effectiveness under combat conditions.55

 The destruction of an Indian S-400 missile battery at Adampur Air 
Force Station in Punjab’s Jalandhar district, executed via precision-guided 
hypersonic CM-400AKG missiles launched from JF-17 Thunder aircraft, 
highlighted Pakistan’s advanced operational capabilities and effective 

employment of emerging missile technologies. Furthermore, a Heron 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) of Israeli origin was successfully intercepted 
and brought down by Pakistan.56

 The operation exemplified an exceptional display of integrated 
tri-service collaboration by the Pakistan Armed Forces. The synergy among air, 
land, sea and cyber components facilitated precision targeting, overwhelmingly 
concentrated firepower and effective counterattacks. The unified employment 
of diverse military platforms enabled the delivery of highly synchronized 
strikes against strategically prioritized objectives, underscoring Pakistan’s 
exemplary military proficiency and operational cohesion.57 

 Notably, the Operation Bunyanum Marsoos was a strategically 
calibrated and doctrinally grounded military response by Pakistan to India’s 
botched Operation Sindoor. Rather than escalating impulsively or activating 
nuclear deterrent, Pakistan employed its Quid Pro Quo Plus (QPQ+) policy, 
relying on precision conventional capabilities like Fatah-series missiles and 
airpower to defeat Indian aggression. The Marka-e-Haq demonstrated 
Pakistan’s deterrence credibility, reaffirming that stability in South Asia is not 
self-sustaining but must be actively reasserted through discipline. It dismantled 
India’s narrative of escalation dominance and restored strategic balance 
without brinkmanship, signaling Pakistan’s commitment to restraint, readiness 
and regional stability.58

Pakistan’s Diplomatic Success: During and after Operation Bunyanum 
Marsoos, Pakistan achieved significant diplomatic successes by effectively 
rallying regional and international support against Indian aggression. 
Pakistan’s proactive engagement with key global powers and multilateral 
organizations, including the UN Security Council, was helpful in highlighting 
India’s destabilizing and irresponsible actions, exposing it as an aggressor. At 
the same time, Pakistan was able to highlight its commitment to promoting 
peace and stability in the region. By leveraging diplomatic channels and media 

outreach, Pakistan successfully countered India’s narrative and received 
valuable support from the international community, including China, Türkiye, 
Azerbaijan and many other countries.59

 In early June 2025, Pakistan sent two high-level delegations to key 
global capitals to present its perspective on the Four-Day War imposed by India 
on Pakistan and counter New Delhi’s malicious campaign following the 
Pahalgam incident. One delegation, led by former Foreign Minister Bilawal 
Bhutto Zardari, visited New York, Washington D.C., London and Brussels to 
engage with UN officials, Western governments, think tanks and Pakistani 
diaspora. The second delegation, headed by Special Assistant to the Prime 
Minister on Foreign Affairs Syed Tariq Fatemi, visited Moscow to brief 
high-level Russian officials. Both the delegations highlighted Pakistan’s call 
for dialogue, restrained response to Indian aggression and the need to resolve 
all outstanding issues including Kashmir dispute with India peacefully through 
dialogue.60

 While India was attempting to isolate Pakistan diplomatically, a series 
of international developments instead highlighted New Delhi’s failure to sway 
global opinion, causing significant embarrassment. At the height of India’s 
military campaign, Pakistan was appointed as the Chair of the UN Security 
Council’s Taliban Sanctions Committee and Vice-Chair of the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Committee, a clear blow to India’s efforts to malign 
Pakistan internationally. International financial institutions also ignored India’s 
attempts to influence their policies towards Pakistan. To the contrary, continued 
provision of financial assistance by them to Pakistan under agreed programmes 
not only signaled confidence in Pakistan’s stability and governance but also 
blunted Indian attempts to delegitimize it on the international stage during 
Operation Sindoor.61

Debunking India’s Conventional Superiority Myth: India’s long-held image 
of conventional military superiority over Pakistan was decisively shattered 
during the Four-Day War. It exposed significant gaps in the Indian military’s 
logistics, operational preparedness and tri-service coordination. Pakistan’s use 
of next-generation cyber warfare capabilities, Electronic Warfare (EW) and 
autonomous drones and multi-domain operations proved to be a force 
multiplier. Contrary to prior assumptions of India’s conventional military 
superiority, Pakistan demonstrated significant tactical competence, achieving 
air and ground superiority in several engagements.62

 Notably, PAF engaged 72 IAF fighters with 42 jets, downing six Indian 
aircraft without suffering any loss. Pakistan also showcased advancements in 
EW and air defense capabilities, neutralizing over 80 hostile drones before they 
could inflict meaningful damage. On the offensive front, Pakistan launched 
missile and drone strikes on 26 confirmed targets inside Indian territory, 
including the destruction of at least one S-400 air defense battery, challenging 
India’s claims of strategic invulnerability.63

 Despite India’s annual defense spending of nearly USD 80 billion and 
acquisition of advanced weaponry, Pakistan’s strategic response exposed 
significant vulnerabilities in India’s military machine. Pakistani forces, 
leveraging indigenous and Chinese-supplied technologies, effectively 
countered India’s advancements, leading to the downing of multiple Indian 
aircraft, including Rafale and the neutralization of sophisticated air defense 
systems. This conflict underscored the limitations of technological superiority 
without cohesive strategy and operational integration, challenging the 
long-held myth about India’s military invincibility.64

