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Abstract

Why do we witness divergent levels of economic integration around the world?

Predominant explanations focus on the dampening effect of inter-state conflict on

integration. However, internal security considerations have received little attention.

I hypothesize that states dealing with domestic insurgencies are less likely to pursue

economic integration strategies. If a state’s sovereignty is challenged from within,

then the state will be reluctant to give up its sovereign power internationally through

institutions like trade agreements.

My argument is that states suffer from sovereign insecurity along three dimensions

when considering economic integration: material infrastructure, policy restrictions,

and precedent setting. Materially, states will be reluctant to integrate when dealing

with insurgencies because integration involves setting up infrastructure on the ground

to facilitate the free movement of goods (and often people), which insurgents can use

to their advantage. Economic integration also involves the state diluting its sovereign

rights. States agree to let go of their decision-making power on certain issues that

enable integration, which means they lose control of policy-making. Finally, the state

will not wish to send a signal to domestic audiences that implies its willingness to

cede sovereignty in certain circumstances since this might set a precedent to negotiate

sovereignty in other circumstances.

A multi-method research design provides evidence of this negative relationship be-

tween insurgencies and the depth of economic integration. Quantitative models using
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cross-national data on economic integration depth show lower levels of integration for

insurgency-ridden states. I trace the causal mechanism with a case study of India that

includes original archival and interview data collected during fieldwork. My research

highlights the under-explored unintended negative economic externalities of substate

conflict.

Index words: Insurgencies, Economic Integration, Sovereignty, India
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Why do we witness divergent levels of economic integration around the world?

Predominant explanations focus on the dampening effect of inter-state conflict on

integration. However, internal security considerations have received little attention.

I hypothesize that states dealing with domestic insurgencies are less likely to pursue

economic integration strategies. If a state’s sovereignty is challenged from within,

then the state will be reluctant to give up its sovereign power internationally through

institutions like trade agreements.

My argument is that states suffer from sovereign insecurity along three dimensions

when considering economic integration: material infrastructure, policy restrictions,

and precedent setting. Materially, states will be reluctant to integrate when dealing

with insurgencies because integration involves setting up infrastructure on the ground

to facilitate the free movement of goods (and often people), which insurgents can

use to their advantage. For instance, better transportation and fewer restrictions on

movement across borders can enable insurgents (and their supporters) to travel across

international boundaries to access resources and safe havens that can strengthen the

insurgency movement against the state. Economic integration also involves the state

diluting its sovereign rights. States agree to let go of their decision-making power on

certain issues that enable integration, which means they lose control of policy-making.

For example, states often have to accept to not discriminate between domestic and
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foreign firms or promise opening up nationalized sectors. Abrogating such policy-

making power may affect their ability to wield economic control domestically to either

punish or reward domestic factions for threatening or supporting state sovereignty,

respectively. Finally, the state will not wish to send a signal to domestic audiences

that implies its willingness to cede sovereignty in certain circumstances since this

might set a precedent to negotiate sovereignty in other circumstances.

A multi-method research design provides evidence of this negative relationship be-

tween insurgencies and the depth of economic integration. Quantitative models using

cross-national data on economic integration depth show lower levels of integration for

insurgency-ridden states. I trace the causal mechanism with a case study of India that

includes original archival and interview data collected during fieldwork. My research

highlights the under-explored unintended negative economic externalities of substate

conflict.

1.1 The Puzzle

Regional trade in South Asia is currently at $23 billion, whereas with greater

regional integration it would be $67 billion – nearly three times the actual value

(Kathuria, 2018). The World Bank (2018) estimates that the gap in South Asia’s trade

between its potential and actual numbers has hampered poverty alleviation in one of

the poorest regions of the world. In fact, South Asia’s largest economy, India, has a

growth rate of 7.2% (2017-18) but is perceived to be “a spoiler in international trade

negotiations” (Warrier, 2019) wherein “the Indian government’s antipathy towards

trade” (Rossow, 2019) is the norm. The puzzling question that then arises is: why

does India not choose to economically integrate more when the potential benefits help

increase the state’s power and its citizens’ overall welfare?
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Economic integration is important for human development as it improves the

social and economic prospects of the participating states’ citizens as well as increases

a state’s economic growth. The benefits are evident in the case of the EU with greater

GDP growth rates once a country becomes a member of the EU (Campos et al.,

2014). In poorly integrated regions, the potential benefit can be seen in UNDP’s

(2011) simulations that estimate a reduction in poverty in 10 out of 11 countries if

an Africa-wide integration policy were to be implemented.

However, integration attempts around the world that fall short of their potential

are not uncommon. This dissertation investigates one facet of limited integration

based on internal security considerations. I assert that internal security considerations

in the form of insurgencies inhibit economic integration. The main hypothesis to be

tested is that a state dealing with a domestic insurgency is less likely to pursue deep

international economic integration strategies. If a state’s sovereignty is challenged

from within by an insurgency, then the state will be reluctant to dilute its sovereign

power internationally in institutions like preferential trade agreements. I draw out my

argument using cross-national data on economic integration depth and the context-

specific case of India’s integration issues due to its insurgencies. I rely on original

data collected during fieldwork in India that includes archival and interview data.

My research offers a unique insight into the adverse impact of substate conflict on

economic integration.

Inter-state conflict has been highlighted as a major obstacle to economic integra-

tion (Davis et al., 2019; Acharya, 2009; Grieco, 1988). While a strong case can be

made for the dampening effects of inter-state conflict on economic integration, bilat-

eral disputes do not comprehensively explain integration patterns since they exist in

both poorly- and well-integrated regions of the world. For instance, boundary dis-

putes have existed between Thailand and Cambodia as well as between India and
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Bangladesh; however the former pair belong to a strong regionally integrated system

in South-east Asia (ASEAN), while the latter pair belong to a poorly integrated South

Asian regional set-up (SAARC).

While conflict plays a role in mitigating economic integration, I refocus the source

of the conflict to those within states. In addition to a state’s sense of insecurity re-

garding its external adversaries, states are also inclined to be concerned with domestic

challenges to state sovereignty. Conflict data from 1946 to 2014 show that inter-state

conflicts have been steadily declining while intra-state conflicts have been rapidly

increasing (Gates et al., 2016). If states fear incomplete sovereign control over their

own territories and people, states will be less inclined to sign on to international

agreements that limit their sovereign powers. Thus, states with insurgencies are more

likely to be party to shallow integration agreements.

A multi-method approach provides evidence of this negative relationship between

insurgencies and the depth of economic integration. I use observational data from

1945 to 2018 to show lower levels of integration for insurgency-ridden states. Differ-

ent model specifications show the robustness of the estimates. Furthermore, I trace

the causal mechanism with a context-rich case study of India that includes original

archival data from the Ministries of External Affairs, Commerce and Industry, De-

fence, and the Prime Minister’s Office, along with foreign and security policy interview

data. My research contributes to the under-studied negative economic externalities

of insurgencies.

1.2 What Is Economic Integration?

Economic integration in this dissertation is defined as the extent to which a coun-

try is enmeshed in the global economy. It implies the degree to which a state has re-
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duced its barriers to trade with other states in the international system, particularly

via trade agreements. Economic integration "encompasses measures designed to abol-

ish discrimination between economic units belonging to different national states" to

result in the "absence of various forms of discrimination between national economies"

(Balassa, 2013, p.1).

Economic integration can range from a limited free trade area with no tariffs

between members to comprehensive integration with a supranational authority ad-

ministering policies. The stages between these two include a customs union, a com-

mon market, and an economic union. A customs union is where participating states

have a free trade area amongst themselves and a common tariff for non-participating

members and a common market additionally allows the free movement of labor and

capital. An economic union also involves the close coordination of national economic

policies of member states. In order to achieve greater economic integration, states

implement policies that include reducing barriers to trade and easing the flow of

goods and services across international borders via instruments like preferential trade

agreements.

The existence or absence of preferential trade agreements between a set of coun-

tries, while in itself is indicative of a desire to liberalize trade, does not capture the

extent of the signatories’ obligations to implement the terms of the agreement. For

example, while two states may have a trade agreement on paper, it may never be

realized in full if the agreement does not require the parties to take on certain legal

obligations to fulfill the terms of the deal. Thus, the content and design of trade

agreements can reveal the extent to which states are willing to take on international

legal obligations to reduce barriers to trade.

Shallow agreements involve fewer commitments and consequences than deep agree-

ments that ensure accountability from the contracting states. Agreements that incor-
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porate more opt-out clauses and flexibility will tend to be shallower than agreements

that involve legally binding obligations that involve an international arbitrator. A

narrow and shallow agreement will have different consequences than a broad and

deep agreement (Dür et al., 2014, 355).

The depth of an agreement is defined as “the extent to which (an agreement)

requires states to depart from what they would have done in its absence” (Downs

et al., 1996, p.383). The greater the commitments to deviate from a state’s policies

independent of the agreement, the greater the depth of the given agreement. Thus,

depth represents the extent to which a state is willing to adopt obligations that

it would not otherwise implement. A state’s adoption of policies that it would not

normally consider represents a dilution of it sovereign powers. Thus, the concept of

economic integration includes the dilution of state sovereignty.

1.3 What Are Insurgencies?

What are insurgencies and how are they conceptualized? Insurgencies are defined

as "organized, protracted politico-military struggles” (US Army and Marine Corps,

2007) to either overthrow the current social order or government in order to replace

it or secede from the state to establish a separate political entity. The goals of insur-

gencies include gaining the support of the local population, acquiring international

support (Byman, 2013; Salehyan et al., 2011), gaining international and domestic

legitimacy while reducing the incumbent state’s legitimacy (Bob, 2001; Caspersen,

2015), and increasing their own coercive capacity while neutralizing the state’s co-

ercive powers (CIA, 1980). Additionally, they also aim to provide public services by

either limiting the government’s ability to do so or substituting for the government’s

absence (Arjona et al., 2015; Stewart, 2018; Weinstein, 2006).
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Why do groups organize to seek autonomy, secession, or the overthrow of the

state? The motivation behind insurgencies are varied and include reasons that are

ideological, identity-related (ethnic, religious, nationalist, etc.), about economic de-

privation, or a combination thereof. An example of an ideologically driven insur-

gency is the Maoist movement in Nepal (1996-2003). The Communist Party of Nepal

(Maoist) initiated the ’People’s War’ in reaction to economic inequality in Nepal as

well as in opposition to the privileges enjoyed by the Nepali monarchy, to demand

a secular state, and as an end to class inequality (Lawoti, 2009; Nepal et al., 2011).

The Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) (1976-2009) were emblematic leaders

of an ethnic nationalist insurgency that demanded carving out a separate state in

Sri Lanka for the Tamil population (Stokke, 2006). Shia insurgent groups like the

Supreme Council of the Islamic Revolution of Iraq (SCIRI) that existed during the

Iran-Iraq War (1980-88) are examples of religion-based insurgents. Another example

of a religious nationalist insurgent group is the Democratic Karen Buddhist Army in

Myanmar, which was an insurgent group comprising Buddhist Karen combatants that

fought for the self-determination of the Karen community (South, 2010). The Front

de libération du Québec overlaps Marxist-Leninist ideology and Quebec nationalism

and was the military wing of the Quebec sovereignty movement. Thus, insurgencies

have complex and intertwining motivations.

Of course, the organizing principles for these insurgencies might have started as

a grassroots community movement or have been strategically exploited by the elite

members of that community or an interested third party (Galula, 2006). Either way,

whether the mobilizing factor is an elite tool or "organically" grew into a movement,

it challenges the incumbent state’s sovereignty.
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1.4 Research Design

In order to explore the relationship between insurgencies and economic integra-

tion, this dissertation employs a multi-method research design that conventionally

uses "qualitative - within case inference - along with quantitative cross-case infer-

ence" (Goertz, 2017, p. 2). The quantitative analysis will help establish whether the

presence of insurgencies makes lower levels of economic integration more likely while

the qualitative case study will help understand why this negative relationship exists.

The quantitative data span 1945-2018 for all independent states in the interna-

tional system based on the Correlates of War (COW) database. The quantitative

analysis involves cross-national data on economic integration depth measured in two

ways - the degree to which a state is embedded in the global economy via trade based

on a state’s own policy-making (Gygli et al., 2019) and the extent to which a state

is willing to abrogate its sovereign powers to an international agreement to oversee

trade (Dür et al., 2014). The presence of insurgencies in every independent state in

the given time period is also measured in three ways - the presence of violent self-

determination movements (Sambanis et al., 2018), the intensity of the insurgencies

within a state (Coppedge et al., 2018), and the presence of violent substate conflict

wherein the state records at least 25 battle deaths for a given year (Themnér, 2014).

Linear regression models are used to evaluate the relationship between insurgencies

and economic integration across the world.

For the qualitative analysis, India is selected as the case study of interest to con-

duct within-case analysis that "involves the use of specific pieces of data or information

to make inferences about the individual case" (Goertz and Mahoney, 2012, p. 11). In-

dia serves as a “building block” case study (George and Bennett 2005, 75) wherein

there is an in-depth analysis of a case that is a subclass of an overall theory. The
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universe of cases for the theory of the negative impact of insurgencies on economic

integration includes states that have had no insurgencies ever, states that have dealt

with insurgencies for limited periods, and states that have had insurgencies through-

out their independent existence. The case study of India represents an example of a

country that has countered insurgencies consistently, so can help trace the mechanism

behind insurgency-affected states’ lower levels of economic integration.

Archival data ranging from 1947 to 1985, collected from the Ministries of Home

Affairs (MHA), Defence (MoD), External Affairs (MEA), Commerce (MoC) and the

Prime Minister’s Office (PMO), provide evidence for government actions on economic

integration in the light of insurgencies. Since India has strict laws on de-classification

of government material and most ministries’ archival material after 1980 are not open

for public access, I supplement my analysis with elite interviews in order to ascertain

how the Indian state perceived insurgencies and whether this affected its economic

policies post-1980.1 The elite interviews are with members of the foreign and security

policy community in India. The security and foreign policy community comprises

those who have served in government on these issues, are part of think tanks advising

on these issues, been members of national security advisory bodies, and inform policy

debates on these topics through media and/or academia. For example, bureaucrats,

military officers, scholars, and media persons.

In this dissertation, I will first locate my argument in the literature on integra-

tion and security, followed by the theory and the main hypotheses to be tested. The

quantitative methods chapter will establish the negative correlation between insur-

gencies and regional integration. The qualitative section will delve into a case study
1My interviews also ended up giving me information about events prior to 1980 that

reinforced archival evidence.
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of India and its insurgencies. I then conclude with the main findings of my research

and implications for future research on the impact of insurgencies on foreign policy.
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Chapter 2

Insurgencies and Integration

2.1 Why Is There Differential Economic Integration?

The promotion of strong international institutions and free trade policies charac-

terizes the US-led liberal world order after 1945 (Ikenberry, 1999). Trade agreements

to reduce barriers to trade and regional economic institutions have been an integral

part of this interdependent international system. UNDP’s Regional Integration and

Human Development report (2011) clearly shows that regional integration reduces

poverty and improves economic growth, especially for developing countries. However,

certain countries of the world are more economically integrated than others. How do

we explain this differential integration?

Three main answers exist to this question: international institutions, domestic

incentives, and inter-state conflict. The success of efficient problem-solving in inter-

national institutions enables greater integration, with states allocating more issues

to international fora for policy-making. Domestically, regime type, interest groups,

and compulsions of domestic politics affect the degree of integration. Furthermore,

inter-state conflict has a dampening effect on integration wherein geopolitics trump

economic benefits. I explore each of these answers and offer domestic security consid-

erations as another dimension to understand variation in economic integration.

Functionalist explanations of integration emphasize the role of common problems

that states face that can be most efficiently solved via reassigning certain functions
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from states to supra-national institutions (Mitrany, 1975). Neo-functionalists went on

the explain the incremental “spillover” mechanism behind such integration wherein

there would be increased centralization of problem-solving as new issues are added

and the success of integration on some issues will lead to the inclusion of other is-

sues (Haas, 1958; Puchala, 1971; Schmitter, 1971). In order to encompass factors

beyond functionality, post-functionalism includes the analyses of identity and emo-

tional resonance of sub-state, state, and supra-state governance structures for enabling

integration (Hooghe and Marks, 2008; Hooghe et al., 2016).

While functionalist perspectives acknowledged that sub-state and supra-state ac-

tors in the form of bureaucrats and interest groups are part of the integration process,

intergovernmentalism puts states at the center in its examination of integration. Lib-

eral intergovernmentalism further added that the conditions for integration are those

in which economic interests outweigh political considerations and explains European

integration through this model (Moravscik, 1993, 1998). While the case of post-WWII

Europe motivates most theories of integration (Laursen, 2010), integration efforts have

existed world-wide and one must be wary of an over-reliance on the European model

for a generalizable theory.

On examining regions around the world, regional trade agreements have been on

the rise with 303 agreements in force as of January 2020 (WTO, 2020a). However,

there is great variation in the degree of economic integration across different regions

of the world, from deep integration in Europe to minimal integration in South Asia.

What explains this discrepancy in integration? Attempts to answer this question have

included both the direct application of European institutional development models

on other cases (Haas and Schmitter 1964; Schmitter 1974) as well as developing new

institutional models based on the experience of integration in non-European countries

(Acharya, 2012). Integration in Latin America and South-East Asia have received par-
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ticular attention with an expansion to other parts of the world in the 1990s (Ayres,

1975; Kaltenthaler and Mora, 2002; Acharya, 2009; De Melo and Panagariya, 1995).

Institutional designs for integration in non-European regions of the world may de-

viate from favoring efficient problem-solving to ensuring that a participating state’s

sovereign power is not eroded (Acharya and Johnston, 2007). Thus, regional institu-

tions may promote regionalism but not actual regional integration.1

Though the nature of international institutions explains one aspect of economic

integration, the domestic dimension for integration outcomes has focused on sub-state

political actors and institutions. Regime type may indicate the inclination for integra-

tion since democracies are more likely to encourage free trade (Milner and Kubota,

2005). However, leaders who are accountable to their public are also more likely to

adopt protectionist measures if domestic economic conditions deteriorate (Shapiro

and Page, 1994) and levels of unemployment increase (Bradford, 2006). Democratic

governments are more immune to public pressure for protectionism though if there are

more veto points (Henisz and Mansfield, 2006). For instance, more domestic checks

and balances like greater independent government bodies that can veto policy change

will make it less likely that the government succumbs to public pressure for protec-

tionism. Furthermore, autocracies with fragmented internal power sharing may be

more likely to prefer trade liberalization as a tool against opponents, as was evident

in the case of former Communist countries in the 1990s (Frye and Mansfield, 2003).

Thus, while regime type matters, veto players, along with interest groups and do-

mestic partisan actors affect the likelihood of policy change and trade liberalization

(Ikenberry et al., 1988; Tsebelis et al., 2002; Mansfield et al., 2008).
1There is an important distinction to be made between regionalism and regional inte-

gration. The former refers to regional cooperation with increased dialogue between states
while the latter includes the implication of the loss of sovereignty (Acharya, 2012, 12).
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The number and type of interest groups vested in promoting free trade impact

the degree of integration (Cameron and Tomlin, 2002; Frieden, 2002; Grossman and

Helpman, 2002; Manger, 2009; Mansfield et al., 2008). For example, interest group

contributions to politicians affected voting patterns for bills in the US House of Rep-

resentatives for NAFTA and the GATT Uruguay Round. Campaign contributions

from labor groups resulted in votes against trade liberalization measures while those

from business groups influenced votes in favor of free trade (Baldwin and Magee,

2000). Partisanship also impacts economic integration, with evidence that in devel-

oped countries, right-leaning parties are more likely to support free trade policies than

left-leaning parties (Milner and Judkins, 2004). The literature on regional integration

has also focused on the importance of domestic politics for successful economic inte-

gration. Political will at the domestic level affects the depth of economic integration

since “the choice for RIAs [regional integration agreements] is motivated by domes-

tic politics, their institutional design reflects both the desired goals and intended

constraints” (Schneider, 2017, 17).

However, inter-state conflict may outweigh domestic considerations for enhancing

integration. The relationship between security and integration is one of the most

important aspects of understanding varying degrees of integration. A majority of

the literature focusing on the intersection between integration and security examine

the geopolitics of inter-state interactions. The geography of contiguous boundaries

between states enable or hinder integration or conflict. Integration between states is

more likely when there is greater ease and strength of interactions across a border,

while conflict is more likely when the terrain of borders make it difficult to facilitate

such exchanges (Starr and Thomas, 2002, 2005). International systemic explanations

point to the degree of anarchy between states, power asymmetries, or the polarity of

the international system with a bipolar system facilitating greater openness in trade
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(Bull, 2012; Efird and Genna, 2002; Gowa, 1989). Arguments favoring the powerful

impact of the international system claim that systemic incentives, either in terms

of relative power between states or the international economy, constrain domestic

political action (Waltz, 1996; Gourevitch, 1978).

The security basis for economic cooperation has been studied in terms of the paci-

fying effects of trade to the more hawkish considerations of partnering with allies and

excluding potential adversaries (Oneal et al., 1996; Oneal and Russet, 1997; Russett,

2005; Mansfield and Pevehouse, 2000; Gowa and Mansfield, 1993; Long and Leeds,

2006; Davis and Pratt). On the one hand, strong economic relations may prevent

states from open conflict and make them resort to international legal avenues for con-

flict resolution (Davis and Morse, 2018). Leaders may also not wish to jeopardize the

benefits of economic interdependence with war if they fear the loss of public support

(Morrow et al., 1998).

On the other hand, states are also wary of their geopolitical relationships, which

in turn impact economic relations. The politicization of trade is observed when state-

owned enterprises control imports and are sensitive to international political relations

as compared to privately owned enterprises (Davis et al., 2019). States also employ

screening mechanisms for IGO membership in order to reward allies and exclude ad-

versaries (Donno et al., 2015; Kaoutzanis et al., 2016). Even citizens prefer trading

with allies over perceived enemies (Carnegie, 2017). Countries also use trade as a car-

rot and stick mechanism to reward or punish other states that do not align with their

foreign policy positions or political expectations (Carnegie, 2015). Existing networks

of agreements that link states also make it more likely for states to cooperate with

partners in those networks (Kinne, 2013).

However, this strong body of literature on security and economic interdependence

has not adequately examined security concerns within a state. While domestic-level
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explanations have been proffered for integration outcomes (as mentioned above), they

tend to focus on non-security factors. Given that domestic politics motivate integra-

tion outcomes, I propose an alternative domestic-level explanation. Internal security

considerations also affect international economic outcomes. I assert that insurgencies

can help explain (the lack of) economic integration. A country countering an insur-

gency is less likely to sign onto economic integration agreements. Internal challenges

to state sovereignty will result in the state’s reluctance to hand over sovereign power

in international institutions.

The relationship between intra-state conflicts and international actors has been

examined in the light of the impact that external actors can have on outcomes of

internal conflicts. There is extensive literature on external support for governments

and rebels during civil war (Bove et al., 2016; Salehyan et al., 2011, 2014; Sawyer

et al., 2017; Weinstein, 2006) and the impact of aid conditionalities on post-conflict

governance and reconstruction (Girod et al., 2009; Girod, 2012). However, the impact

of internal conflict on international outcomes merits greater consideration.

In this dissertation, I seek to address how insurgencies affect the degree to which a

state is economically integrated in the international system. My findings have impli-

cations for both academia and policy-makers since it explains a new adverse economic

outcome of insurgencies. Economic integration poses a particularly interesting puzzle

since states are unequally integrated despite the economic benefits from integration

(Baldwin 2008; UNDP 2011).

2.2 The Story So Far

In the European context, studies have analyzed whether greater integration has

been accompanied by greater separatist movements. The relative success of the Euro-
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pean Union despite separatist movements in Western Europe is important to evaluate.

It is interesting to note that research has shown that separatism has increased with

greater economic integration in Europe (Alesina and Spolaore, 2005) even though the

causal link between the two phenomena has not been established (Zinn, 2006). The

central argument in these studies is not that integration causes separatism, but that

it provides pre-existing separatist groups the conditions for demanding secession. In-

tegration may weaken the political and economic authority of the state (Lynch, 1996;

Jeffery, 2015) and facilitate greater linkages between different separatist movements

(De Winter and Cachafeiro, 2002). In order to gain access to economic negotiations at

the supranational level, separatist movements may increase their secessionist demands

(Dardanelli, 2013).

However, Brancati (2014) argues that while certain specific instances of increased

separatism exist, on average, integration has not seen a rise in separatism in Eu-

rope. Political and fiscal decentralization can also offset the integration’s impact

on greater separatist demands (Sambanis, 2006). While other considerations may

have outweighed insurgencies in post-WWII European integration, the evidence of

instances in increased separatism in Europe with greater integration signals a need

to analyze whether deep integration may get diluted in the future. Separatist move-

ments gaining momentum, especially in cases where decentralization has not been

able to offset separatism, may result in the desire to not further deepen integration

or potentially backtrack on integration commitments. Intra-state conflicts, therefore,

merit greater consideration.

Furthermore, the impact of integration on domestic outcomes has been analyzed

vis-à-vis how regional integration agreements affect human rights (Hafner-Burton,

2005) and domestic democratic institutions (Pevehouse, 2002; Schimmelfennig and

Sedelmeier, 2002; Donno, 2013). There seems to be some evidence that integration
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agreements have a positive effect on domestic democratic governance either due to

the conditions of the terms of membership or the process of socialization between

states that results in a change of preferences (Mattli and Plümper, 2004; Plümper

et al., 2006; Checkel, 2005). A state’s degree of integration in international markets

also affects whether it receives international third-party support in times of conflict

wherein greater openness increases the likelihood of external support (Garriga 2019).

Thus, the evaluation of the relationship between economic integration and domes-

tic outcomes has resulted in interesting findings.2 However, prior studies have paid

summary attention to whether intra-state conflicts have any bearing on international

outcomes like economic integration.

2.3 The Role of Sovereign Insecurity

States exert sovereignty within pre-defined boundaries in the Westphalian nation-

state system (Krasner, 2001). Thus, mainstream theories in International Relations

claim that the main source of existential threat to a state comes from other entities

in the international system (Waltz, 1996). However, conflict data from 1946 to 2014

show that “colonial and interstate conflicts, which accounted for half of all armed

conflict early in the period, have waned” (Gates et al., 2016). Today the most com-

mon form of violence is conflict within the state. Over 200 insurgencies in over 40

countries have been recorded from 1945 to 2012 (CFR, 2013). Internal challenges to

state sovereignty can be more compelling than external challenges. The prevalence

of insurgencies across time and space has generated in-depth scholarship on substate

conflict (Cunningham, 2011; Kalyvas, 2005; Galula, 2006; Lyall and Wilson, 2009;

Weinstein, 2006). While academic studies of substate violence have focused on how
2A future avenue of research could potentially investigate whether insurgents prefer pro-

integration policies if they believe they may benefit from such a move.
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international actors and foreign aid impact the intensity, duration, and/or resolution

of insurgencies (Balcells and Kalyvas, 2014), there has been little examination of how

insurgencies affect international outcomes. I argue that an existentialist threat to the

state need not be external but internal. The presence of an insurgency can be more

pressing for a state to deal with than international systemic considerations.

The European nation-state system developed a concept of sovereignty that al-

located the governance of a territory within a demarcated boundary to the central

authorities. Such "exclusive sovereignty made defense and internal administration the

primary and increasingly exclusive task of the central authorities," resulting in "in-

ternal hierarchy as well as external equality" (Kratochwil, 1986, p.35). Statehood,

therefore, is recognized in the international system on the basis of four basic require-

ments as per the Montevideo Convention on the Rights and Duties of States (1933):

the control of a defined territory, permanent population, functioning government, and

the capacity to enter into relations with other states. While a state’s exertion of ab-

solute authority within its territories is an abstract ideal (Agnew, 2017; Biersteker,

2002), "the fiction is a potent one and has suffused the internal and external rela-

tions of nation-states since its consecration by the 1648 Peace of Westphalia" (Brown,

2017, p.34). The status quo of the international system is one in which states legally

recognize each other’s sovereign authority over their respective territories.

Territorial statehood with delineated boundaries were not just a product of geopo-

litical developments in Europe but an extension of European colonial expansion, which

involved the demarcation of territorial control. Linear cartographic divisions for col-

onization were easier than parsing sovereign authority between European states in a

transforming Europe in the 19th century (Branch, 2013). The inheritance of these bor-
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ders and the subsequent efforts at complete territorial control within the boundaries

are what I seek to address.3

Conventional approaches in International Relations tend to treat states as though

their borders are defined and they have sovereign authority over all their territory.

However, many borders are not neatly demarcated. Unsettled borders have led to ter-

ritorial disputes (Brecher, 1993; Hensel, 1999; McLaughlin Mitchell and Thyne, 2010;

Senese, 1996) that are sometimes also associated with deep-seated rivalry between

states (Goertz and Diehl, 1992; Holsti, 1991; Huth, 1996; McLaughlin Mitchell and

Thies, 2011; Vasquez, 1995). The lack of settled borders have significant economic

opportunity costs for countries that lose out on substantial bilateral trade (Simmons,

2005). Resolving sovereign uncertainty when it comes to international boundaries be-

tween neighbors, therefore, has economic benefits. The main implication from this

argument is that economic losses tend to accompany sovereign uncertainty. In my

argument, I extend the idea of sovereign uncertainty between states to sovereign in-

security within a state.

Scholarship has moved towards recognizing that contested territories do not exist

only between states but also between states and sub-state actors (Toft, 2014). 73% of

all civil wars related to identity politics involved territorial control (Toft, 2006), which

are some of the most intractable forms of conflict since 1940 (Walter, 2003). While

contestations of sovereign control occur over unsettled international borders, similar
3It must be noted that the association between sovereignty and territoriality has been

contested. However, I focus on mainstream assumptions about sovereignty since they di-
rectly inform state decision-making. For more on separating territory from sovereignty,
see Agnew (2017) and Hoffman (1998). For an exploration of reconciling sovereignty with
responsibility, see Deng et al. (2010). For a discussion on recognising the lack of actual
sovereign equality and the existence of hierarchy in the international system, see Lake
(2003) along with a historical perspective of hierarchy in the international system in Asia
Kang (2020). For an assessment of the social construction of sovereignty, see Brown et al.
(1996) and Biersteker and Weber (1996).
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contestations take place within a state when substate groups seek greater autonomy

and aim to subvert state control. Insurgencies, therefore, pose a challenge to a state’s

sovereignty by threatening its control over territory and its accompanying population.

Keeping the idea of sovereign uncertainty in mind, the impact of insurgencies, or

more specifically secessionist movements, has been studied in the light of states being

reluctant to recognize new states for the fear of setting a precedent wherein separatists

within their countries might claim legitimacy (Coggins, 2014). In the same vein, I ar-

gue that states become insecure about their sovereignty when their sovereignty claims

are challenged by insurgencies. Such challenges can lead to sovereign rupture wherein

insurgencies pose a credible challenge to the state’s authority to govern (Sambanis

and Schulhofer-Wohl, 2016). For instance, control of territory becomes an "indivisible

issue" out of fear of "unleashing a process that will threaten the territorial integrity

of the state" (Duffy Toft, 2002, p. 85). Giving in to the claims of one insurgency

might trigger a domino effect that could lead to other groups demanding indepen-

dence/autonomy, which would undermine the state’s sovereignty (Toft, 2010; Walter,

2006, 2009). In turn, states choose to not set a precedent of sovereign compromise

in any possible state-related activity, which includes international agreements. Thus,

the impact of a state’s insecurity vis-à-vis its sovereignty is then translated into its

foreign policy, namely economic integration.

I assert that a state dealing with a domestic insurgency is less likely to pursue deep

economic integration strategies. A state countering an insurgency is aware of its lack

of sovereign authority over all of its territory. In order to aspire to the Westphalian

ideal of complete political control with a monopoly on force, a state countering an

insurgency is more likely to be possessive of its sovereignty (Krasner, 2001). When

its sovereignty is being challenged by substate actors, the state’s sense of insecurity

will lead to a resistance of international policies that dilute its sovereign powers.

21



Sovereignty is not a unidimensional concept. Krasner (1999) outlines four types

of sovereignty: domestic, interdependence, international legal, Westphalian. Domestic

sovereignty refers to the state’s ability to govern and control all of its population and

territory; interdependence sovereignty is the state’s policing capacity for cross-border

movements; international legal sovereignty is the official recognition of statehood in

the international system; and Westphalian sovereignty is the norm of non-interference

by any international entity in the domestic affairs of the state.4 Krasner’s focus on

international legal and Westphalian sovereignty as encompassing the international

dimensions of sovereignty is based on the assumption that these matter more to in-

ternational relations. However, domestic control and cross-border flows are equally

important for international relations. For instance, building border walls as an exer-

tion of interdependence sovereignty to control transnational terrorist attacks (Avdan

and Gelpi, 2017) can reduce trade flows between countries (Carter and Poast, 2020).

Similarly, adversarial neighbors can manipulate incomplete domestic sovereignty in a

state to leverage an advantage in an inter-state dispute (Lee, 2018).

Furthermore, the dilution of sovereignty in one aspect may negatively impact the

other dimensions of sovereignty as well. Incomplete domestic sovereignty can result in

state insecurity that leads to more rigid international boundaries. Thus, the argument

being put forward is that the fear of the loss of domestic sovereignty due to a dilution

of interdependence and Westphalian sovereignty in an international agreement might

result in the reluctance to accept deep integration agreements.

States gauge their international obligations based on their ability to consolidate

territorial control and govern the people in those areas within their borders that are
4Krasner (2009) clubs domestic and interdependence sovereignty into one concept later.

However, the distinction between the two serves to explain the connection between cross-
border control and domestic authority.
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contested by insurgencies. Therefore, my theory addresses the dimensions of domes-

tic, interdependence, and Westphalian sovereignty. Domestic sovereignty is significant

because the state’s control of its own population and territory is being contested.

Interdependence sovereignty is important because it concerns the ability to police

cross-border movement. Westphalian sovereignty matters because the state wants to

maintain the image that there is no external intervention in domestic affairs. How-

ever, since my theory only pertains to states that have international legal recognition,

sovereign insecurity does not arise from a crisis of international legitimacy.

2.4 Insurgencies and Integration

My argument is that states suffer from sovereign insecurity along three dimensions

when considering economic integration: material infrastructure, policy restrictions,

and precedent setting. Materially, states will be reluctant to integrate when deal-

ing with insurgencies because integration involves setting up infrastructure on the

ground to facilitate the free movement of goods (and often people), which insurgents

can use to their advantage. For instance, better transportation and fewer restrictions

on movement across borders can enable insurgents (and their supporters) to travel

across international boundaries to access resources that can strengthen the insurgency

movement against the state. Economic integration also involves the state giving up

certain sovereign rights. States do not only materially negotiate integration agree-

ments but they also agree to terms of sovereign dilution on certain issues that require

joint supra-national coordination, which means they lose control of policy-making.

Finally, negotiating sovereignty in international agreements may also set a precedent

for negotiating sovereignty domestically, which states with insurgencies would rather

avoid.
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The material dimension of geography has important implications for trade and

integration wherein a country’s location and its access to the sea are important factors

(Redding and Venables, 2004; Radelet and Sachs, 1998; Sachs et al., 2001). Sea access

enables trade while large land borders are tougher to trade across. Structural barriers

to trade are real and significant impediments to integration (Brooks and Stone, 2010).

In order to overcome the costs of land trade, a great emphasis has been placed on

developing overland infrastructure to facilitate movement both across international

borders and domestically (Fujimura, 2004). Improved infrastructure lowers marginal

costs and improves economies of scale, which in turn expands trade linkages across

borders. For instance, there is evidence that improved road facilities in the Greater

Mekong Sub-region has led to greater regional integration (Edmonds and Fujimura,

2008). Thus, infrastructure is seen a catalyst to integration (Roland-Holst, 2009)

and international banks like the ADB and World Bank often promote infrastructure

development in order to facilitate regional integration.

However, while investing in infrastructure allows for greater economic integration

and potentially greater economic benefits like more FDIs, states might hesitate to set-

up such infrastructure if it will benefit insurgents. For instance, better road networks

increase the potential for the diffusion of violence (Zhukov, 2012). Furthermore, hostile

neighbors can take advantage of an insurgency situation and empower insurgents to

destabilize the state (Lee, 2018; Salehyan, 2008), which can make states even more

wary of setting up facilitates that will enable cross-border connections. Neighboring

states can also support co-ethnic insurgents and provide them sanctuary via kinship

networks, especially in support of self-determination movements (Cederman et al.,

2013; Jenne, 2006; Saideman, 1997). The ability to mobilize externally for insurgents

makes it difficult for the state to monitor and undercut insurgent activity (Salehyan,

2007). When the threat posed to the state is one that involves a direct challenge
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to its authority, the potential loss of authority outstrips benefits gained from trade.

Thus, depriving insurgents of material benefits will be more important than setting

up infrastructure to facilitate integration.

Economic integration also involves the dilution of sovereign powers. Social con-

structivist and post-functionalist approaches to studying integration attempt to un-

derstand this loss of sovereignty in more than functionalist terms (Adler et al., 1998;

Katzenstein, 2015). Pushing against rationalist explanations for integration, an in-

tersubjective understanding of regionalism that accounts for regional identity might

better explain patterns of regional integration across different areas of the world

(Acharya, 2012). The legal traditions of the countries involved in integration pro-

cesses also shapes the nature of integration institutions (Duina, 2006). There has

even been a development of a rigorous scale to measure regional authority to analyze

to what degree states pool in their sovereignty in regional institutions (Hooghe et al.,

2016).

In contrast to the logic of pooling sovereignty at the supra-state level, political

leaders may also prefer regional integration if it strengthens their political position

within the state. For instance, in the wake of decolonization, leaders in Asia and Africa

faced both internal and external existential threats so sought out regional integration

agreements to bolster their power (Okolo, 1985; Hurrell and others, 2007). The com-

bination of decolonization and the post-WWII norm of conferring legal sovereignty on

all independent states resulted in the rise of numerous states that had legal recogni-

tion but incomplete sovereign authority over its territory and people (Herbst, 2000).

This "negative sovereignty," wherein a state enjoys international legal recognition but

does not possess the capacity to provide goods for its citizens, is often due to a lack of

comprehensive governance over its territory (Jackson, 1993). Consolidating sovereign

control, therefore, has been a consistent goal of post-colonial states.
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Western scholarship that assumed the erosion of sovereignty due to globalization’s

integrative processes (Ong, 2006; Sassen, 1996), especially in the post-Cold War era,

has been forced to re-examine its assumptions with the re-assertion of both conven-

tional and "extralegal" sovereignty in recent years (Paris, 2020). However, scholar-

ship on the non-Western world has always pointed out that developing countries are

more inclined to use regional agreements in ways that protect their sovereignty while

their developed counterparts are more amenable to integrative agreements that in-

volve some compromise on sovereignty (Acharya and Johnston, 2007). Such sovereign

insecurity arises from inheriting post-colonial states with contested boundaries and

incomplete domestic sovereign authority (Kratochwil, 1986). Thus, sovereign concerns

impact international agreements. Economic integration though is a more geograph-

ically diffused phenomenon than a regionally focused issue (Malamud and Gardini,

2012). Regional integration theory is a subset of a larger understanding of interde-

pendence (Haas, 1976).

However, zooming out to a broader understanding of global economic integration

does not preclude the logic of states cementing power through integration agreements.

Why should states not integrate if it may potentially strengthen the leadership’s

power and improve the economy, which can help with popular support? I argue that

contrary to enhancing state power, integration symbolically signals a state’s intent to

negotiate its sovereign authority. It is not uncommon for states to seek to preserve

their sovereignty in international investments agreements (Thompson et al., 2019) as

they are not willing to pay a high “sovereignty cost,” which would involve abrogating

authority to a supranational body that could result in inferior outcomes that the state

cannot control (Abbott and Snidal, 2000).

What exactly is the "sovereignty cost" that governments fear they pay when they

engage in economic integration? The answer lies in policy-making flexibility and the
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fear of setting a precedent. Loss of sovereignty is not merely the relocation of au-

thority from the state to an international institution, but the implication of the loss

of policy-making power for the state when such a transition occurs. For instance,

economic integration implies a willingness to open up the economy, especially nation-

alized sectors, and not discriminate between foreign and domestic firms. However,

giving up the power to control resources on one’s own territory can give states cause

for pause. The right of "Permanent Sovereignty over Natural Resources"5 that was

introduced to protect post-colonial countries from exploitation by former colonial

powers lives in tension with the impulse to internationally integrate, wherein states

acknowledge their lack of sole policy-making capacity over a set of resources. In the

case of India, the state nationalized hydrocarbons in the 1970s for greater control

over a valuable natural resource. While this move can be interpreted as a protection-

ist measure to fend off outside competition and control over a resource important to

national security, it is interesting to note the substate variation in the development

of oil producing regions in India. While Assam was the first region in India that be-

gan oil production in 1889, post-independence India has seen subpar utilization of

this region’s oil resources. It is no coincidence that this region is also home to some

of the oldest insurgencies in India. The Indian state’s lack of enthusiasm in further

promoting the oil and related industries in a region that would greatly benefit from

such investment stems from a reluctance to set up infrastructure that insurgents could

potentially capture or destroy (Ahmed, 2007). The Minister of Rural Development

explicitly stated that federal funds would be cut off from the states in north-east

India because "a bulk of the funds go to the coffers of extremist groups" (Kumar,

2002, p.128). In fact, the economic exploitation of Assam to the benefit of rest of
5As enshrined in the United Nations General Assembly Resolution i803 (XVII), 1962,

U.N. Doc. A/52I7 (1963)
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India has been one of the platforms of the leading insurgent group in Assam - ULFA

(Hrishikeshan). However, reviving the oil sector to give a boost to local economy has

been a bargaining chip in the state’s hands in its promises of greater development

and prosperity for the region.