Regional Power Shift Towards Pakistan: The Four-Day War between India 
and Pakistan marked a pivotal turning point in the region’s strategic landscape. 
Pakistan’s ability to rapidly and decisively neutralize key Indian military assets 

demonstrated the emergence of a credible conventional deterrent, effectively 
recalibrating the balance of power in South Asia.65 This shift underscores that 
deterrence is no longer solely predicated on quantitative superiority or 
possession of advanced weaponry but increasingly depends on the integration 
of innovative tactics, multi-domain operations and technological adaptability.66 

The resultant deterrence effect is twofold: First, it lowers the probability of 
large-scale military escalation by signaling Pakistan’s capability to impose 
swift and significant retaliation. Second, it compels India to reassess its 
strategic assumptions, operational readiness and doctrinal postures. 
Consequently, the conflict has signaled a shift in regional power dynamics 
towards Pakistan, whereby deterrence stability is increasingly defined by 
qualitative factors, such as operational coherence and strategic innovation, 
rather than conventional force metrics alone.

 Pakistan’s effective employment of asymmetric capabilities – spanning 
cyber warfare, EW and precision strike platforms – illustrates how strategic 
agility can compensate for conventional disparities and impose substantial 
costs on a militarily superior adversary.67

Re-hyphenation of India-Pakistan: The recent war decisively reversed 
India’s prolonged diplomatic campaign aimed at de-hyphenating itself from 
Pakistan.68 The ceasefire between India and Pakistan, announced by the US 
President Donald Trump, has effectively re‑hyphenated the two nations on the 
global stage, something India had long tried to avoid. In asserting credit for 
brokering the truce via trade leverage, President Trump re‑hyphenated both the 
states in his pronouncements. The re‑hyphenation underscores the challenge 
Modi now faces in reclaiming India’s narrative and resisting any framing that 
places the two nations on an equal footing.69 This shift in international 

discourse marks a significant diplomatic victory for Pakistan.70

Kashmir: A Nuclear Flashpoint: The recent Four-Day India-Pakistan war has 
reignited scholarly and strategic discourse regarding Kashmir as a nuclear 
flashpoint, underscoring the persistent volatility of this internationally 
recognized dispute between two nuclear-armed neighbors.71 The world’s 
renewed focus on Kashmir represents a crucial step toward creating conditions 
conducive to lasting peace, security and cooperation in South Asia. The brief 
yet intense war has brought renewed urgency to concerns over escalation 
dynamics, deterrence stability and crisis management in South Asia.72 

 The intense military clashes underscored the high stakes involved, 
raising fears of escalation into a broader nuclear confrontation. This escalation 
prompted major world powers and international organizations to engage more 
actively in diplomatic efforts to prevent further conflict, highlighting Kashmir 
as a critical dispute with global security implications. As a result, Kashmir has 
re-emerged on the international security agenda, with increased scrutiny on the 
risks posed by India’s belligerent posture in the region.73 Kashmir has also 
made its way to President Trump’s agenda, who has offered to mediate between 
Pakistan and India to resolve the dispute.74

India’s Great-Power Delusions: According to Ashley J. Tellis, India’s 
assertive and often confrontational posture in its regional engagements can be 
interpreted as a reflection of what can be identified as its “great power 
delusion.” Driven by sustained economic growth, advances in military 

capability and a growing global profile, India seeks to position itself as a 
dominant regional actor. However, this proactive posture, evident in its border 
tensions with China, increased naval activity in the Indian Ocean and firm 
policies toward Pakistan, may overstate its actual strategic capacity. India’s 
aspirations significantly outpace its material capabilities. Moreover, its 
leadership has yet to fully acknowledge the structural limitations it faces. 
India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy represents a desire for a global order that 
is neither currently attainable nor likely to emerge, raising concerns that India’s 
aggressive approach could destabilize its neighborhood and hinder its 
long-term geopolitical ambitions.75

Conclusion

 The four-day India-Pakistan war stands as a crucial moment in South 
Asian geopolitics, fundamentally dismantling the myth surrounding India’s 
conventional military superiority and diplomatic leverage. The war initiated by 
India not only exposed the operational and strategic vulnerabilities of its 
conventional forces but also challenged its regional hegemony. In contrast, 
Pakistan’s measured yet decisive response, epitomized by the success of 
Operation Bunyanum Marsoos, underscored its growing military 
sophistication, technological adaptability and diplomatic maturity. The 
integrated use of multi-domain warfare, coupled with real-time intelligence and 
precision strikes, has revealed a new paradigm in Pakistan’s defense strategy, 
decisively shifting the regional balance of power in favour of Islamabad. The 
war has demonstrated Pakistan’s relevance as a regional stabilizer, 
re-hyphenated India and Pakistan, and reinvigorated the debate about Kashmir 
as a nuclear flashpoint. Lastly, it has redefined the strategic landscape of South 
Asia.

Ashley J Tellis, “India’s Great-Power Delusions,” Foreign Affairs, June 17, 2025, 
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/india/indias-great-power-delusions.
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