Concerns about policy constraints due to sovereignty dilution are not restricted

to developing countries that might have inherited post-colonial boundaries or dif-

fused structures of governance. A direct example of sovereign concerns affecting trade

negotiations for a developed country was witnessed as recently as 2018. While re-

negotiating a replacement treaty for NAFTA, the Canadian government delayed

agreeing to the terms for dairy farming until after the elections in Quebec on October

1. The US was pressuring Canada to remove its policy of supply management for the

dairy industry. Accepting these conditions would adversely impact Quebec, which

produces 50% of Canada’s dairy products (Loewen, 2018). Politicians in Quebec with

secessionist leanings highlighted the Canadian government potentially giving up their

control over the dairy industry as a major issue during the election campaign. If the

Canadian government could bargain away its sovereign control of the dairy industry

to the detriment of Quebec in an international treaty, it follows that Quebec could

pressure the Canadian government to give up its sovereign control of Quebec. Those

Quebecois who want independence from Canada could argue that negotiating their

own exit is possible if they wanted to protect their own rights (Curtis, 2018). Thus, it

was reported that “Canadian trade negotiators are reluctant to make deep dairy com-

promises” (Blackwell, 2018). The Canadian case explicitly depicts the state’s fear of

losing policy control in a trade integration agreement since it affects the state’s abil-

ity to negotiate with substate self-determination demands. By restricting its policy
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options, a state has fewer means to dangle carrots or raise the stick against insurgents

or even non-violent separatists.6

By accepting an international commitment to pursue certain policies that would

not have otherwise been implemented, the state indicates its willingness to abrogate

its sovereignty in certain circumstances. In the case of deep trade agreements, states

are accepting a loss in interdependence and Westphalian sovereignty since the terms

of trade liberalization impact cross-border flows and national economic policies.

In terms of setting a precedent, if a state is agreeable to conceding its sovereign

powers on certain issues internationally, then it follows that one could infer such a

willingness to negotiate its sovereign power domestically as well. However, substate

challenges to sovereignty pose a major threat to states, which would not like to lose

power over their given territories. As mentioned above, insurgents’ occupation and

control of a state’s territory and sections of its population directly challenges state

sovereignty. The state will not wish to send a signal to insurgents that implies their

willingness to cede sovereignty in certain circumstances as this might be interpreted

as a precedent. Thus, when a state’s sovereignty is being challenged from within,

the state’s sense of insecurity will lead to a resistance of international integration

agreements that dilute its sovereign powers.

The dilution of interdependence and Westphalian sovereignty leads to state in-

security regarding its already fractious hold on domestic sovereignty in areas with

insurgencies. If legal commitments to dilute sovereignty internationally are accept-

able, it should follow that such legal commitments to dilute sovereignty domestically

are feasible. The state’s fear of losing control of its policy options and setting a prece-

dent of sovereign compromise combined with the threat that insurgents pose to state
6While the Quebec independence movement is not currently an insurgency, it has a

history of violence, which potentially informs the Canadian government’s policy decisions.
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sovereignty results in a lower likelihood of a state deeply integrating into the global

economy.

A state countering an insurgency, therefore, is more reluctant to pursue economic

integration strategies since it fears that the accompanying investment in material

infrastructure, restrictions on policy-making powers, and precedent of sovereign dilu-

tion could benefit insurgents. Thus, the hypothesis I derive is:

Hypothesis 1 : A state dealing with a domestic insurgency is more likely to have

lower levels of international economic integration.

2.5 The Relationship Between Inter- and Intra-state Conflict and

Integration

Often, states deal with both inter- and intra-state conflicts simultaneously. Mil-

itarized inter-state disputes (MIDs) occur for a variety of reasons with the most

significant point of contention being disputed territory for neighboring states. Re-

solving contested international boundaries is incredibly tough (Dreyer, 2012; Miller

and Gibler, 2011) though settling them through agreements makes the outbreak of

MIDs less likely (Owsiak, 2012). In addition to territory though, states also clash

over maritime boundaries and resources, which tend to be the most significant issue

between democratic states (Mitchell and Prins, 1999).

Given the rigorous debate on the negative impact of inter-state disputes on in-

ternational economic integration, the presence of both international and domestic

conflict should amplify lower levels of integration. The expectation is that the pres-

ence of MIDs in addition to intra-state conflict should result in greater sovereign
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insecurity for the state. A combination of MIDs and insurgencies potentially exacer-

bate the state’s sense of insecurity if it feels attacked both on the international and

domestic front. In turn, this should lead to lower levels of integration.

Furthermore, while the tendency to place inter- and intra-state disputes into sep-

arate categories provides conceptual clarity, MIDs and insurgencies need not be mu-

tually exclusive. A state may provide support for insurgents in its adversary’s state

as an antagonizing tactic (Byman et al., 2001; Lee, 2018). While the rival state may

not have played a part in the inception of an insurgency, it can provide the resources

for that insurgency to further its goals. A rival state benefits from enabling insurgents

since it is cheaper than explicit conflict and the potential destabilization of a rival

state can enable bilateral bargaining advantages (Bapat, 2011). For instance, a rival

state can use the promise of non-intervention to extract benefits. Distracting a rival

state’s attention to domestic challenges to its sovereignty can also be beneficial by

drawing resources away to the domestic threat instead of focusing on the interna-

tional threat (Findley et al., 2012). Furthermore, such destabilization can reduce the

absolute power of a state if it results in a breakdown of economic activity or, at its

most extreme, the loss of territory.

Rival states can, therefore, provide assistance to insurgents in a variety of ways

that include safe haven, transit, intelligence, financial resources, military training, and

arms and ammunition (Byman et al., 2001). There are many examples that illustrate

this dynamic. For instance, Iran’s provision of a safe haven to Iraqi Shia insurgent

groups like the Supreme Council of the Islamic Revolution of Iraq (SCIRI) during the

Iran-Iraq War (1980-88) was to undermine the Iraqi state’s power. Malaysia’s inter-

vention in Philippines’s Mindanao islands involved "training, harboring, and arming

dissident groups" against the Philippine state due to a bilateral dispute over the

Malaysian-claimed territory of Sabah (Lee, 2018, p. 307). Direct military support
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can also be provided as was the case in 1997 when Uganda, Rwanda, and Burundi

helped Laurent-Désiré Kabila oust and replace President Mobutu Sese Seko in the

Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) so as to have a regime that they thought would

align with their interests. While Pakistan’s provision of military training, militants,

and arms to Kashmiri insurgents in India is well known (Kanwal, 1999; Roy, 1997),

this stems from an earlier practice of providing resources to insurgents in North-East

India from the former East Pakistan in the 1950s and 1960s.7 Evidence, therefore,

suggests that bilateral disputes between states can spillover into direct or indirect

support for insurgencies in the rival’s state.

Thus, the presence of MIDs implies both a direct attack from a rival state at the

international level but also, potentially, a rival state’s support for domestic insur-

gency. The increase in a state’s sovereign insecurity is, therefore, the presence of an

international threat alongside a domestic threat, wherein the international rival can

potentially further strengthen the domestic challenge to the state’s sovereignty. The

second hypothesis I derive, subsequently, is:

Hypothesis 2 : A state with militarized inter-state disputes (MIDs) in addition to

domestic insurgencies is more likely to have lower levels of international economic

integration.

In the next chapter, I describe quantitative data on different measures of insur-

gency and integration and test whether there is a negative relationship between them.

7Further primary evidence of Pakistani intervention in insurgencies in India can be found
in the third chapter on the case study of India.
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Chapter 3

Quantitative Analysis

3.1 Overview

In this chapter, I first describe the data that I use for my analysis. Then I estimate

models to test the hypothesis that a state dealing with a domestic insurgency is

less likely to be deeply integrated in the global economy. The relationship between

insurgencies and inter-state disputes is also examined. Finally, I conduct robustness

checks to strengthen the validity of my findings.

The main independent variable is whether or not a country is battling insurgencies

within its own borders. Insurgencies are defined as "organized, protracted politico-

military struggles” (US Army and Marine Corps, 2007) that may or may not use

violence to either overthrow the current social order or government in order to replace

it or secede from the state to establish a separate political entity. The dependent

variable is the depth of economic integration. I conceptualize the dependent variable

in two ways: trade openness and the depth of PTAs. The advantage of using these two

measures is twofold. First, it captures the degree to which a state is embedded in the

global economy via trade based on a state’s own policy-making as well as the extent to

which a state is willing to abrogate its sovereign powers to an international agreement

to oversee trade. Second, while the trade globalization measure helps understand a

state’s unilateral level of integration globally, the depth of PTAs further allows the
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testing of integration at the bilateral and/or multilateral level based on PTAs signed

between a pair of countries.

The universe of cases is all independent states in the international system based

on the Correlates of War (COW) database from 1945 to 2018. The unit of analysis

for all the models is country-year.1 I test my main hypothesis using linear regression

analysis.

3.2 Data

3.2.1 Dependent Variable

Based on the above mentioned parameters, the depth of international integration

is conceptualized in two ways. The first measure is an index of trade globalization

that captures a country’s level of global trade integration in a given year. The second

measure is the maximum depth out of all the PTAs signed by a country in a given

year.

The first, broader measure of depth of integration is the Trade Globalization Index

(TrGI), which is taken from the KOF Globalization Index dataset (Gygli et al., 2019).

TrGI is a composite of two variables that measure trade globalization de jure and de

facto. The de jure measure of trade globalization captures a state’s trade regulations,

income from taxing international trade, tariff rates, and the number of free trade

agreements. The de facto trade globalization variable includes trade in goods and

services along with the diversity of trading partners. The Trade Globalization Index

ranges from 0 to 100, with the lowest value for a country in this dataset at 9.28 for

Comoros in 1975 and the highest value at 96.97 for Singapore in 2014. The data span

1970-2017. There are 7,886 observations for TrGI in the dataset.
1As a robustness check, all the models are re-run as directed dyads and include dyadic

controls. The results hold.
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Figure 3.1: Trade Globalization Index (TrGI) Time Trend

The general mean is 47.64 across all years with a standard deviation of 17.04. In-

terestingly, the TrGI shows a larger variation between countries (15.53) than within

countries (9.09). This most likely reflects not just on the disparity between developed

and developing countries, but also the low likelihood of a dramatic change in integra-

tion policies for a given country. Changes over time within countries seem to be rarer

than changes between countries.

Figure 3.1 also reflects this development. Over time, there is a clear almost linear

trend visible. On average, TrGI increased from 38.79 in 1970 to 58.41 in 2017. To

adjust for this trend I include a linear time trend variable in my models later on.

Overall TrGI shows a normal distribution across all observations (see Figure 3.2).

The second, narrower measure is derived from the Design of Trade Agreements

(DESTA) database (Dür et al., 2014). The economic depth measure is a continuous
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Figure 3.2: Histogram of Trade Globalization Index (TrGI)

variable measuring the level of market access enabled by a PTA based on a latent

trait analysis of 48 variables associated with PTAs.2 It has been re-scaled to positive

values. If a country has more than one PTA then the highest measure of depth is

selected for analysis since that would indicate the maximum level of international

commitment that a state is willing to undertake in a given agreement.3 This measure

of integration depth informs one about the degree to which a state is integrated in the

global economy (Baccini and Chow, 2018).4 The dataset contains 3012 observations
2For more details on the measure, see Dür et al (2014), p. 360.
3As a robustness check, I also evaluate the average depth of integration since there might

be instances where a country has only one deep agreement while all the rest are shallow.
4It is important to note that the models do not test the mere presence or absence of

a PTA in a given year because the act of signing a PTA itself might be symbolic while
the commitments undertaken in an agreement reveal the actual depth to which states are
willing to concede sovereignty in an international agreement.
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Figure 3.3: Preferential Trade Agreement (PTA) Depth Time Trend

for the maximum depth of a PTA for a country in a given year. the overall mean is

1.61 and the standard deviation is 1.04.

Similar to TrGI, the maximum depth of PTAs has increased consistently since

1945. This is particularly true for the time period after 1990. To address this trend,

I will include a time trend and a Cold War control later in my models.

Since many countries have incredibly shallow trade agreements - a point that

strengthens the claim that merely signing trade agreements does not indicate a will-

ingness to dilute sovereignty - the distribution is considerably skewed to the left (or

zero) as shown in Figure 3.4. Skewed distributions like this have direct implications
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Figure 3.4: Histogram of Preferential Trade Agreement (PTA) Depth

for the choice of models. To address the skewedness of PTA depth, I will use tobit

models.5

3.2.2 Independent Variable

The main explanatory variable, Insurgency, is measured in three ways. The

first measure captures only violent self-determination movements (Violent SDMs).

Self-determination movements from 1945-2012 in the Self-Determination Movements

(SDM) dataset (Sambanis et al., 2018) are used to code a binary variable where 1

indicates an active and violent SDM. The absence of SDMs in a given year, non-

violent SDMs, or inactive SDMs are coded as 0. This variable is used in the first
5See Baccini and Chow (2018) for more details on the choice of tobit models when using

this scale.
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and second model in Table 3.3. The decision to only include violent SDMs is based

on the assumption that states are concerned about such movements only when they

pose an active threat. The variable also captures a narrower set of movements that

aim for self-determination, which is a direct threat to state sovereignty. There are

10,103 observations for this variable with 1,170 observations for countries with violent

self-determination movements.

The second measure is taken from the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) dataset

and is an ordinal scale with 5 categories that ranks countries based on the level of

anti-state movements within a country as perceived by experts, ranging from ‘None’

to ‘Very High Level’ (Insurgency Intensity) (Coppedge et al., 2018).6 There are 10,162

observations for this variable with highest frequency for ‘Low Level’ at 3,602 and the

lowest frequency for ‘Very High Level’ at 326. Models 3 and 4 in Table 3.3 use this

measure.

The final measurement of insurgencies is based on actual levels of substate violence

(Violent Substate Conflict). The variable acquires a value of 1 if there are more than

25 battle-related deaths in a given year as codified by the UCDP Armed Conflict

Database for conflicts within a state where the state is one of the parties involved

(Themnér, 2014). With 11,030 observations, this variable counts 1,510 observations of

countries with violent conflicts in the dataset. This variable can be found in Table 3.3’s

models 5 and 6.

Given that each of these three measures conceptualize insurgency in slightly dif-

ferent ways, their data do not perfectly correlate with one another. The tables below

compare and contrast the insurgency variables. Table 3.1 shows the distribution across
6The original variable is called a civil society anti-systemic movement, defined as “An

anti-system opposition movement is any movement — peaceful or armed — that is based
in the country (not abroad) and is organized in opposition to the current political system”
(V-Dem Codebook, p. 178).
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Insurgency Intensity of the overlap between observations that are coded the same for

both Violent SDMs and Violent Substate Conflict, i.e. 1, 0, or missing. Observations

that are coded 1 for Violent SDMs and Violent Substate Conflict tend to be mostly

‘Modest’ or ‘High Level’ insurgencies with 464 out of 776 located in these categories.

It is interesting that 30 observations in the ‘None’ category for Insurgency Intensity

are coded positively for the other two variables.

However, there is also divergence between Violent SDMs and Violent Substate

Conflict across different levels of Insurgency Intensity. The concentration of 54.36%

of the observations for the presence of Violent SDMs in the absence of Violent Substate

Conflict and a record of ‘None’ or ’Low Level’ Insurgency Intensity is unsurprising

given that the SDM dataset for its measure of violence draws selectively from the

UCDP/PRIO dataset as well as Center for International Development and Conflict

Management (CIDCM) reports (Gurr et al. 2001; Marshall & Gurr 2003, 2005; Hewitt

et al. 2008), and Minorities at Risk (MAR) data (Gurr 1993, 2000; MAR 2009).

Additionally, I have also listed missing data in each of these variables to high-

light why using more than one measure is useful in order to capture a broader range

of countries and/or insurgencies to compensate for both measurement limitations in

each dataset as well different conceptions of the term insurgency. For instance, the

overlap between missing observations for Violent SDMs, Violent Substate Conflict,

and Insurgency Intensity is only 3 observations as seen in Table 3.1. However, the

variation between datasets is clear wherein there are 664 observations that are ac-

counted for in Violent SDMs and Violent Substate Conflict that are missing data in

Insurgency Intensity. There are 1,106 missing observations for Insurgency Intensity

that are accounted for by at least one of the other variables observations in Violent

Substate Conflict and 1,165 observations missing for Violent SDMs that are coded in

at least one of the other two variables.
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Table 3.1: Overlap Between Violent Self-Determination Movements
(SDMs) and Violent Substate Conflict Across Insurgency Intensity

Insurgency Intensity

None Low Modest High V. High Missing

Violent 1 30 186 247 217 82 14 1 Violent
SDMs 0 2,901 2,787 1,040 631 97 650 0 Substate

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 3 Missing Conflict

Table 3.2: Divergence Between Violent Self-Determination Movements
(SDMs) and Violent Substate Conflict Across Insurgency Intensity

Insurgency Intensity

None Low Modest High V. High Missing

Violent 1 105 113 104 55 24 0 0 Violent
SDMs 0 26 123 173 143 116 14 1 Substate

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 3 Missing Conflict

Thus, the three measurements of insurgency cover narrowly defined secessionist

movements, intensity of anti-state movements, and violent substate conflict, respec-

tively. All these measures capture the essence of an insurgency’s antagonistic position

vis-à-vis the extant socio-political order.

3.2.3 Controls

However, there are other factors that could affect the degree of economic integra-

tion. For instance, a state’s preference for a US-led liberal world order might indicate a

higher proclivity for global integration. I use Bailey et al.’s (2017) ideal point measure
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that controls for the degree to which a state’s foreign policy accepts the US-led world

order. As discussed above, inter-state disputes also have a mitigating effect on integra-

tion, so I control for militarized inter-state disputes (MIDs) (Maoz et al., 2019). The

variable is coded as the presence (1) or absence (0) of an inter-state dispute. There is

also literature that asserts that democracies are more likely to encourage free trade

(Milner and Kubota, 2005), so I include controls for the democratic character of dif-

ferent states using data from Polity IV (Marshall and Jaggers, 2000).7 Developing

countries might also face greater infrastructural obstacles to international integra-

tion, so I add a dummy variable for G-77 countries. Previous studies have found that

GATT/WTO membership increases the likelihood of signing a PTA so I account for

such membership (Mansfield and Reinhardt, 2003). The transition from a bipolar to

a unipolar world in which the US is the predominant power also signals a shift from

bloc loyalty to greater economic integration policies, so I include a Cold War dummy

variable. Finally, the size of each country’s economy will impact their desire to po-

tentially integrate globally, which is why I control for each state’s logarithmic GDP

per capita (Bank, 2019). The controls are included in all the full models.

The inclusion of a linear time trend controls for whether countries are more likely

to economically integrate more deeply as the years pass and stronger integration

agreements become more common given the steady proliferation of such agreements

over time. The tobit models include random effects and all the other models include

state-fixed effects to account for unobserved heterogeneity between states.
7For other measures of democracy, I use different specifications from V-Dem for robust-

ness checks.
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3.3 Analysis

Now, I move on to estimating multivariate models that include the controls stated

above based on the theoretical expectations of other factors that may influence eco-

nomic integration. I first examine the narrow trade agreement measure of economic

integration as PTA depth and then the broad policy-based measure of integration as

trade openness. All the time variant IVs are lagged by one year.

3.3.1 Depth of Preferential Trade Agreements (PTAs)

Table 3.3 depicts the results for six Tobit regression models where the DV is the

depth of PTAs. Models 1, 3, and 5 account for only the primary variable of interest

- insurgency. They show the negative and statistically significant correlation between

integration depth and each of the three measures of insurgency, respectively, while

accounting for time and state fixed effects. Models 2, 4, and 6 include each of the

insurgency and other factors that have been theoretically associated with economic

integration.

The results of Models 2, 4, and 6 support the argument for the negative impact of

insurgencies on international economic integration. In model 2, we see that the pres-

ence of violent SDMs is negatively correlated with integration depth and statistically

significant at the 0.01 level. Model 4 shows that the more intense an insurgency be-

comes, the greater is the likelihood of shallow agreements. Integration depth decreases

as violent substate conflict increases and is significant at the 0.001 level.

Figure 3.5 depicts the coefficient plot with 95% confidence intervals for Model 2

wherein violent SDMs are negatively correlated with integration depth and statisti-

cally significant. Violent threats to state security pose a challenge to state sovereignty,

making it more likely that the state accounts for it when making decisions on foreign
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Table 3.3: Impact of Insurgencies on Preferential Trade Agreement
(PTA) Depth

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Depth Depth Depth Depth Depth Depth

L.Violent SDMs -0.199∗∗ -0.207∗∗

(-2.68) (-2.79)

L.Insurgency Intensity -0.143∗∗∗ -0.0760∗∗

(-5.79) (-2.88)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -0.360∗∗∗ -0.251∗∗∗

(-5.29) (-3.55)

L.MIDs -0.131∗∗ -0.151∗∗ -0.128∗∗

(-2.76) (-3.27) (-2.73)

L.Ideal Point 0.338∗∗∗ 0.355∗∗∗ 0.362∗∗∗

(6.39) (6.67) (6.83)

L.Polity 0.00782 0.00492 0.00639
(1.67) (1.03) (1.36)

G77 -0.278∗∗ -0.276∗∗ -0.259∗∗

(-3.09) (-3.02) (-2.85)

L.Ln GDPPC 0.0175 0.00725 0.0126
(0.66) (0.26) (0.46)

L.GATT/WTO -0.0472 -0.0596 -0.0681
(-0.92) (-1.17) (-1.34)

Cold War -0.330∗∗∗ -0.327∗∗∗ -0.329∗∗∗

(-4.34) (-4.39) (-4.42)

Time Trend 0.0434∗∗∗ 0.0401∗∗∗ 0.0434∗∗∗ 0.0405∗∗∗ 0.0447∗∗∗ 0.0410∗∗∗

(34.44) (13.51) (33.41) (14.17) (37.31) (14.33)

Constant -0.692∗∗∗ -0.345 -0.584∗∗∗ -0.222 -0.729∗∗∗ -0.346
(-9.08) (-1.38) (-6.74) (-0.85) (-9.78) (-1.37)

/
sigma_u 0.523∗∗∗ 0.299∗∗∗ 0.533∗∗∗ 0.331∗∗∗ 0.537∗∗∗ 0.328∗∗∗

(15.26) (8.84) (14.49) (9.72) (15.60) (9.66)

sigma_e 0.845∗∗∗ 0.858∗∗∗ 0.866∗∗∗ 0.850∗∗∗ 0.835∗∗∗ 0.850∗∗∗

(64.47) (55.76) (62.22) (56.71) (65.95) (56.71)
Observations 2885 2223 2709 2279 2982 2280
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Figure 3.5: Coefficient Plot

policy. Thus, this finding matches the expectation that insurgencies that threaten

state sovereignty negatively impact economic integration. It is interesting to note

that the regime type of the state, it’s economy’s size, and a state’s membership in

GATT/WTO have no significant correlation with the depth of integration agreements.

However, the relationship of other variables with integration depth are as expected

with MIDs, Cold War, and being a developing country being negative correlated while

alignment with a US-led international order is positively correlated.

Figure 3.6 shows the marginal effect of anti-systemic movements on the depth of

economic integration for a given country based on Model 4. There is a clear downward

trend in the figure that indicates that the lack of insurgencies results in a greater

likelihood to have deeper economic integration while the presence of substate conflict
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Figure 3.6: Predictive Margins of Insurgency Intensity with 95%
Confidence Intervals

reduces the likelihood of integration depth. While low intensity insurgent activity does

not seem to hinder the depth of economic integration as much, the graph depicts that

as the level of conflict intensity rises, the likelihood of a deeper integration depth falls.

35.64 per cent of the observations for modest, high, and very high levels of insurgency

combined lie above the median value for integration depth while 59.61 per cent of

states with PTAs without insurgencies fall above the median value for integration

depth. A state is more likely to be wary of an intense high level insurgency on its

territory than a low-scale movement. In turn, this implies that it is likely that PTAs

will be more shallow if the state is dealing with high-level insurgencies. Thus, the

variation in the intensity and/or nature of the insurgencies need to be taken into

account as well.
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The models align with my theory wherein the presence of active insurgencies,

ranging from non-violent movements to those that involve battle deaths, decreases

the likelihood of a state signing on to deep international economic integration agree-

ments.8

3.3.2 Trade Openness

Measures of trade openness from the KOF Globalization Index dataset (Gygli

et al., 2019) are next used to estimate models on the relationship between insurgencies

and integration. The variable captures how integrated a country is with the global

economy in terms of trade.

Table 3.4 reports the results for six OLS regression models where the DV is TrGI.

All the models include time and state fixed effects. Models 1, 3, and 5 account for only

the primary variable of interest - insurgency - and models 3 and 5 show a negative

and statistically significant correlation between TrGI and two measures of insurgency.

Models 2, 4, and 6 include each of the insurgency measurements and other fac-

tors that have been theoretically associated with economic integration. The results

of Models 4 and 6 support the argument for the negative impact of insurgencies

on international economic integration. Model 4’s estimates show that Insurgency In-

tensity is negatively correlated with trade openness and statistically significant at

p<0.001. The more intense an insurgency becomes, the greater is the likelihood of

lower levels of trade globalization. Trade openness also decreases as violent substate

conflict increases and is significant at the 0.001 level. It is interesting that an increase

in insurgency intensity and the conventional measure of violent substate conflict are
8As a robustness check, the dependent variable is also measured as an average of the

depth of all agreements in a given year.
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negatively correlated with trade globalization while violent self-determination move-

ments are not.

Substantively, there is a 1.4 percentage point drop in TrGI for the presence of

Violent Substate Conflict. Model 4 shows a 0.65 percentage point drop in TrGI for

every increase in the level of Insurgency Intensity, which means a 2.6 percentage point

drop from no insurgencies to very high Intensity insurgencies. While this might not

seem a substantively large dip in trade openness, the relative impact of insurgencies as

compared to MIDs is noteworthy. In Model 4 the magnitude of Insurgency Intensity

for a change from no insurgency to very high intensity insurgency is more than 5

times that of MIDs while in Model 6, the magnitude of Violent Substate Conflict

is almost three times that of MIDs. Thus, the results seem to indicate that intra-

state conflict may have a greater negative correlation with international integration

that inter-state conflict. The greater magnitude of insurgencies as compared to inter-

state disputes for dampening economic integration makes a case for investigating the

impact of domestic sources of conflict on foreign policy.

3.3.3 Error Correction Model

Given that time series data often have concerns about non-stationarity,9 I conduct

Fisher-type unit root tests based on augmented Dickey-Fuller tests that are appro-

priate for unbalanced panel data. The tests fail to reject the null hypothesis that

all panels contain unit roots. However, the power of these tests is not that strong,

so some panels might be stationary while others are not. Therefore, I also run Kao

cointegration tests (Kao, 1999) for all the models with the Trade Globalization In-

dex. The results of the tests were inconclusive with 2 out of 5 rejecting the null that
9A stationary process has the property that the mean, variance and autocorrelation

structures do not change over time.
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Table 3.4: Impact of Insurgencies on Trade Globalization

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI

L.Violent SDMs -0.419 -0.293
(-1.13) (-0.73)

L.Insurgency Intensity -0.857∗∗∗ -0.648∗∗∗

(-7.57) (-4.93)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -2.077∗∗∗ -1.402∗∗∗

(-6.73) (-4.12)

L.MIDs -0.629∗∗ -0.514∗ -0.474∗

(-2.66) (-2.18) (-2.00)

L.Ideal Point 2.885∗∗∗ 3.032∗∗∗ 2.999∗∗∗

(10.87) (11.54) (11.41)

L.Polity 0.0736∗∗ 0.0476 0.0680∗∗

(2.84) (1.83) (2.65)

G77 -5.562∗∗∗ -6.281∗∗∗ -6.299∗∗∗

(-6.42) (-7.40) (-7.42)

L.Ln GDPPC 3.826∗∗∗ 3.433∗∗∗ 3.594∗∗∗

(10.73) (9.83) (10.37)

L.GATT/WTO -1.488∗∗∗ -1.551∗∗∗ -1.631∗∗∗

(-5.54) (-5.92) (-6.22)

Cold War -0.573 -0.681 -0.708∗

(-1.59) (-1.90) (-1.98)

Time Trend 0.458∗∗∗ 0.410∗∗∗ 0.447∗∗∗ 0.405∗∗∗ 0.451∗∗∗ 0.403∗∗∗

(68.66) (24.37) (71.29) (25.30) (75.19) (25.18)

Constant 25.72∗∗∗ 1.107 26.99∗∗∗ 5.816∗ 26.37∗∗∗ 4.114
(76.48) (0.40) (73.87) (2.16) (83.96) (1.55)

Observations 7096 5457 7269 5758 7815 5758
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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there is no cointegration while 3 out of 5 failing to reject the null hypothesis. Due

to the the mixed results, I run an error correction model (ECM), using lagged levels

and first differences of all stationary variables (De Boef and Keele, 2008), in order to

address potential cointegration. Table 3.5 reports the results of these models. In the

long-term, Violent Substate Conflict, the most conventional measure of insurgency,

has a negative and statistically significant correlation with the rate of change of eco-

nomic integration. Insurgency Intensity also has the same results in the long run with

Model 3’s significance reaching the 0.001 level and Model 4’s significance achieving

the 0.1 level. The most intriguing finding of these models is that while MIDs are

negative correlated with the rate of change of trade globalization in the long-run, the

relationship is not statistically significant.

3.3.4 Exploring Inter- and Intra-state Conflict

It is important to note that MIDs are negatively correlated with trade openness

as well in all the models, which aligns with extant theories on inter-state conflict

hindering international integration (Davis et al., 2019; Acharya, 2009; Grieco, 1988).

MIDs potentially exacerbate the state’s sense of insecurity if it feels attacked both

on the international and domestic fronts. Furthermore, MIDs and insurgencies need

not be mutually exclusive categories. In order to antagonize a rival state, a state may

provide support for insurgents in that adversary’s state (Lee, 2018). An interaction

model can tease out whether MIDs further dampen the effect of insurgencies on

integration. Thus, I include an interaction term between insurgencies and MIDs in

the basic models.

The estimates of the interaction models in Table 3.6 show mixed results. Models

3 and 4 confirm the expectation that increasing levels of insurgency intensity and the

presence of MIDs makes it more likely to have lower economic integration as compared
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Table 3.5: Error Correction Model

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
D.TrGI D.TrGI D.TrGI D.TrGI D.TrGI D.TrGI

L.TrGI -0.0987∗∗∗ -0.104∗∗∗ -0.0902∗∗∗ -0.0987∗∗∗ -0.0139∗∗∗ -0.0987∗∗∗

(-18.74) (-16.63) (-18.49) (-16.81) (-6.69) (-16.82)

L.Violent SDMs -0.0664 0.0217
(-0.38) (0.11)

D.Violent SDMs -0.224 -0.0598
(-0.91) (-0.22)

L.Insurgency Intensity -0.163∗∗∗ -0.112
(-3.34) (-1.86)

D.Insurgency Intensity -0.175 -0.0683
(-1.87) (-0.61)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -0.357∗∗∗ -0.341∗

(-3.60) (-2.06)

D.Violent Substate Conflict -0.122 -0.00438
(-0.77) (-0.02)

L.MIDs -0.187 -0.0572 -0.0388
(-1.42) (-0.45) (-0.30)

D.MIDs 0.0269 0.0789 0.0873
(0.24) (0.72) (0.80)

L.Ideal Point 0.436∗∗∗ 0.435∗∗∗ 0.432∗∗∗

(3.46) (3.58) (3.56)

D.Ideal Point 0.434 0.365 0.358
(1.53) (1.31) (1.29)

L.Polity 0.0119 0.00937 0.0131
(0.99) (0.80) (1.14)

D.Polity -0.0561∗ -0.0389 -0.0374
(-2.24) (-1.59) (-1.53)

G77 -0.210 -0.552 -0.562
(-0.54) (-1.49) (-1.52)

L.Ln GDPPC -0.150 -0.165 -0.143
(-0.90) (-1.05) (-0.92)

D.Ln GDPPC 0.664 0.405 0.460
(0.97) (0.61) (0.69)

L.GATT/WTO -0.221 -0.191 -0.204
(-1.77) (-1.62) (-1.73)

D.GATT/WTO -0.371 0.000443 0.00242
(-1.50) (0.00) (0.01)

Cold War -1.215∗∗∗ -1.401∗∗∗ -1.409∗∗∗

(-7.52) (-8.99) (-9.05)

Time Trend 0.0593∗∗∗ 0.0207∗ 0.0426∗∗∗ 0.00564 0.0122∗∗∗ 0.00530
(15.47) (2.49) (12.44) (0.74) (4.50) (0.70)

Constant 2.279∗∗∗ 6.346∗∗∗ 2.781∗∗∗ 7.321∗∗∗ 0.519∗∗∗ 7.091∗∗∗

(11.18) (5.02) (13.84) (6.11) (3.65) (6.02)
Observations 6781 5213 7145 5663 7686 5663
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 3.6: Interaction Between Insurgency and Militarized Inter-state
Disputes (MIDs)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI

L.Violent SDMs=1 -0.912 -0.639
(-1.92) (-1.28)

L.MIDs=1 -0.956∗∗∗ -0.753∗∗ 0.562 0.349 -0.704∗∗ -0.677∗

(-3.95) (-2.90) (1.46) (0.85) (-2.83) (-2.55)

L.Violent SDMs=1 × L.MIDs=1 1.126∗ 0.664
(2.09) (1.15)

L.Ideal Point 2.892∗∗∗ 2.939∗∗∗ 3.005∗∗∗

(10.89) (11.28) (11.44)

L.Polity 0.0736∗∗ 0.0618∗ 0.0692∗∗

(2.85) (2.40) (2.70)

G77 -5.594∗∗∗ -6.586∗∗∗ -6.298∗∗∗

(-6.45) (-7.85) (-7.42)

L.Ln GDPPC 3.811∗∗∗ 3.633∗∗∗ 3.593∗∗∗

(10.68) (10.48) (10.37)

L.GATT/WTO -1.488∗∗∗ -1.831∗∗∗ -1.630∗∗∗

(-5.54) (-7.02) (-6.22)

Cold War -0.595 -0.831∗ -0.719∗

(-1.64) (-2.34) (-2.01)

Insurgency Intensity (Base Level=None)

L.Low Level 1.875∗∗∗ 2.416∗∗∗

(6.36) (7.22)

L.Modest Level 0.831∗ 1.863∗∗∗

(2.15) (4.29)

L.High Level -1.129∗ 0.245
(-2.41) (0.47)

L.Very High Level -4.209∗∗∗ -3.871∗∗∗

(-6.20) (-5.24)

L.Low Level × L.MIDs=1 -1.275∗ -1.134∗

(-2.50) (-2.11)

L.Medium Level × L.MIDs=1 -1.738∗∗ -1.204
(-2.91) (-1.93)

L.High Level × L.MIDs=1 -1.778∗∗ -2.532∗∗∗

(-2.59) (-3.32)

L.Very High Level × L.MIDs=1 0.598 0.543
(0.57) (0.44)

L.Violent Substate Conflict=1 -2.455∗∗∗ -1.775∗∗∗

(-6.59) (-4.38)

L.Violent Substate Conflict=1 × L.MIDs=1 1.026∗ 0.885
(2.12) (1.70)

Time Trend 0.457∗∗∗ 0.409∗∗∗ 0.447∗∗∗ 0.394∗∗∗ 0.449∗∗∗ 0.402∗∗∗

(68.36) (24.33) (70.81) (24.83) (73.85) (25.13)

Constant 26.03∗∗∗ 1.309 25.54∗∗∗ 3.224 26.63∗∗∗ 4.201
(75.37) (0.48) (62.60) (1.21) (80.60) (1.58)

Observations 7096 5457 7269 5758 7815 5758
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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to the absence of MIDs. It is interesting to note that in models 3 and 4 the increasing

intensity of insurgencies make it less likely to have trade openness as compared to

the absence of insurgencies when there are no MIDs. In contrast, the difference be-

tween the presence and absence of MIDs when there are no insurgencies seems to be

statistically insignificant. The results presented imply that sovereign threats at the

domestic level might have a greater impact on economic integration as compared to

the international level. While there has been minimal international recognition since

1945 of armed secession except in an anti-colonial movement (Seymour, 2017), there

have been successful accounts of secessionism. For instance, the creation of Eritrea,

South Sudan, and Kosovo are all relatively recent examples of successful secessions.

However, loss of sovereignty due to a MID has been less common post-WWII, espe-

cially given evidence that violent state death via conquest and occupation is virtually

non-existent after 1945 (Fazal, 2004).10

However, the reverse is true for Models 1, 2, 5, and 6 where the presence of MIDs

as compared to the absence of MIDs when there are no insurgencies is negatively

correlated with integration and statistically significant. The interaction terms for

Model 2 and Model 6 for insurgency and MIDs are also positive but not statistically

significant. Thus, the tests for the second hypothesis on whether the presence of MIDs

in addition to insurgencies exacerbates integration are inconclusive.

3.3.5 Comparison to Financial Globalization

My argument emphasizes the barriers to trade that exist when countering insur-

gencies. The material concerns about insurgents taking advantage of infrastructure
10The notable exceptions being when one of the parties of the MID dyad is disproportion-

ately more powerful as in the case of the US invasion of Iraq in 2003 or Russia’s annexation
of Crimea in 2014.
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that is set-up to facilitate trade on the ground explains why there is a negative cor-

relation between insurgencies and TrGI. In order to further strengthen my argument,

I assert that while material obstacles to trade exist due to insurgencies, the same

concerns should not exist for financial globalization measures. Financial globaliza-

tion refers to the global linkages through cross-border financial flows between and

across countries. In order to enable such cross-border flows, the same material con-

cerns about setting up infrastructure on the ground does not exist. Thus, insurgencies

should not be negatively correlated with measures of financial globalization.

In order to test the comparison between trade globalization and financial glob-

alization, I use the KOF Financial Globalization Index (FiGI). FiGI is a composite

variable made up of de jure and de facto measures of financial linkages. The former

accounts for investment restrictions, bilateral investment treaties (BITs) and provi-

sions, and capital account openness. The latter takes into consideration foreign direct

investments (FDIs), portfolio investment, international debt, international reserves,

and international income payments. The scale runs from 0-100, with the lowest value

at 4.67 for Iran in 1986 and the highest value at 98.20 for Luxembourg in 2004. I

estimate the same models as in Table 3.4 with FiGI as the dependent variable.

The results in Table 3.7 show that, on average, insurgencies are negatively cor-

related with financial globalization. With the exception of Model 6, the negative

correlation is statistically significant. In the case of Model 6, it is significant at the

0.1 level. There are two potential reasons for this finding. First, financial globalization

and trade globalization occur simultaneously and very often go hand-in-hand (Obst-

feld and Rogoff 2001). In this dataset, they are highly correlated at 70.92%. Not only

does trade directly generate cross-border transactions, increased trade linkages also

potentially improve information flows, thereby increasing the likelihood of investing

in foreign assets related to trading partners (Lane and Milesi-Ferretti 2008). Second,
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Table 3.7: Relationship Between Insurgencies and Financial Globalization

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
FiGI FiGI FiGI FiGI FiGI FiGI

L.Violent SDMs 0.862∗ 1.380∗∗

(2.14) (3.22)

L.Insurgency Intensity -1.713∗∗∗ -1.356∗∗∗

(-14.03) (-9.60)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -1.639∗∗∗ -0.634
(-4.92) (-1.72)

L.MIDs 0.816∗∗ 1.191∗∗∗ 1.143∗∗∗

(3.23) (4.71) (4.47)

L.Ideal Point 3.499∗∗∗ 3.564∗∗∗ 3.448∗∗∗

(12.35) (12.66) (12.16)

L.Polity -0.112∗∗∗ -0.177∗∗∗ -0.131∗∗∗

(-4.04) (-6.32) (-4.73)

G77 -0.166 -0.721 -0.521
(-0.18) (-0.82) (-0.59)

L.Ln GDPPC 4.274∗∗∗ 3.600∗∗∗ 4.083∗∗∗

(11.22) (9.61) (10.91)

L.GATT/WTO -1.914∗∗∗ -1.815∗∗∗ -1.961∗∗∗

(-6.66) (-6.44) (-6.91)

Cold War -1.981∗∗∗ -2.696∗∗∗ -2.776∗∗∗

(-5.13) (-7.02) (-7.18)

Time Trend 0.697∗∗∗ 0.628∗∗∗ 0.618∗∗∗ 0.582∗∗∗ 0.642∗∗∗ 0.572∗∗∗

(96.74) (34.93) (91.69) (33.85) (98.26) (33.06)

Constant 14.94∗∗∗ -14.18∗∗∗ 20.37∗∗∗ -4.277 17.65∗∗∗ -9.284∗∗

(41.17) (-4.86) (51.76) (-1.49) (51.66) (-3.25)
Observations 7162 5478 7343 5781 7889 5781
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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financial globalization captures the degree to which states are willing to invest in

a given country. If a country has insurgencies, external interest in investing might

be less. For instance, countries with armed conflict see lower levels of FDI inflows

(Ezeoha and Ugwu, 2015). However, Models 1 and 2 show a positive and statistically

significant correlation with financial globalization.

Thus, the comparison with the financial globalization index shows that even when

physical infrastructure is not required for connectivity, insurgencies negatively impact

integration in terms of the perception of other states and their willingness to enhance

financial linkages with an insurgency-affected country.

3.4 Main Robustness Checks

3.4.1 Trade Globalization: de jure and de facto

TrGI is made up of two sets of variables on trade globalization - de jure measures

and de facto measures. The de jure index measures restrictions around trade policies

like tariffs, non-tariff barriers, and trade taxation. The de facto measure concerns

exports and imports of goods and services. Below, Table 3.8 and Table 3.9 depict the

baseline models with each of these variables as the dependent variable.

The relationship between insurgencies and the de jure measure is negative and

statistically significant across almost all models. In Model 1 it is significant at the 0.1

level. For the de facto measure, the relationship is negative and statistically significant

for all models except the ones with the violent self-determination movements. The

stronger results for the de jure measure are possibly due to the stronger restrictions

and protection of sovereignty that it entails in terms of trade regulations, trade taxes,

tariffs, and the volume of trade agreements that a state signs.
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Table 3.8: Relationship Between Insurgencies and KOF Trade
Globalization Index, de jure

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
TrGI, de jure TrGI, de jure TrGI, de jure TrGI, de jure TrGI, de jure TrGI, de jure

L.Violent SDMs -0.819 -1.045∗

(-1.68) (-2.05)

L.Insurgency Intensity -1.279∗∗∗ -0.801∗∗∗

(-8.64) (-4.71)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -2.344∗∗∗ -1.798∗∗∗

(-5.76) (-4.09)

L.MIDs -0.392 -0.296 -0.244
(-1.30) (-0.98) (-0.80)

L.Ideal Point 2.840∗∗∗ 2.823∗∗∗ 2.790∗∗∗

(8.40) (8.35) (8.25)

L.Polity 0.0371 0.0114 0.0362
(1.12) (0.34) (1.10)

G77 -12.80∗∗∗ -13.55∗∗∗ -13.61∗∗∗

(-11.37) (-12.20) (-12.24)

L.Ln GDPPC 6.109∗∗∗ 6.037∗∗∗ 6.249∗∗∗

(13.18) (13.12) (13.71)

L.GATT/WTO -1.886∗∗∗ -1.874∗∗∗ -1.976∗∗∗

(-5.53) (-5.57) (-5.88)

Cold War -0.689 -0.816 -0.838
(-1.49) (-1.77) (-1.82)

Time Trend 0.540∗∗∗ 0.466∗∗∗ 0.528∗∗∗ 0.455∗∗∗ 0.545∗∗∗ 0.453∗∗∗

(61.41) (21.66) (64.32) (21.99) (68.08) (21.90)

Constant 19.22∗∗∗ -15.33∗∗∗ 22.60∗∗∗ -12.89∗∗∗ 19.51∗∗∗ -15.07∗∗∗

(43.47) (-4.31) (47.20) (-3.63) (46.79) (-4.32)
Observations 6834 5375 7017 5665 7461 5665
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 3.9: Relationship Between Insurgencies and KOF Trade
Globalization Index, de facto

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
TrGI, de facto TrGI, de facto TrGI, de facto TrGI, de facto TrGI, de facto TrGI, de facto

L.Violent SDMs 0.369 0.606
(0.71) (1.07)

L.Insurgency Intensity -0.661∗∗∗ -0.640∗∗∗

(-4.18) (-3.46)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -1.922∗∗∗ -1.136∗

(-4.48) (-2.37)

L.MIDs -0.349 -0.229 -0.203
(-1.05) (-0.69) (-0.62)

L.Ideal Point 2.691∗∗∗ 3.017∗∗∗ 2.979∗∗∗

(7.24) (8.21) (8.11)

L.Polity 0.154∗∗∗ 0.122∗∗∗ 0.142∗∗∗

(4.23) (3.33) (3.95)

G77 0.803 -0.103 -0.0901
(0.68) (-0.09) (-0.08)

L.Ln GDPPC 1.691∗∗∗ 0.937 1.111∗

(3.37) (1.91) (2.29)

L.GATT/WTO -0.833∗ -0.965∗∗ -1.041∗∗

(-2.21) (-2.62) (-2.83)

Cold War -0.110 -0.222 -0.251
(-0.22) (-0.44) (-0.50)

Time Trend 0.370∗∗∗ 0.344∗∗∗ 0.360∗∗∗ 0.346∗∗∗ 0.344∗∗∗ 0.343∗∗∗

(40.12) (14.55) (41.30) (15.40) (41.32) (15.29)

Constant 31.86∗∗∗ 16.97∗∗∗ 31.92∗∗∗ 24.60∗∗∗ 33.42∗∗∗ 22.77∗∗∗

(68.52) (4.43) (62.78) (6.54) (76.75) (6.15)
Observations 7162 5521 7343 5826 7889 5826
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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3.4.2 Economic Globalization Index

Assuming that my argument can apply across both trade and financial global-

ization indices, I estimate a robustness check with the KOF Economic Globalization

Index that combines both these indices. As expected, the relationship between in-

surgencies and economic integration remains negative and statistically significant as

reported in Table 3.10 with the exception of Models 1 and 2.

3.4.3 KOF Globalization Index

My argument specifically focuses on the economic aspects of international in-

tegration, so the tests presented above exclude the social and political aspects of

integration. However, the reluctance to invest materially in infrastructure to promote

trade, along with the wariness to dilute sovereign power, should be even more pro-

nounced in measures of globalization that include socio-political factors. The com-

prehensive KOF Globalization Index (KOFGI) measures the economic, social and

political dimensions of globalization. The economic dimensions include the trade and

financial globalization indices mentioned above. The social dimension covers cross-

border inter-personal relations, informational linkages, and cultural exchange. The

political dimension includes state participation in UN peacekeeping, international or-

ganizations and treaties. It also includes the presence of international NGOs in that

state and the presence of state emissaries in other states. KOFGI weighs each of these

three dimensions equally to form a scale running from 0 to 100. The lowest value is

14.26 for Burundi in 1971 and the highest value is 91.31 for the Netherlands in 2015.

As anticipated, the relationship between insurgencies and KOFGI is negative and

statistically significant across almost all models seen in Table 3.11.
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Table 3.10: Relationship Between Insurgencies and KOF Economic
Globalization Index

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
EcGI EcGI EcGI EcGI EcGI EcGI

L.Violent SDMs 0.218 0.532
(0.70) (1.64)

L.Insurgency Intensity -1.298∗∗∗ -1.015∗∗∗

(-13.55) (-9.48)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -1.805∗∗∗ -1.034∗∗∗

(-6.87) (-3.71)

L.MIDs 0.0896 0.330 0.326
(0.47) (1.72) (1.68)

L.Ideal Point 3.243∗∗∗ 3.357∗∗∗ 3.281∗∗∗

(15.14) (15.72) (15.27)

L.Polity -0.0194 -0.0655∗∗ -0.0321
(-0.93) (-3.09) (-1.53)

G77 -2.831∗∗∗ -3.517∗∗∗ -3.422∗∗∗

(-4.17) (-5.25) (-5.07)

L.Ln GDPPC 3.950∗∗∗ 3.395∗∗∗ 3.720∗∗∗

(13.71) (11.95) (13.12)

L.GATT/WTO -1.705∗∗∗ -1.685∗∗∗ -1.800∗∗∗

(-7.84) (-7.88) (-8.38)

Cold War -1.311∗∗∗ -1.739∗∗∗ -1.793∗∗∗

(-4.49) (-5.97) (-6.12)

Time Trend 0.580∗∗∗ 0.520∗∗∗ 0.533∗∗∗ 0.494∗∗∗ 0.548∗∗∗ 0.488∗∗∗

(103.33) (38.21) (100.68) (37.88) (107.18) (37.22)

Constant 20.28∗∗∗ -5.751∗∗ 23.68∗∗∗ 1.801 21.98∗∗∗ -1.591
(71.75) (-2.61) (76.70) (0.82) (82.16) (-0.74)

Observations 7118 5478 7296 5781 7842 5781
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 3.11: Relationship Between Insurgencies and KOF Globalization
Index

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
KOFGI KOFGI KOFGI KOFGI KOFGI KOFGI

L.Violent SDMs -0.668∗∗ -0.121
(-3.17) (-0.59)

L.Insurgency Intensity -1.018∗∗∗ -0.578∗∗∗

(-16.06) (-8.68)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -1.873∗∗∗ -1.232∗∗∗

(-10.98) (-7.14)

L.MIDs -0.358∗∗ -0.311∗∗ -0.276∗

(-2.99) (-2.63) (-2.32)

L.Ideal Point 2.127∗∗∗ 2.152∗∗∗ 2.122∗∗∗

(15.79) (16.28) (16.04)

L.Polity 0.128∗∗∗ 0.112∗∗∗ 0.130∗∗∗

(9.69) (8.50) (10.02)

G77 0.508 0.224 0.216
(1.19) (0.54) (0.52)

L.Ln GDPPC 4.231∗∗∗ 3.981∗∗∗ 4.125∗∗∗

(23.31) (22.61) (23.58)

L.GATT/WTO 0.285∗ 0.359∗∗ 0.288∗

(2.08) (2.71) (2.18)

Cold War -0.0942 -0.0935 -0.118
(-0.51) (-0.52) (-0.65)

Time Trend 0.637∗∗∗ 0.588∗∗∗ 0.628∗∗∗ 0.585∗∗∗ 0.633∗∗∗ 0.583∗∗∗

(169.16) (68.71) (179.68) (72.50) (190.93) (72.20)

Constant 18.54∗∗∗ -12.63∗∗∗ 20.43∗∗∗ -9.687∗∗∗ 18.90∗∗∗ -11.21∗∗∗

(97.53) (-9.10) (100.07) (-7.17) (108.66) (-8.41)
Observations 7255 5521 7375 5826 7998 5826
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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The mostly negative relationship between insurgencies and political globalization

aligns with my argument that states are less likely to want to abrogate sovereign

power in international political institutions. Accepting greater supra-national author-

ity would undercut the logic of not wanting to share sovereignty with insurgencies,

especially with self-determination movements requesting greater autonomy for self-

governance. However, the political globalization measure also captures regular diplo-

matic and peacekeeping processes, which have more to do with state capacity than

states being concerned with insurgencies.

Additionally, given that countries with insurgencies are less likely to have invested

in communication networks, there is a greater likelihood of lower cross-border social

connections. Below, in Table 3.12 and Table 3.13, I show the model estimates for

the Political and Social Globalization Indices individually wherein insurgencies are

mostly negatively correlated with both measures.

3.4.4 Alternative Measures and Models of Preferential Trade

Agreement (PTA) Depth

In order to test for the robustness of the PTA depth measure wherein I use the

maximum depth value for a given country, I substitute that value with the average

measure of depth for a country for a given year. As Table 3.14 shows, the results do

not change.

Additionally, I also cross-check the analysis by estimating OLS regressions instead

of tobit models. The results hold as seen in Table 3.15.

3.4.5 Alternative Measures of Insurgency

In order to test the robustness of the negative relationship between insurgencies

and international economic integration, I test the basic models with alternative mea-
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Table 3.12: Relationship Between Insurgencies and KOF Political
Globalization Index

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
KOFPGI KOFPGI KOFPGI KOFPGI KOFPGI KOFPGI

L.Violent SDMs -0.717∗ 0.0841
(-2.37) (0.27)

L.Insurgency Intensity -0.908∗∗∗ -0.242∗

(-9.88) (-2.43)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -2.069∗∗∗ -1.098∗∗∗

(-8.47) (-4.26)

L.MIDs -0.0958 -0.00171 0.0460
(-0.53) (-0.01) (0.26)

L.Ideal Point 0.960∗∗∗ 0.936∗∗∗ 0.936∗∗∗

(4.76) (4.73) (4.74)

L.Polity 0.197∗∗∗ 0.200∗∗∗ 0.207∗∗∗

(9.99) (10.18) (10.70)

G77 5.292∗∗∗ 5.143∗∗∗ 5.084∗∗∗

(8.25) (8.25) (8.16)

L.Ln GDPPC 2.744∗∗∗ 2.660∗∗∗ 2.683∗∗∗

(10.10) (10.09) (10.27)

L.GATT/WTO 2.257∗∗∗ 2.354∗∗∗ 2.319∗∗∗

(11.02) (11.88) (11.73)

Cold War -1.126∗∗∗ -1.190∗∗∗ -1.194∗∗∗

(-4.10) (-4.41) (-4.43)

Time Trend 0.726∗∗∗ 0.635∗∗∗ 0.708∗∗∗ 0.624∗∗∗ 0.710∗∗∗ 0.624∗∗∗

(134.92) (49.58) (140.40) (51.59) (149.67) (51.74)

Constant 17.82∗∗∗ 0.693 22.02∗∗∗ 2.171 18.56∗∗∗ 1.900
(65.72) (0.33) (74.88) (1.07) (74.69) (0.95)

Observations 7315 5521 7439 5826 8062 5826
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 3.13: Relationship Between Insurgencies and KOF Social
Globalization Index

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
KOFSGI KOFSGI KOFSGI KOFSGI KOFSGI KOFSGI

L.Violent SDMs -1.588∗∗∗ -0.993∗∗∗

(-6.22) (-3.95)

L.Insurgency Intensity -0.912∗∗∗ -0.475∗∗∗

(-11.58) (-5.79)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -1.980∗∗∗ -1.578∗∗∗

(-9.43) (-7.45)

L.MIDs -1.142∗∗∗ -1.331∗∗∗ -1.270∗∗∗

(-7.76) (-9.12) (-8.70)

L.Ideal Point 2.280∗∗∗ 2.267∗∗∗ 2.254∗∗∗

(13.79) (13.91) (13.87)

L.Polity 0.202∗∗∗ 0.197∗∗∗ 0.211∗∗∗

(12.47) (12.17) (13.28)

G77 -1.201∗ -1.228∗ -1.290∗

(-2.28) (-2.39) (-2.52)

L.Ln GDPPC 6.004∗∗∗ 5.876∗∗∗ 5.957∗∗∗

(26.94) (27.07) (27.74)

L.GATT/WTO 0.269 0.383∗ 0.319∗

(1.60) (2.35) (1.96)

Cold War 2.120∗∗∗ 2.615∗∗∗ 2.601∗∗∗

(9.41) (11.78) (11.75)

Time Trend 0.595∗∗∗ 0.611∗∗∗ 0.631∗∗∗ 0.641∗∗∗ 0.631∗∗∗ 0.640∗∗∗

(131.14) (58.19) (146.11) (64.38) (154.80) (64.55)

Constant 18.18∗∗∗ -32.81∗∗∗ 15.99∗∗∗ -32.87∗∗∗ 16.81∗∗∗ -33.76∗∗∗

(79.54) (-19.26) (63.46) (-19.73) (78.73) (-20.63)
Observations 7315 5521 7439 5826 8062 5826
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 3.14: Average Preferential Trade Agreement (PTA) Depth

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Mean Depth Mean Depth Mean Depth Mean Depth Mean Depth Mean Depth

L.Violent SDMs -0.234∗∗ -0.241∗∗∗

(-3.27) (-3.37)

L.Insurgency Intensity -0.139∗∗∗ -0.0853∗∗∗

(-5.85) (-3.35)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -0.344∗∗∗ -0.244∗∗∗

(-5.22) (-3.58)

L.MIDs -0.125∗∗ -0.149∗∗∗ -0.129∗∗

(-2.74) (-3.37) (-2.88)

L.Ideal Point 0.350∗∗∗ 0.366∗∗∗ 0.374∗∗∗

(6.84) (7.12) (7.30)

L.Polity 0.00250 -0.000604 0.00111
(0.55) (-0.13) (0.24)

G77 -0.305∗∗∗ -0.308∗∗∗ -0.291∗∗

(-3.47) (-3.45) (-3.27)

L.Ln GDPPC -0.0136 -0.0249 -0.0173
(-0.52) (-0.91) (-0.65)

L.GATT/WTO -0.0662 -0.0759 -0.0852
(-1.34) (-1.55) (-1.74)

Cold War -0.240∗∗∗ -0.231∗∗ -0.235∗∗∗

(-3.30) (-3.24) (-3.30)

Time Trend 0.0410∗∗∗ 0.0424∗∗∗ 0.0413∗∗∗ 0.0432∗∗∗ 0.0427∗∗∗ 0.0436∗∗∗

(33.60) (14.89) (32.99) (15.72) (36.66) (15.86)

Constant -0.664∗∗∗ -0.306 -0.578∗∗∗ -0.181 -0.721∗∗∗ -0.330
(-9.06) (-1.26) (-6.96) (-0.71) (-10.03) (-1.34)

/
sigma_u 0.493∗∗∗ 0.303∗∗∗ 0.504∗∗∗ 0.333∗∗∗ 0.508∗∗∗ 0.330∗∗∗

(15.06) (9.24) (14.37) (10.03) (15.42) (9.97)

sigma_e 0.819∗∗∗ 0.819∗∗∗ 0.834∗∗∗ 0.812∗∗∗ 0.811∗∗∗ 0.812∗∗∗

(64.62) (55.89) (62.35) (56.82) (66.11) (56.82)
Observations 2884 2223 2708 2279 2982 2280
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 3.15: OLS for Preferential Trade Agreement (PTA) Depth

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Depth Depth Depth Depth Depth Depth

Violent SDMs -0.178∗∗ -0.181∗∗

(-2.84) (-2.97)

Insurgency Intensity -0.116∗∗∗ -0.0618∗∗

(-5.61) (-2.83)

Violent Substate Conflict -0.318∗∗∗ -0.211∗∗∗

(-5.50) (-3.60)

MIDs -0.0986∗ -0.118∗∗ -0.0971∗

(-2.46) (-3.04) (-2.45)

Ideal Point 0.275∗∗∗ 0.297∗∗∗ 0.302∗∗∗

(6.35) (6.83) (6.94)

Polity 0.00706 0.00484 0.00592
(1.86) (1.26) (1.54)

G77 -0.254∗∗∗ -0.238∗∗ -0.230∗∗

(-3.47) (-3.23) (-3.12)

Ln GDPPC 0.0327 0.0239 0.0284
(1.56) (1.08) (1.31)

GATT/WTO -0.0604 -0.0700 -0.0792
(-1.45) (-1.67) (-1.90)

Cold War -0.174∗∗ -0.171∗∗ -0.172∗∗

(-2.74) (-2.73) (-2.76)

Time Trend 0.0395∗∗∗ 0.0393∗∗∗ 0.0396∗∗∗ 0.0397∗∗∗ 0.0410∗∗∗ 0.0401∗∗∗

(37.48) (15.77) (36.56) (16.47) (40.53) (16.63)

Constant -0.425∗∗∗ -0.409∗ -0.332∗∗∗ -0.321 -0.468∗∗∗ -0.419∗

(-6.55) (-2.00) (-4.52) (-1.50) (-7.29) (-2.03)
Observations 2885 2223 2709 2279 2982 2280
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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sures of insurgency that account for the cumulative intensity as well as the effect of

insurgencies over time.

Since the variables measuring violent self-determination movements and the oc-

currence of violent substate conflict are binary, I substitute those measures with the

cumulative number of Violent SDMs and violent conflicts in a given year for a country.

A higher number of insurgencies in a given year should result in the state being more

aware of multiple threats to its sovereignty. Thus, the relationship between cumulative

insurgencies and integration should remain negative.

Models 1 and 2 indicate that the greater the number of violent self-determination

movements in a country, the lower the degree of trade openness. Models 3 and 4

convey that when there are more sub-state conflicts with 25 or more deaths, then

the level of trade openness is depressed. States with more insurgencies, therefore, will

have lower levels of trade openness.

While sub-state conflict in a prior year might still be on the radar for a state,

does the memory of insurgencies from 2 years prior also haunt the state? I consider

a 2 year lag for the insurgency variables for my models. However, assuming that

some insurgencies are not consistently active over time, have varying battle-death

records based on fluctuating levels of activity, or get resolved, I expect that insurgency

variables lagged by 2 years may not significantly impact economic integration.

As Table 3.17 shows, the relationship between insurgencies lagged by 2 years and

economic integration is also negative across different definitions of an insurgency in

the same manner as for the variables lagged by 1 year. With the exception of Models

1 and 2, the negative relationship is also statistically significant, indicating that the

presence of insurgencies has long-term consequences for foreign policy-making.

Insurgencies are rarely momentary incidents, so it is likely that they have different

effects over time. I test my models with a moving average of the three basic measures
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Table 3.16: Cumulative Insurgency Measures

(1) (2) (3) (4)
TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI

L.Cumulative Violent SDMs -0.270 -0.0595
(-1.54) (-0.32)

L.Cumulative Violent Substate Conflict -1.162∗∗∗ -0.784∗∗∗

(-5.55) (-3.34)

L.MIDs -0.993∗∗∗ -0.503∗

(-3.61) (-2.13)

L.Ideal Point 2.888∗∗∗ 3.024∗∗∗

(8.52) (11.49)

L.Polity 0.167∗∗∗ 0.0673∗∗

(5.06) (2.62)

G77 -5.849∗∗∗ -6.224∗∗∗

(-5.44) (-7.33)

L.Ln GDPPC 4.798∗∗∗ 3.614∗∗∗

(10.38) (10.43)

L.GATT/WTO -1.334∗∗∗ -1.651∗∗∗

(-3.73) (-6.29)

Cold War -2.060∗∗∗ -0.716∗

(-4.62) (-2.00)

Time Trend 0.507∗∗∗ 0.353∗∗∗ 0.451∗∗∗ 0.403∗∗∗

(55.57) (16.45) (75.16) (25.15)

Constant 21.60∗∗∗ -6.372 26.28∗∗∗ 3.874
(46.57) (-1.79) (83.83) (1.46)

Observations 4143 3471 7815 5758
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 3.17: Insurgency Variables Lagged by 2 years

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI

L2.Violent SDMs -0.224 -0.150
(-0.61) (-0.38)

L2.Insurgency Intensity -0.903∗∗∗ -0.717∗∗∗

(-8.03) (-5.46)

L2.Violent Substate Conflict -2.127∗∗∗ -1.301∗∗∗

(-6.88) (-3.79)

L2.MIDs -0.452 -0.351 -0.323
(-1.92) (-1.50) (-1.37)

L2.Ideal Point 2.754∗∗∗ 2.855∗∗∗ 2.811∗∗∗

(10.48) (10.95) (10.77)

L2.Polity 0.104∗∗∗ 0.0769∗∗ 0.0998∗∗∗

(4.05) (2.97) (3.92)

G77 -5.830∗∗∗ -6.286∗∗∗ -6.335∗∗∗

(-6.52) (-7.12) (-7.16)

L2.Ln GDPPC 3.370∗∗∗ 3.042∗∗∗ 3.238∗∗∗

(9.53) (8.66) (9.29)

L2.GATT/WTO -1.469∗∗∗ -1.477∗∗∗ -1.573∗∗∗

(-5.48) (-5.58) (-5.95)

Cold War -0.861∗ -0.987∗∗ -1.003∗∗

(-2.39) (-2.76) (-2.80)

Time Trend 0.461∗∗∗ 0.398∗∗∗ 0.445∗∗∗ 0.394∗∗∗ 0.451∗∗∗ 0.391∗∗∗

(70.96) (24.29) (71.26) (24.68) (75.30) (24.52)

Constant 25.56∗∗∗ 5.609∗ 27.10∗∗∗ 9.663∗∗∗ 26.34∗∗∗ 7.612∗∗

(77.13) (2.07) (74.30) (3.56) (83.85) (2.85)
Observations 7222 5537 7226 5687 7755 5687
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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of insurgency as well. The moving average is calculating for a threshold of 3 years and

5 years, wherein the average value is calculated by including the year in question and

the values for the two years and four years prior to that year, respectively. The value

of the moving average allows the testing of the impact of the intensity of insurgency

over time.

Table 3.18 and Table 3.19 reinforces the expectation that the impact of insur-

gencies is not just momentary and lasts over a longer period of time. The moving

averages of all three measures of insurgency are negative and statistically significant

for Models 3-6. Thus, on average, the longer the presence of insurgencies, the lower

the likelihood of trade openness.

3.4.6 Dyadic Data

My argument applies to an individual country’s level of enmeshment in the global

economy, so I have used country-year as my unit of analysis. However, prior studies

of economic integration have relied on dyadic data to test their arguments on the

factors that influence integration (Efird and Genna, 2002; Gowa and Mansfield, 1993;

Mansfield et al., 2008). In order to engage with that literature, I also created a dyadic

dataset in which integration is measured as the depth of PTAs between two countries

in a dyad for a given year. In the event that a dyad has more than one PTA, I use

the value for the deeper agreement. The directed dyads allow for an understanding of

a country’s degree of integration with each of the countries with which it has signed

a PTA. I estimate my basic models in dyadic form with certain modifications. The

insurgency variables indicate the condition in the first state (i). All control variables

also refer to the conditions associated with the first state. However, I also include the

logged GDP per capita value for the second country since the economic conditions of

70



Table 3.18: 3 Year Moving Averages

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI

Violent SDMs (3 year) -0.676 -0.360
(-1.57) (-0.77)

Insurgency Intensity (3 year) -0.994∗∗∗ -0.799∗∗∗

(-8.24) (-5.75)

Violent Substate Conflict (3 year) -2.905∗∗∗ -1.863∗∗∗

(-8.00) (-4.62)

MIDs -0.592∗ -0.552∗ -0.511∗

(-2.49) (-2.33) (-2.15)

Ideal Point 2.904∗∗∗ 2.979∗∗∗ 2.933∗∗∗

(10.88) (11.19) (11.01)

Polity 0.0411 0.0175 0.0386
(1.60) (0.67) (1.50)

G77 -6.171∗∗∗ -6.252∗∗∗ -6.300∗∗∗

(-7.71) (-7.83) (-7.88)

Ln GDPPC 4.164∗∗∗ 3.828∗∗∗ 4.026∗∗∗

(12.07) (10.96) (11.64)

GATT/WTO -1.264∗∗∗ -1.200∗∗∗ -1.286∗∗∗

(-4.87) (-4.63) (-4.96)

Cold War -0.773∗ -0.699∗ -0.744∗

(-2.17) (-1.97) (-2.09)

Time Trend 0.452∗∗∗ 0.397∗∗∗ 0.446∗∗∗ 0.404∗∗∗ 0.451∗∗∗ 0.401∗∗∗

(73.10) (24.63) (70.98) (25.08) (75.23) (24.95)

Constant 26.11∗∗∗ -0.581 27.19∗∗∗ 2.715 26.56∗∗∗ 0.641
(80.42) (-0.22) (73.16) (1.01) (84.47) (0.24)

Observations 7704 5840 7312 5840 7881 5840
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 3.19: 5 Year Moving Averages

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI TrGI

Violent SDMs (5 year) -0.676 -0.360
(-1.57) (-0.77)

Insurgency Intensity (5 year) -1.149∗∗∗ -0.969∗∗∗

(-9.13) (-6.71)

Violent Substate Conflict (5 year) -3.597∗∗∗ -2.396∗∗∗

(-9.13) (-5.48)

MIDs -0.592∗ -0.542∗ -0.506∗

(-2.49) (-2.29) (-2.13)

Ideal Point 2.904∗∗∗ 3.004∗∗∗ 2.938∗∗∗

(10.88) (11.29) (11.04)

Polity 0.0411 0.0158 0.0371
(1.60) (0.61) (1.45)

G77 -6.171∗∗∗ -6.183∗∗∗ -6.347∗∗∗

(-7.71) (-7.76) (-7.94)

Ln GDPPC 4.164∗∗∗ 3.736∗∗∗ 3.970∗∗∗

(12.07) (10.68) (11.47)

GATT/WTO -1.264∗∗∗ -1.188∗∗∗ -1.291∗∗∗

(-4.87) (-4.59) (-4.99)

Cold War -0.773∗ -0.728∗ -0.767∗

(-2.17) (-2.05) (-2.16)

Time Trend 0.452∗∗∗ 0.397∗∗∗ 0.445∗∗∗ 0.403∗∗∗ 0.451∗∗∗ 0.402∗∗∗

(73.10) (24.63) (70.72) (25.12) (75.36) (25.02)

Constant 26.11∗∗∗ -0.581 27.44∗∗∗ 3.635 26.65∗∗∗ 1.185
(80.42) (-0.22) (72.96) (1.35) (84.71) (0.45)

Observations 7704 5840 7312 5840 7881 5840
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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the other country should affect the nature of a PTA. All the IVs are lagged by one

year.

The models in Table 3.20 confirm that the relationship between insurgencies and

integration remains negative and statistically significant for dyads while that for MIDs

remain negative but not statistically significant.

In the Appendix, you can find further robustness checks for alternative MID mea-

sures, alternative democracy measures, and dyadic models for trade agreements within

regions. The models conform to expectations.

3.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, the data presented indicate that insurgencies have a negative cor-

relation with international economic integration. Economic integration, the dependent

variable, can be broadly understood as the degree to which a state is enmeshed in

global trade or narrowly defined as the depth of commitments a state takes on by

signing a PTA. I adopt two measures of integration that each capture one of these

definitions. In turn, the independent variable, insurgencies, can also be understood in

multiple ways. Therefore, I use three different measures of insurgency that indicate

the presence of violent self-determination movements, the intensity of an insurgency,

and the presence of substate conflicts with more than 25 battle deaths.

In order to test the relationship between insurgencies and international economic

integration, I estimate models using the above mentioned variables along with controls

that account for variation in economic integration. While the Insurgency Intensity and

Violent Substate Conflict variables show negative and statistically significant relation-

ships with economic integration, Violent SDMs fail to reach statistical significance in

most models. Since violent self-determination are a subset of insurgencies, it might
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Table 3.20: Dyadic Data

(1) (2) (3)
Depth Depth Depth

L.Violent SDMs -0.271∗∗∗

(-6.48)

L.Insurgency Intensity -0.0762∗∗∗

(-5.48)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -0.203∗∗∗

(-5.39)

L.MIDs -0.158 -0.202 -0.174
(-0.99) (-1.27) (-1.09)

L.Polity 0.00183 -0.000977 -0.000505
(0.47) (-0.25) (-0.13)

Cold War -1.789∗∗∗ -1.793∗∗∗ -1.823∗∗∗

(-37.20) (-37.18) (-37.58)

L.Ideal Point 0.418∗∗∗ 0.421∗∗∗ 0.422∗∗∗

(11.24) (11.27) (11.30)

G77 -0.168∗ -0.148 -0.142
(-1.98) (-1.74) (-1.68)

L.GATT/WTO -0.110∗∗ -0.107∗∗ -0.121∗∗

(-2.99) (-2.90) (-3.24)

L.Ln GDPPCi -0.223∗∗∗ -0.237∗∗∗ -0.235∗∗∗

(-15.07) (-15.70) (-15.60)

Ln GDPPCj 0.496∗∗∗ 0.495∗∗∗ 0.496∗∗∗

(46.80) (46.71) (46.92)

L.Time Trend -0.0212∗∗∗ -0.0212∗∗∗ -0.0220∗∗∗

(-6.59) (-6.59) (-6.82)

Constant 0.431∗ 0.586∗∗ 0.546∗

(2.02) (2.68) (2.51)
sigma_u
Constant 0.589∗∗∗ 0.587∗∗∗ 0.583∗∗∗

(27.56) (27.48) (27.22)
sigma_e
Constant 0.786∗∗∗ 0.789∗∗∗ 0.792∗∗∗

(52.96) (53.15) (53.18)
Observations 6666 6666 6666
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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just be an issue with a fewer number of cases that meet the criteria for this categoriza-

tion. However, it could also be that self-determination movements are effective when

they rely on more than violent tactics. Many such movements can be non-violent

or use a combination of violent and non-violent methods given evidence that non-

violent movements may be more effective at achieving political goals (Stephan and

Chenoweth, 2008).

As a test, I run the models with active self-determination movements that are

violent and/or non-violent to see if active SDMs are negatively correlated with eco-

nomic integration. The results in Table 3.21 show that active SDMs have a negative

and statistically significant correlation with both measures of economic integration.

Model 1 achieves significance at the 0.1 level. Thus, it might be worth investigating

in the future whether states fear for their sovereignty more when self-determination

movements also use non-violent tactics that lend more legitimacy to their claims and

potentially make them a greater threat.

In addition to laying out the negative and statistically significant relationship be-

tween insurgencies and economic integration, the models show that the interaction

between insurgencies and MIDs is also interesting to investigate. Given the substantial

debate over inter-state disputes and whether they decrease economic integration, I

find that in some models sovereign threats at the domestic level might have a greater

impact on economic integration as compared to threats at the international level.

However, the results across the six models are mixed and one cannot comprehen-

sively conclude that the presence of both MIDs in addition to insurgencies exacerbate

hindering economic integration.

Robustness checks with alternative measures for the independent and dependent

variables, as well as the controls, further uphold my argument that insurgencies inhibit

economic integration.
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Table 3.21: Active Violent and Non-Violent Self-Determination
Movements

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Depth Depth TrGI TrGI

L.Active SDMs -0.105 -0.124∗ -1.004∗ -2.020∗∗∗

(-1.73) (-2.10) (-2.46) (-4.57)

L.MIDs -0.150∗∗ -0.614∗∗

(-3.21) (-2.61)

L.Ideal Point 0.341∗∗∗ 2.882∗∗∗

(6.40) (10.89)

L.Polity 0.00917 0.0890∗∗∗

(1.92) (3.42)

G77 -0.272∗∗ -5.664∗∗∗

(-2.99) (-6.55)

L.Ln GDPPC 0.0261 3.753∗∗∗

(0.98) (10.53)

L.GATT/WTO -0.0487 -1.418∗∗∗

(-0.95) (-5.28)

Cold War -0.338∗∗∗ -0.637
(-4.46) (-1.76)

Time Trend 0.0441∗∗∗ 0.0404∗∗∗ 0.463∗∗∗ 0.415∗∗∗

(33.35) (13.54) (67.27) (24.69)

Constant -0.696∗∗∗ -0.385 25.99∗∗∗ 2.619
(-8.99) (-1.53) (72.45) (0.95)

/
sigma_u 0.542∗∗∗ 0.310∗∗∗

(15.30) (9.08)

sigma_e 0.844∗∗∗ 0.857∗∗∗

(64.44) (55.76)
Observations 2885 2223 7096 5457
Fixed Effects Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Having established the negative relationship between insurgencies and economic

integration, I now turn to my case study of India to depict why states dealing with

insurgencies are more reluctant to accept deep economic integration provisions.
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Chapter 4

India’s Insecurity and Integration

4.1 The Case Under Study

In order to delve deeper into the negative correlation between insurgencies and

economic integration, I conduct a “building block” (George and Bennett 2005, 75)

case study of India. A “building block” case is one in which a subclass of an overall

theory is analyzed in-depth. The advantage of exploring a single-case or one type of

the phenomenon under study is of particular importance if it poses a “tough test” for

your theory (George and Bennett, 2005, 76). For the theory of the negative impact

of insurgencies on economic integration, the universe of cases includes states that

have had no insurgencies ever, states that have dealt with insurgencies for limited

periods, and states that have had insurgencies throughout their independent exis-

tence. In order to trace the mechanism behind insurgency-affected states’ lower levels

of economic integration, my case study of India represents an example of a country

that has countered insurgencies consistently. Furthermore, India also has a long his-

tory of adversarial relations with its neighboring states, particularly over disputed

international boundaries. Therefore, the Indian case can also depict how the presence

of inter-state conflicts, particularly MIDs with Pakistan and China, can exacerbate

concerns about insurgencies.
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India indeed is a great example of a tough test since democracies tend to prefer

greater economic integration with free trade policies and trade agreements in com-

parison to autocracies (Mansfield et al., 2002; Milner and Kubota, 2005; Hollyer and

Rosendorff, 2012). India, as the world’s largest democracy for over 70 years should

be inclined to deeper integration. The Indian case is of particular salience given In-

dia’s international rise in power since the 1990s and the expectations of it shouldering

greater global responsibilities. India has presented itself as a status quo rather than

a revisionist rising power and Western powers also perceive India as being benign

and conforming to the norms of the liberal international order (Miller, 2014). Fur-

thermore, India has the benefit of being a large enough country and potential market

that can maintain a steady economic growth while still dealing with insurgencies as

evinced in its average GDP growth rate of 5.24% from 1961-2019 (WTO, 2020c).1

Since insurgencies do not threaten an absolute breakdown of the Indian economy,

other states are not deterred in their desire to forge stronger economic relations with

a rising India. India is also disproportionately larger in size and economic strength

than its neighboring states, so all the other states in South Asia would definitely

benefit from greater integration with India.

While all the indicators for deeper economic integration exist for India (expanding

trade volume, growing economy, and, of course, a democratic regime), India’s interna-

tional economic integration does not match its potential. With multiple insurgencies

in different pockets of the country, India serves as an ideal example to evaluate how

internal security threats can constrain a state’s international integration despite its

regime type. Furthermore, India is representative of many post-colonial states that

inherited colonial borders and dealt with substate contestations to the state’s author-
1Of course, access to India’s market has been expanded only after the enactment of

liberalization policies in the 1990s.
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ity. I employ the method of process tracing, which “focuses on the unfolding of events

or situations over time” (Collier, 2011, 824), to demonstrate my theory.

To understand India’s reticence when it comes to international integration, one

needs to understand the process of state formation in India. India has had incom-

plete sovereign control of its territory since the time of independence due to many

substate claims for greater autonomy and sovereign independence. Thus, while India

enjoys international legal sovereignty, its domestic, interdependence, and Westphalian

sovereignty are contested (Krasner, 2001). Its domestic sovereignty is tenuous in in-

surgent areas where the political authority of the government is minimal both in

terms of governance and legitimacy. For instance, areas in central India are under

the control of Naxal insurgents (Suykens, 2015). Adversarial neighbors like Pakistan

have a history of trying to intervene in India’s internal affairs, such as aiding and

abetting the insurgency in Kashmir (Haqqani, 2003, 46), thus violating Westphalian

sovereignty. Furthermore, India’s inability to comprehensively police its international

borders has allowed cross-border insurgent movement between areas like Nagaland

and Myanmar.2

Tracing the historical reaction of the state to insurgencies around the country,

I show how sovereign insecurity plays out in terms of the state’s denial to provide

material benefits to insurgents along with the fear of losing policy-making power and

signaling any intent of sovereign compromise. Using archival data ranging from 1947

to 1985, collected from the Ministries of Home Affairs (MHA), Defence (MoD), Ex-

ternal Affairs (MEA), Commerce (MoC) and the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO), I

show how the Indian state increasingly became inward-looking, prioritizing insurgency

suppression over foreign policy requirements. Government files are not declassified
2Based on archival evidence in files like B/54/1821/4: Zapu Phizo, President of the

Naga National Council - Crossing of border in Burma in Nov 1954 - Enquiry reg. and
NII/119/11/65: Indo-Burma Boundary - Demarcation of.
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post-1985, so for a more contemporary perspective on India’s insurgency and integra-

tion situation, I conducted interviews with members of the foreign and security policy

community in India from December 2018 to July 2019. The security and foreign policy

community comprises those who have served in government on these issues, are part

of think tanks advising on these issues, been members of national security advisory

bodies, and inform policy debates on these topics through media and/or academia.

For example, bureaucrats, military officers, scholars, and media persons.3

4.2 India’s Insurgency Issue

India has been dealing with insurgencies since the time of its independence in 1947.

Insurgency-affected areas can be found in pockets all across the country. From 1994

till 2017, there have been approximately 65,678 insurgency-related fatalities officially

recorded (SATP 2017). In 2018 alone 937 people were killed. Currently there are

over 70 active insurgent groups in India and numerous other inactive groups (SATP

2019).4

The reason behind the lack of resolution for most of these insurgencies is that

the Indian state fears conceding any political ground. Secessionist movements are

of particular concern since India believes that any concession in this regard will set

a precedent. A precedent of conceding political ground can potentially result in a

domino effect wherein India could lose vast chunks of its territory to insurgent groups

(Butt, 2017). Thus, India maintains that it must exert sole monopoly of force over
3I have completed 30 interviews with high ranking members of this community who had

or continue to have influence on policy-making. I chose to interview only those members
who are not currently members of the government service in order to avoid a conflict of
interest in terms of representing the Indian government.

4For the latest data on insurgent and/or terrorist-related activity in India, see South
Asian Terrorism Portal (SATP), https://www.satp.org/terrorist-groups/india (accessed on
31 March 2019).
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all of its territory and will maintain the status quo until the insurgents either accept

Indian authority or are defeated in meeting their goals. The Indian state has had no

qualms in employing a range of tactics to suppress insurgencies from peace talks to

armed force (Staniland, 2012, 2013).

As of today, three major regions of insurgency exist – Jammu and Kashmir in

the north, North-East India, and Central India. Jammu and Kashmir has witnessed

conflict since 1947, with both India and Pakistan claiming the state as its own. The

world is yet to see any resolution regarding this dispute. Kashmiris have suffered the

adverse consequences of living in one of the most militarized disputed territories in

the world.5 Consequently, the demand for an independent Kashmiri state has grown

stronger over the years. Some of the groups demanding independence have taken up

arms to fight the Indian state, and have also found support from Pakistan in terms

of personnel and ammunition.

The partition of British India into present-day India and Pakistan in 1947 required

kingdoms in the subcontinent to choose either country or stay independent. The

Hindu Maharaja of a Muslim-majority Jammu and Kashmir procrastinated on this

decision until his hand was forced by a Pakistani-backed Pathan invasion in 1948.

Jammu and Kashmir officially acceded to India in exchange for India’s defence forces’

protection. India and Pakistan fought a war in 1948 over this state and the ceasefire

line demarcates what is now known as the Line of Control (LOC) and unofficially

marks the international boundary between Indian and Pakistani jurisdiction. In this

context of conflict, many Kashmiris aspire for self-determination and believe that

they deserve an independent country. An active insurgency in Jammu and Kashmir
5For a detailed account of the military presence in Kashmir and the India-Pakistan

inter-state conflict via ceasefire violations, see Jacob (2018).
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Figure 4.1: Distribution of Insurgencies Across India
Source: South Asian Terrorism Portal (SATP)
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began in 1989 and is ongoing.6. The separatist movement in Kashmir is not a united

front and has multiple factions with different vested interests. These internal divisions

have allowed the Indian state reason to stall on making any meaningful concession

that will help bring about a resolution of the dispute (Cunningham, 2011).

Similarly, since Indian independence, India’s North-East has seen armed indepen-

dence resistance from major armed insurgent groups like United Liberation Front of

Assam (ULFA) and National Socialist Council of Nagaland (NSCN(K)). Insurgen-

cies have existed in all seven states of the region. There are currently around 145

insurgent groups (both active and inactive) in the North-East (SATP, 2020c). Today,

the states in this region comprise Arunachal Pradesh, Assam, Manipur, Meghalaya,

Mizoram, Nagaland, and Tripura. At the time of independence, the region consisted

of Assam (which included present-day Meghalaya, Mizoram, and most of Nagaland),

the kingdoms of Tripura and Manipur (they opted to accede to India in 1949 and

became part of NEFA), and the North East Frontier Tract (NEFT)7 (which included

present-day Arunachal Pradesh, some bits of Nagaland, and Tripura and Manipur

after they joined India).8 The changing internal boundaries of the North East are

a testament to the ways in which the Indian state has tried to negotiate territorial
6It must be noted that Jammu and Kashmir comprises three regions - Ladakh, Jammu,

and Kashmir. While Ladhakh and Jammu have no irredentist movements, Kashmir is the
main location for the insurgency. For more on the subject, see Behera (2006); Ganguly
(1996); Ganguly and Bajpai (1994); Jacob (2014); Schofield (1996, 2000); Varshney (2010).
Furthermore, as of 31 October 2019, the Indian government demoted J&K from its status
as a state by splitting it into two union territories - Ladhakh and Jammu & Kashmir -
without state governments

7Which was renamed North East Frontier Agency (NEFA) in 1951.
8It is interesting to note that NEFA fell under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of External

Affairs until 1965 when the Ministry of Home Affairs took over. While this might have just
been a unique oddity of inheriting British governance structures wherein this region fell
under MEA, it is astonishing that an entire region stayed under the control of the ministry
conducting foreign affairs and was not quickly transferred to the charge of domestic affairs.
The lethargy in the transfer indicates both the MEA’s concern with China in the region as
well as the lack of inclusion of the region in the national imagination.
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space for local populations while not setting a precedent of conceding independence

to any of the insurgent groups demanding autonomy.

Why have there been so many insurgent movements in this region? The complexity

of the relationship between North East India and the Indian state can be distilled to

three related factors: the physical distance of the region, the lack of state institutions

in the region at the time of independence, and the lack of economic development

post-independence due to the peripheral nature of the region in the Indian state’s

eyes. As the former Deputy Chief of Army Staff and current member of the National

Security Advisory Board, Lt. Gen. Subrata Saha, pointed out, there are “(m)ultiple

reasons for poor infrastructure in these areas [North East]: one is their remoteness.”9

The remoteness of the region from mainland India is evident in the 22 km “Siliguri

corridor” that links North East India to mainland India (Singh, 2019).10 Prior to

independence, this region was of “only peripheral interest to the British” and British

presence in the region had been limited in terms of governance, with their main

concern being the tea estates in Assam (Cline, 2006, p. 127). While this was one of the

frontier regions for the war against Japan in WWII, the absence of state institutions

in the region forced the Indian state to establish their presence but even today “the

military remains the only Indian institution with any significant presence in parts

of this region” (Lacina, 2009, p. 1002). Keki Daruwala, who retired from the Indian

Police Service,11 emphasized India’s “lack of interest, in the borders, in the North

East” as the reason that insurgencies were not identified and the local aspirations
9Interview with author on 14 March 2019.

10This narrow corridor is also the most vulnerable security point for India and the Indian
state guards against China potentially cutting off this narrow link between mainland India
and North East.

11He is also a prolific author and poet and one of the leading figures in Indian English
writing.
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were not heard out in time. He also added, “It is surprising that they didn’t have

more insurgencies in the North East!”12

The diverse populations of North East India have demanded some form of auton-

omy or independence in order to meet the needs of their own people.13 In order to

suppress secessionist tendencies, India began its first counterinsurgency operations as

a state in the Naga hills in 1956. Challenges to the Indian state’s rule in the region

persists even today and India has not yet compromised on its control of the region

despite the population and territory of all seven states plus Sikkim being only 3.1%

of India’s total population and 7.7% of India’s territory, respectively (Ngaihte and

Hanghal, 2017, p. 38).

The third major region of insurgency is in central India. Central India is home

to the Naxalite or Maoist insurgency that claims to be fighting for the rights of the

poor, especially the tribal population. There have been 10,566 civilian, insurgent,

and security force deaths from March 2000 till June 2020 due to this insurgency

(SATP, 2020b).14 The Prime Minister of India in 2009, Manmohan Singh, labeled the

insurgency as the “biggest internal security challenge“ for India (PTI, 2010).

The insurgency began in 1967 when the Communist Party of India (Marxist)

(CPI(M)) splintered in the state of West Bengal and the revolutionary Commu-

nist Part of India (Marxist-Leninist) was created to oppose the state. The falling

out marks the tension within the left on whether redistribution of resources would

be better served by joining mainstream democratic politics or opposing the state

(Staniland, 2020 forthcoming). Inspired by Mao Zedong’s revolutionary principles,
12Interview with author on 21 May 2019.
13Most studies of the region assert there are around 200 communities that live here based

on ethnic, tribal, or linguistic categories (Ngaihte and Hanghal, 2017).
14The data are based on reported deaths in newspapers and not official government

sources.
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the movement’s aim is to overthrow the state in order to break class inequality. Due

to its Maoist ideals and the start of the peasant revolt in the village of Naxalbari,

the insurgency is known interchangeably as the Maoist or Naxal insurgency.15 In

its current avatar, the movement is led by the Communist Party of India (Maoist),

which was created in 2004 with the merger of the CPI(M-L) and the Maoist Com-

munist Centre of India (MCCI). The popular appeal of the insurgency’s ideology is

evident given the presence of insurgents in at least 13 states in 2018 (SATP, 2020a).

The strongest support for the insurgents has been in some of the poorest regions of

India.16

Thus, these three insurgency areas show that challenges to state sovereignty span

a substantial portion of Indian territory as seen in Figure 4.1.

4.3 India’s Integration Inclination

On the economic integration front, independent India emerged from over a century

of British colonial economic exploitation. Inevitably, this led to a deep suspicion of

the global capitalist system benefiting Western countries at the cost of developing

countries. India, therefore, chose a more protectionist path in order to develop its

domestic economy. The aim was to strengthen its economic health before opening

up its market to international competition. However, was there truly a reluctance to

economically integrate due to a colonial hangover of a fear of exploitation? I argue
15The term Left Wing Extremism (LWE) is also used to refer to this movement.
16The Hindu right-wing movement in India has coined the term "Urban Naxal" for any

intellectual criticism of and/or political opposition to the government from urban centers,
particularly universities. They view "Urban Naxals" as no different from Naxal insurgents.
Ram Madhav, a leading member of the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS), the main
organization of the Hindu right-wing, in a speech the author heard in person on 21 February
2019, articulated a policy of using legal means instead of force for "neutralizing" such dissent.
However, despite this new development amongst the Hindu right-wing movement, Naxalism
does not cover this newly created category.
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that while India was wary of external control of domestic politics and economics, that

did not preclude efforts at international integration, which the state thought would

benefit Indian development.

Archival evidence shows a clear and determined effort on the part of the Indian

government to seek trade cooperation and technology exchange agreements as early

as the 1950s.17 An earnest effort at greater integration is evident even in the period

when most scholars would consider India’s economic policies as highly socialist and

protectionist. Prime Minister Indira Gandhi asserted that “(b)road-based economic

cooperation includes development of trade, new lines of production, joint ventures.”

She clearly spelt out her goals for greater economic integration as an “increasing recog-

nition that developing countries can contribute to one another’s economic progress.

Not only materials but skills can be exchanged among developing countries at multi-

lateral and bilateral levels.”18 The Indian Foreign Minister also made a statement at

the ‘Conference of International Economic Cooperation’ held on 16 Dec 1975, declar-

ing that “Interdependence implies collective responsibility and calls for increasing

demonstration of solidarity.”19 The Janata government and subsequent Congress-led

governments continued this policy of integration from the late-1970s onwards. Thus,
17The Colombo Plan was formulated in 1950 by the foreign ministers of many common-

wealth countries in order to create linkages between states in south and south-east Asia as
well as the UK, US, and Canada for cooperation on technical and development issues. In
1974, the head of the Indian delegation at a ministerial meeting for the plan said that “. . . it
is not possible for the developing countries to overcome their present difficulties and to re-
enter the mainstream of economic development unless there is a comprehensive programme
of international cooperation to help them, covering the inter-related realms of trade, finance,
and monetary management.” (37/556/1974 PMS: Papers regarding Colombo plan)

18HI/103/11/80: Note summarising the main points made by the Prime Minister on the
international and regional situation and on technical and economic cooperation amongst
developing countries, MEA.

19HI/162/12/75: Conference on International Economic Cooperation - the preparatory
meeting for., MEA
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India has always made sincere attempts at economic integration regardless of their

success.

Major economic reforms began in the 1980s and a balance of payments crisis in

1991 led to an IMF and World Bank bailout in exchange for adopting structural re-

forms that liberalized the Indian economy (Kohli, 1989; Shastri, 1997). The reforms

can be classified into three phases: incremental changes in the 1980s, dramatic adapta-

tions in the 1990s, and a post-1998 diffusion (Sinha, 2019). Thus, the gradual opening

up of the Indian economy along with the sudden shock of the 1990s witnesses India

being compelled to open up its economy to the international system in an unprece-

dented manner due to international factors, which, in turn, has impacted domestic

policies (Sinha, 2016). However, integration efforts have not been smooth. Has India’s

hesitancy to integrate even from this period on merely been a reflection of troubles

related to an economic transition from socialism to capitalism? Furthermore, why

do we not witness India being a participant in multiple deep integration agreements

despite the change its economic policies?20

As of 2020, India has signed 42 PTAs/FTAs, most of which have been signed

or come into effect after 2000 (ADB, 2020). Figure 4.2 depicts the trend in India’s

Trade Globalization Index in comparison with the average for the rest of the world,

which shows a clear upwards trajectory towards greater integration, especially af-

ter the implementation of liberalization policies in the 1990s. While India shows a

clear inclination towards greater integration, its potential does not match its current

policies and its integration levels are still lower that the global average.

As I mentioned at the beginning of this dissertation, regional trade in South

Asia is currently at $23 billion, whereas with greater regional integration it could
20Interestingly, India’s adoption of economic liberalization policies coincides with the rise

of the Kashmiri insurgency.
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be at $67 billion – nearly three times the actual value. Furthermore, trade between

India and Pakistan could be 15 times more than current figures (Kathuria, 2018).

The limited nature of bilateral trade between these two countries is apparent with

only one permanently open trading post across an approximately 3,323 km long land

border at Attari-Wagah.21 While the case of Pakistan’s reluctance to grant India

Most Favored Nation status and build stronger economic relations is mired in political

rivalry, estimates of informal trading are pegged at US $4.71 billion in 2012- 13, of

which India’s exports to Pakistan were estimated to be US $3.99 billion and India’s
21The land border figures come from the India’s Ministry of Home Affairs and probably

includes the length of the original Kashmir boundary as a part of the bilateral border.
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imports from Pakistan were US $0.72 billion (Taneja and Bimal, 2016). Thus, Pakistan

would benefit from greater formal trade with India. Even India and Bangaladesh’s

trade “figures are far below the true bilateral trade potential” as well due to poor

trade infrastructure and support services (CUTS, n.d.). Trends look similar across

the region.

Despite the South Asian Free Trade Agreement (SAFTA) entering into force in

2006, barriers to trade include high tariffs, non-transparent non-tariff measures, rigid

visa regimes, and poor transportation and infrastructure for facilitating cross border

exchanges (Kathuria and Mathur, 2018). India ranks 68 out of 188 for World Bank’s

’Trading Across Borders’ index in 2019 (Bank, 2020). Assessment reports of regional

integration assert that the “quality of trade infrastructure at land ports is sub-optimal

to say the least” (CUTS, 2019). The World Bank (2018) estimates that the gap in

South Asia’s trade between its potential and actual numbers has hampered poverty

alleviation in one of the poorest regions of the world. While India has steadily moved

towards greater economic liberalization of its economy, the evidence shows a clear

gap between India’s potential for economic integration and its actual implementation

of integration measures.

4.4 Evidence of Foreign Intervention and Support for Insurgents

Barriers to integration have often focused on inter-state disputes that result in the

lack of willingness to integrate with adversaries. Given the context of India’s insurgen-

cies and integration patterns, it is also important to discuss the inter-state disputes

in which India has been involved that also shape its motivations for integration, espe-

cially in the regional environment. India has had disputed or unsettled land borders

with every single one of its neighboring states since independence. Even if some of
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these international boundaries have been resolved peacefully,22 the major disputes

lie with Pakistan and China. In fact, in addition to cross-border military exchanges,

India has fought full-scale wars with both Pakistan and China on the issue of terri-

torial control.23 Inter-state disputes should, therefore, aggravate state insecurity and

exacerbate the state’s reticence to integrate economically. In order to analyze how

India’s inter-state conflicts have impacted its integration policies, it is also important

to trace whether its adversarial neighbors have supported insurgencies in India.

India and Pakistan’s long standing rivalry has included “patronage of low inten-

sity insurgencies on each other’s territories” (Bhaumik, 1996, p. 10).24 The most well

known Pakistani support for insurgents is in the Kashmir valley. Pakistan provides

safe haven, training, arms and ammunition for Kashmiri insurgents (Kanwal, 1999;

Roy, 1997). However, the Indian state has kept tabs on Pakistani backing of insur-

gencies in India independent of Kashmir given that “there are strong indications that

Islamabad has provided some fairly significant support to several insurgent move-

ments in the northeast states...before Bangladeshi secession, East Pakistan was the

site of several training camps for the NNC” (Cline, 2006, p. 141).25

22For instance, India officially settled boundary lines with Myanmar, Bhutan, and
Bangladesh via inter-state mediation.

23India’s war with Pakistan in 1948 was explicitly over the territory of Kashmir and the
Kargil conflict in 1999 was also fought over Pakistani incursion across the Line of Control
(LOC) in Kashmir. India’s war with China in 1962 was also over both sides interpreting
inherited boundaries differently.

24While Pakistan has accused India of sponsoring insurgent groups in Sindh and Balochis-
tan, I do not have any primary evidence to support the claim and investigating India’s
potential reciprocal actions in Pakistan is beyond the scope of this dissertation. However,
multiple secondary sources do provide details on this tit for tat tactic between these South
Asian neighbors. For more details, see Bhaumik (1996).

25The NNC was the Naga National Council was active in the 1940s and 1950s. Its leaders
demanded autonomy for the Naga Hills in 1945 and declared independence of the Naga
region under the leadership of Angami Zapu Phizo a day before Indian independence in
1947.
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Pakistan continued to provide support to insurgencies in the North East even after

the creation of Bangladesh as a separate state. For instance, the finance secretary of

one of the Naga insurgent groups, National Socialist Council of Nagaland led by Isak

and Muivah (NSCN-IM), claimed that Pakistan’s diplomats in Dhaka had provided

about one million dollars in funds to their group between 1993 and 1994 (Bhaumik,

1996, p. 49). Pakistan’s intelligence, ISI, trains and assists a variety of groups in

the North East region (Cline, 2006, p. 142). Furthermore, Bangladeshi intelligence

has been known to cooperate with Pakistan’s ISI in dealing with insurgents in the

North East as well as independently sponsoring meeting of insurgent groups in Tripura

(Kumar, n.d). Bangladesh has also provided training and safe haven for North Eastern

insurgent groups (PTI, 2018).

North East insurgencies also “had a great deal of support from China” according

to Lt. Gen. V.K. Ahluwalia, a retired General Officer Commanding-in-Chief (Central

Command) who now serves as the Director of the think tank Cenre for Land Warfare

Studies (CLAWS).26 China has played a role in allowing safe transit and access to

weapons for insurgent groups like NSCN-IM operating in India (Morris, 2011).27 While

China has not been seen as explicitly intervening in insurgent activity on Indian soil,

evidence suggests that tacit support has been the norm with increased strength of

the support coinciding with higher levels of tension with India (Bhattacharyya, 2020;

Loiwal, 2018).28

Given strong evidence of external support for insurgent activity in India in both

J&K and the North East, the Indian state has been wary of increasing its integration
26Interview with author on 19 March 2019.
27Also corroborated in interviews with Amb Jayant Dasgupta, and Amb. Asoke Mukerji.
28My interviews with former Indian Administrative Service (IAS), Indian Foreign Service

(IFS), and military officers imply that the various branches of the Indian state have all
known about Chinese support for insurgents.
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efforts with its neighboring states. The presence of inter-state disputes is also laced

through the evidence below on how insurgent activity causes state insecurity.

In order to highlight the mechanism for my theory of state insecurity, which results

in shallower levels of international economic integration, I will first provide evidence of

India’s material concerns with facilitating integration in the light of its insurgencies.

Examples of the types of policy restrictions the Indian state fears are discussed next.

Finally, I will show how India’s sovereign insecurity is triggered by insurgencies that

it has faced and continues to face today such that it does not wish to set a precedent

of sovereign compromise.

4.5 To Build or not to Build?

Has India had material concerns about building infrastructure for greater integra-

tion? India’s main concerns with greater integration vis-à-vis their insurgencies have

been related to preventing insurgents from getting access to safe havens, resources,

and other forms of support in neighboring states, as well as ensuring that insurgents

do not occupy or destroy infrastructure in which the state invests. Even enabling min-

imal cross-border trade in local goods has been a slow process. India’s concerns could

not more visible than the shutting down of Kashmiri border trade of local goods.

As the former ambassador of India to the World Trade Organization (WTO), Amb.

Jayant Dasgupta, stated, it was closed because “terrorist financing was taking place

through border trade.”29

Evidence from the past exists in the form of the Indian government making an ex-

plicit statement on its lack of desire to strengthen infrastructure for regional economic

integration. Archival evidence exists on India’s attempts to set-up cross-border trad-

ing infrastructure with Pakistan and the lack of subsequent follow-up. The 1950s and
29Interview with author on 16 May 2019.
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1960s witnessed numerous attempts between the two countries to settle on a cross-

border trade agreement. For instance, the 1957 Karachi Conference made an attempt

at setting up terms of trade for local traders across the India-East Pakistan border.

Some of the provisions included were ease of cross-border movements and a joint sur-

vey of the railways to facilitate the implementation of the agreement. However, neither

side proceeded to implement the agreement in good faith. The Indian delegation’s of-

ficial report blames the Pakistani side by asserting that the “Pakistan Government

are perhaps not in earnest either in maximizing trade between the countries or in

removing the apparent disequilibrium in their trade and payments position.”30

However, the Indian government’s main reason for not pursuing the agreement

comes to light in a separate unofficial note that reveals the government’s concern

about the security situation that the free flow of Pakistani nationals across the bor-

der would pose for Indian internal security. A note from the Ministry of Commerce to

the Ministry of Home Affairs highlights the “serious administrative and security prob-

lems arising from the free movement of Pakistani nationals across the border.”31 The

note is written in the context of Indian intelligence monitoring Pakistani assistance

to insurgent groups within India.32 The major insurgency movements in India were

taking place in North-East India during this time, which is a region that bordered

East Pakistan.

It must be noted that the failure to follow through on this agreement is more

interesting in the light of the fact that British India was interconnected so the pro-
3029/1/57-MT: Tripura – Indo-Pakistan Trade Agreement – Karachi Conference (19-12-

57) and matters relating thereto. Ministry of Home Affairs files. National Archives of India,
New Delhi.

3129/1/57-MT: Indo-Pak Trade Agreement – Facilities for the Movement of Goods to
Tripura through East Pakistan – Dacca conference of March 1957. Ministry of Home Affairs
files. National Archives of India, New Delhi.

32Explicit intelligence tracking can be found in files like 4/5/57 Poll II: Fortnightly Re-
ports from the Tripura Administration, 1957, MHA
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posals for integration in South Asia only involved the maintenance and expansion

of existing infrastructure. Thus, one should have expected that following through

on a basic cross-border agreement with minimal effort at infrastructure maintenance

and expansion would not be hard to achieve.33 However, instead of investing in such

an enterprise, the Indian government chose to deliberately let extant infrastructure

connecting India to its neighboring countries fall to ruin.

Amb. Gautam Mukhopadhyaya, India’s former ambassador to Afghanistan and

Myanmar, asserted that the main reason behind South Asia’s inability to establish

cross-border movement of goods and people is rooted in the nature of the boundaries

themselves. “If you go back to pre-independence times, there were fluid borders...then

you replace that with hard frontiers” after independence, which led to new problems

of mobility across these borders that had not existed previously. He added that these

hard frontiers got translated into keeping out its neighbors for India because of a new

adversarial state in Pakistan and a communist state in China, the legacy of which

carries on till today. Given the neighborhood, India was wary of its neighboring states

assisting insurgency movements along the international border in order to destabilize

India.34 Insurgencies in the North-East were of particular concern since the region

borders China and formerly East Pakistan/currently Bangladesh.

Tracing India’s attempts at infrastructure development for facilitating trade and

movement of goods/people, the track record shows a poor performance. For example,

in 1978, the chief minister of Tripura, a state in north-east India that was home

to some major insurgencies,35 wrote to the prime minister, Morarji Desai, “regarding
33One must also remember that at this time Pakistan was not a rival of 70 years but a

new neighboring country with which India had outlying border/territorial issues. At this
juncture, India had unsettled borders with all its neighbors.

34Interview with author on May 6, 2019, New Delhi.
35Some of the leading insurgent groups were Tripura National Volunteers, National Lib-

eration Front of Tripura, and All Tripura Tiger Force.
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certain infrastructural concerns and improvements” that were needed due to Tripura’s

location, which was “literally an enclave surrounded almost entirely by Bangladesh.”36

However, no concrete investment was made on this front. What is important to note is

that this is the same state that was previously connected to East Pakistan/Bangladesh

via a train network. India’s reluctance to pursue a trade treaty with Pakistan in the

1950s and 1960s meant a lack of expansion on connectivity and the subsequent decay

of existing networks. Despite East Pakistan’s transition to Bangladesh, India was

reluctant to expand infrastructure because of the fear of insurgents taking advantage

of greater movement across borders.

Was the fear of the free movement of people across the border justified? Amb.

Jayant Dasgupta asserts that “(w)e wanted access to the North East via Bangladesh”

but “...we had a lot of concerns about Bangladesh giving shelter and making it easy

for ULFA terrorists and to a certain extent NSCN Muivah37 faction to go there and

live there for as long as they wanted and carry out attacks from there.”38 A former

Indian Police Service officer, V. Balachandran, adds that “(o)ur North East insurgents

used to get refuge in Bangladesh (when the earlier pro-Islamic Jatiya Party BNP

were ruling), Myanmar (when we did not have security relations), and China (when

we did not have full diplomatic relations),” and all the states involved knew of these

activities.39

Archival documentation shows both Pakistani and Chinese support for insurgent

activity in India, especially in the North East. An entire file titled “Foreign involve-

ment in insurgency in North Eastern India- Preparation of white Paper on the subject

by the Ministry of Defence (1972)” documents the security dimension of foreign access
367/414/1978 PMS: Tripura state affair, PMO
37NSCN-IM if often referred to as NSCN Muivah for the leader of this faction.
38Interview with author on 16 May 2019.
39Interview with author on 25 June 2019.
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to insurgents in India, with special emphasis on Chinese and Pakistani interference.

Detailed intelligence records over decades of who China and Pakistan are training

along with when and where such training occurred informs the background of the

report.40 The report states that “China and Pakistan made common cause in foment-

ing and sustaining the tribal insurgency in north eastern India with the sole intention

of disintegrating and weakening India.”41 External Pakistani support for insurgencies

in the North East is corroborated in an interview with V. Balachandran who states,

“Chins(Mizos), Nagas and even Manipuris who straddle on both sides of the Indo-

Burmese border and clandestine Pakistani help to these streams” was a matter of

concern.42 Moving further ahead in time, the pattern does not change much as “(t)he

insurgency in Kashmir between 1988 and 2003 was primarily funded by Pakistani

external aid” (Staniland, 2012). Such activity conforms to theoretical expectations

that hostile neighboring states will take advantage of contested spaces of sovereignty

(Lee 2018).

The fear of cross-border movement is apparent across time in the files recording

the Indian state’s monitoring of insurgencies. The Indian government was worried that

“groups from Nagaland continue to transit through Burma on their way to and from

Chinese territory. This is a matter of continuing concern” even though India’s official

complaints to Myanmar often fell on deaf ears. For instance, at a joint Indo-Burmese

military commanders meeting, “(w)hen the leader of the Indian delegation mentioned

the existence of Hostile camps inside the Burmese territory the Burmese leader stated

that there are no such camps inside Burma” despite being given material evidence
40For instance, files detailing individuals being traced for receiving Pakistani training in

Tripura exist (4/5/57 Poll II: Fortnightly Reports from the Tripura Administration, 1957,
MHA.

41NII/102(33)/72: Foreign involvement in insurgency in North Eastern India - Preparation
of White Paper on the subject by the Ministry of Defence, MHA.

42Interview with author on 25 June 2019.
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to the contrary.43 Myanmar’s tacit support or willful ignorance of Naga insurgents

on their territory was not a one-off incident. In fact Zapu Phizo, the President of

the Naga National Council that was agitating for an independent Naga state, fled to

London to seek political asylum after escaping across the international border into

Myanmar.44

While India’s ‘Look East’ and subsequent ‘Act East’ policies were meant to create

overland linkages between north-eastern India and South-East Asia in the first two

decades of the 21st century, no concrete steps have been taken to establish a network

of roads to enable connectivity and trade. The highway project linking north-east

India with Myanmar and Thailand has been constantly delayed with a current goal

of completion in 2020 (Tai, 2017). Policy experts think the target is still ambitious

since along with the lack of political will, “unwillingness to invest, lack of financing

opportunities, insurgents and difficult terrain are often touted as excuses for the dis-

mal growth of infrastructure in the region” (Brookings, 2016). As Lt General Nirbhay

Sharma, a retired army officer who served as the Governor of Arunachal Pradesh and

Mizoram (a state in North-East India with some insurgency activity) said to me in an

interview while talking about North East India, “with that isolation, we were not able

to develop these areas in the manner that we should have, in terms of connectivity

and all.” He added there were security concerns about developing this area as well

given its proximity to China.45

Concern regarding the strengthening of Naga insurgents due to external Chinese

support is also documented in an intelligence report from 1960 that states “Chinese

incursions to INDIA have given them [Naga insurgents] some material for propa-
43NII/119/11/65: Indo-Burma Boundary - Demarcation of, MEA
44B/54/1821/4: Zapu Phizo, President of the Naga National Council - Crossing of border

in Burma in Nov 1954 - Enquiry reg.
45Interview with author on May 8, 2019, New Delhi.
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ganda.”46. In WWII, the British had constructed the Stillwell road to allow army

trucks to go all the way from present-day Arunachal Pradesh to Kunming in China.

“It could have provided us with a land linkage to China but whether we wanted

that or not is another issue”47 was the sentiment expressed about land linkages to

China post-1947. As Dr. Sanjaya Baru, who served as the spokesperson of the Prime

Minister’s Office from 2004-2008, said, “There was a certain defensive approach to

cross-border connectivity in the east” in the past primarily because of China.48 India

did not build roads in Arunachal Pradesh so that China could not get easy access to

India.49

The reluctance to enable cross-border movement is not only restricted to the fear

of a neighboring state interfering in an internal insurgency. Very often insurgents

flee across the border or get resources from across the border because of kinship

connections with populations in neighboring countries. The disconnect between the

geographical distribution of ethnic populations and official international borders is

an important factor to keep in mind when considering the state’s reluctance to build

infrastructure that would open up its borders. Very often, populations are distributed

between two or more countries.50 In the case of India’s insurgencies, the most promi-

nent insurgents with ethnic ties across international borders are the Nagas. The Naga

population is split between north-eastern India and Myanmar. When the international

boundary was being demarcated between the two countries, there was “opposition and
465/9/R&I/60: Intelligence review from Army Head Quarters, MEA
47Interview with Amb. Jayant Dasgupta on 16 May 2019.
48Interview with author on 6 March 2019.
49While the general sentiment amongst those I interviewed was that China no longer

posed such a threat with connectivity, opinions may differ now given the worst clash in 45
years between India and China in 2020 over unsettled borders.

50Evidence of such patterns are common around the world such as the division of Kurds
between four countries or the distribution of the Basque between two countries. Post-colonial
states are particularly prone to having to deal with such situations with externally imposed
borders during times of colonialism (Herbst 2000).
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disruption of the work of demarcation by the local Nagas who wanted to register their

protest against a line which, according to them, cut across traditional tribal territo-

ries and divided them from their own brothers across the line.”51 Indian intelligence

reports document Naga insurgents taking refuge and training new recruits in guerilla

warfare in the Burma-Naga Hills.52

Sometimes, safe havens across borders also exist due to the inability of the neigh-

boring state to govern its boundaries. India’s concerns with Bhutan and Myanmar fall

primarily in this category. I was told that “(t)he main interest in Bhutan is twofold.

One that the terrorists from Assam, ULFA mainly, should not get shelter there.”53 As

for Myanmar, Amb. Asoke Mukerji, who served as the Chairman of the South Asian

Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) Steering Committee, explains that

“. . . in the late 70s, early 80s, the gradual involvement of China in providing...resources

to the insurgencies in north-eastern India were coming through the territory of Myan-

mar and the Burmese or Myanmarese either turning a blind eye or not able to prevent

it.” The general opinion amongst the former Indian civil servants and military person-

nel that I interviewed was that even when the leadership in Myanmar was favorable

towards India, “we did not know who to negotiate with”54 since local chieftains con-

trolled the border areas. In fact, due to Myanmar’s inability to police its periphery,

India is known to have gone into Myanmar’s territory to chase down insurgents.55

Thus, both the historical records and the contemporary perspectives show that

material infrastructure for economic integration has long been neglected, especially
51HI/102/36/76: The question of Naga traditional right, MEA.
52NII/119/11/65: Indo-Burma Boundary - Demarcation of., MEA.
53Author interview with Amb. Jayant Dasgupta on 16 May 2019.
54Interview with Amb. Jayant Dasgupta on 16 May 2019.
55A policy that Prime Minister Narendra Modi publicized in 2015 much to the chagrin of

Myanmar that publicly condemned India’s actions (TNT, 2015). However, interviews with
Dr. Sanjaya Baru. Amb. Jayant Dasgupta, and former members of the military corroborate
that this has been overtly and covertly a policy for many years.
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due to security considerations wherein the state has been concerned about enabling

insurgents with greater resources. Particularly with regard to the North East, “(e)ach

measure designed to break the region’s isolation is countered by measures to maintain

control of borders, trade, and the movement of people” (McDuie-Ra, 2009, p. 313). In

a chicken and egg version of events, many policy-makers now believe that had India

ensured greater economic trade and development, the insurgents may not have been

able to mobilize followers based on economic grievances. Thus, material considerations

in terms of inhibiting insurgents from benefiting from infrastructural improvements

for trade finds some strong evidence.56

4.6 Who’s in Charge?

Does India suffer from a sense of sovereign insecurity, which explains its reluctance

to dilute its sovereignty internationally? A state’s sense of insecurity can arise from

its fear of losing policy control. How does this sovereign insecurity translate into

foreign policy? Sovereign insecurity results in states being more reluctant to give up

their hard-won sovereignty in any international forum. In India’s case, the experience

of British rule is normally offered as an explanation for India’s fierce assertion of

wanting an independent foreign policy free from any other actor’s influence (Miller,

2013). While British colonialism has affected the evolution of the Indian state, the

need to assert sovereign power across fractious territories inherited from the British

empire has compounded the desire to display total sovereign authority in all aspects of

state policy. Internal challenges to such sovereign rights creates a sense of insecurity,

which feeds into a desire to formulate an independent foreign policy. This strong
56I would be remiss if I did not note that almost everyone I interviewed expressed their

dissatisfaction with the inability of India and its neighboring countries to set up convenient
cross-border trading facilities since they would primarily benefit local communities who
were caught in the cross-fire between India and its adversaries.
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impetus for independent policy-making has given India the advantage of leading from

the front on many international negotiations on behalf of developing countries, for

example, the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty talks, Group of 77, and climate change

negotiations to name but a few (Prasad and Nooruddin, 2019). However, it has also

made India wary of committing to international inspections and obligations.

Ideally, evidence of India withdrawing from or hesitating to accept terms of deep

economic integration due to concerns about policy restrictions, especially with re-

spect to insurgencies, would uphold my theory. However, minutes of international

negotiations are not available in Indian archives and the discussions around economic

integration are only de-classified until 1980. Therefore, a “smoking gun” test of my

theory based on the available archival and interview material might help establish In-

dia’s reticence when it comes to abrogating policy-making power. Smoking gun tests

are those in which the theory is unique but not certain so while passing such a test

provides strong corroboration, failing such a test does not mean the theory is wrong

(George and Bennett 2005).

In 1980, the Indian government thoroughly analyzed a proposal for creating a re-

gional integration agreement in South Asia. This proposal would go on to become the

South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) in 1985 that eventually

led to the creation of the South Asian Preferential Trade Area (SAPTA) and then

the South Asian Free Trade Area (SAFTA) that came into existence in 2006. How-

ever, SAARC has not been seen as a success story and intra-SAARC trade is around

one-third of its true potential. “SAPTA was a limited scope kind of agreement” and

though “SAFTA aimed higher,” it has not seen meaningful implementation.57

In the initial assessment documentation, the Indian government’s major reserva-

tion was with the loss of sovereignty in an international institution. The emphasis
57Interview with Amb. Jayant Dasgupta on 16 May 2019.
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is on retaining policy-making capacity without endangering India’s economic policy

options in the future. The concern echoed consistently across the file on the paper-

work assessing integration underscores the point that while integration is likely to be

a beneficial step for India, the inclusion of the following clause in the “Principles that

should govern co-operation in South-Asian Region” is imperative:

Such cooperation would fully respect the sovereignty and territorial in-
tegrity of members. There would be full respect for the national poli-
cies and programmes of individual members and an undertaking that this
grouping would in no way seek to interfere, directly or indirectly, in the
internal affairs of others.58

The desire to hold on to their own “national policies and programmes” and not

hand over such policy-making power to a trade institution like SAARC or a trade

instrument like SAPTA depicts India’s reluctance to let go of its policy flexibility

domestically. However, the specifics of which policies they feared losing control over

are not articulated.

While discussing what the main red lines are for Indian diplomats in international

negotiations on trade, the main point that was underscored is that “India is very

careful about looking out for its own interests while negotiating over trade.”59 An

interesting example that is worth following through is India’s incalcitrant negotiating

position on food subsidies in international negotiations. One of the biggest stalemates

at the WTO has been the lack of consensus on lowering agricultural and food sub-

sidies in member states. According to the WTO, since 2013 “WTO members have

agreed to negotiate and find a permanent solution to the issue of public stockholding

programmes for food security purposes” since some of these programs involve “sup-

port to farmers and are therefore considered to distort trade” (WTO, 2020b). At the
58HI/102/31/80: Note entitled “Regional Cooperation in South Asia”, MEA
59Interview with Amb. Jayant Dasgupta on 16 May 2019.
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2013 Bali Ministerial Conference, India negotiated hard to ensure that public stock-

holding programs in developing countries would not be legally challenged even if they

violated terms for previously agreed limits for domestic support. As early as 2001,

India “had raised concerns over food security and flexibility that developing nations

must have when it comes to providing subsidies to key farm inputs” when discussing

the Agreement on Agriculture (Jain, 2017).

The fairly obvious reason that India fought hard to hold on to its policy indepen-

dence on agricultural and food subsidies is the high levels of poverty and hunger in

the country. The government purchases a variety of agricultural produce from farm-

ers (like rice, wheat, millets, and lentils) and distributes it to about two-thirds of the

population (840 million people) (Jain, 2017). This massive redistribution system is

part of India’s efforts to attain food security. India passed the National Food Secu-

rity Act on 10 September 2013 to achieve this goal. While this is a colossal effort in

itself, it also serves a subsidiary purpose in the least developed parts of the country.

Efforts to provide food in remote areas, especially to the rural poor is part of India’s

policy to appease dissatisfaction with the state in areas where incredibly low levels

of development coincide with insurgent activity.

If you cannot feed your population, you cannot effectively claim legitimate au-

thority. Given that lack of development and poverty is a main rallying point for

almost every insurgency in India, the implementation of food security Acts both at

the national and state level, especially in insurgency-affected areas are particularly

essential for the state to legitimize their rule. For instance, the Chhattisgarh Food

Security Act, 2012 was implemented in the state with some of the highest levels of

Naxalite insurgency even before the national-level act was passed in parliament. As

the ex-Chief Minister of Chhattisgarh who implemented the act, Raman Singh, wrote

while discussing the enactment of the food security law, “The Maoists continue to be
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our big challenge. We will strive to counter the Maoist threat and resolve the vexed

problem through development, peace, education and better basic amenities in the

affected parts of the state” (Singh, 2012). Ensuring food security would help counter

Naxal rhetoric that the state has abandoned the rural poor. If India could win over

supporters of insurgencies through such food schemes, it would be a huge win for the

Indian state. Thus, the desire to hold on to policy-making power is also associated

with the desire to hold on to legitimate power domestically.

While there certainly seems to be a “smoking gun“ that India does not wish to

dilute its sovereignty for the fear of losing policy-making power, to directly link such

reluctance to each and every insurgency as the main concern would be premature.

In general, both archival documents and interviews, especially with those who have

represented India in trade negotiations, paint a pattern of protection wherein India

is very cautious of signing away its right to make its own economic policy. As Amb.

Jayant Dasgupta put it when discussing the acceptance of rigorous infrastructure for

greater integration during his tenure at the WTO, “You may unnecessarily spend on

customs officials on a recurring basis for the next 30-40 years – to what end? You

may need to build hospitals, schools, colleges, roads, railways, rather than putting it

in customs.”60

4.7 No Sovereign Compromise

While all states aim to uphold their sovereignty, are states with insurgencies par-

ticularly concerned about negotiating sovereignty? In India’s case, I argue that India’s

sovereign insecurity is rooted in its incomplete control of the entirety of its territory.

As an independent state, India’s attempt since 1947 has been to consolidate its power
60Interview with author on 16 May 2019.
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over both the territory and population that fall within its colonially inherited border.

The effect this has had on India’s foreign policy is that it has made India very wary

of compromising on its sovereignty or be seen as willing to negotiate its sovereignty

in international fora or institutions.

India’s colonial legacy resulted in the Indian state inheriting an administrative

system that included territories that the British directly administered and princely

states that were indirectly under British rule. The fractured nature of the polity

posed a major obstacle for the Indian state vis-à-vis consolidating sovereign power.

The princely states were given the power to accede to India or Pakistan or remain

independent. Independence was not actually a viable option because neither India

nor Pakistan was going to allow independent polities within its territorial boundaries.

While most princely states acceded of their own will (or were diplomatically coerced

to do so), some were also forcibly absorbed like Junagarh and Hyderabad. The conflict

in Kashmir remains an ongoing legacy of this policy. Thus, the Indian state was clear

from the beginning that it had to exert its sovereign authority over all the lands

within its territorial boundaries.

The initial two decades post-independence involved a process of state consolida-

tion. The Ministry of Home Affairs’ (MHA) files from 1947 to 1960 show how the

Indian state was still figuring out its sovereign powers and the exercise of its author-

ity over the federal structure of India – especially in areas that later become hotbeds

of insurgency. For example, in the 1950s the Indian state had to literally survey the

North-East Frontier Agency (NEFA)61 region in order to figure out where people of

the region lived and how to administer them better. A government official’s memo

from the NEFA Secretariat to the political officers of this region states that “(i)t will
61Present day Arunachal Pradesh and one district of Nagaland.
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also be necessary to make suitable propaganda among the people of the areas pro-

posed to be visited as otherwise undesirable reaction from the local people are likely

to be aroused.”62 Such memos are not uncommon in the MHA files from this era. All

of them portray a strong desire to exert Indian control and simultaneously express

ambiguity about local responses to such control.

The government’s paperwork depict a strong desire to ensure political control

over all parts of the country while not invoking anti-state sentiments.63 However,

the Indian state failed to fully consolidate its sovereign power, as evinced in the

multiple insurgencies that have flared up in North-East India, Punjab, central India,

and Kashmir. India, therefore, feels insecure about its sovereign authority. Despite

the decision to have a federal structure, the Indian state was also wary that such a

structure would allow regional national sentiments to foment secessionist movements.

For instance, in a speech given to the parliament in 1960, Prime Minister Nehru

addresses the ongoing Naga insurgency and says that “(t)he ostensible object of this

hostile section was to carve out an independent Naga territory entirely separate from

India. This was a demand which no government in India could ever agree to.” Official

statements like this in parliament reinforced the state’s intransigence in conceding

sovereign power to insurgents. Extreme measures of armed suppression of insurgen-

cies in north-eastern India was not uncommon even as early as the 1950s. Nehru’s

justification for the deployment of armed forces in the region is that the government

had issued “instructions to our Armed Forces, both the Army and the Assam Ri-

fles, were to treat the Nagas as Indian citizens and to try and win them over. Force,

when it had to be used, was the minimum necessary.” 64 Thus, when challenges to its
6221(1)-NEFA/57: Survey of NEFA, Ministry of Home Affairs files. National Archives of

India, New Delhi.
63Ministry of Home Affairs files. National Archives of India, New Delhi.
6416/55-XPR/60: Naga Problems - material regarding, MEA
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sovereignty arose, the Indian state chose to suppress such internal opposition. The

policy of state suppression of insurgencies is ongoing and depicts India’s sovereign

insecurity.

The evidence points towards the Indian state suffering from a real sense of inse-

curity vis-à-vis its attempts to consolidate all of its territory and people. A common

theme across all my interviews was the assertion that there has been a lack of politi-

cal will in India to resolve insurgencies even when the armed forces have brought the

violence on the ground to a manageable level such that peaceful talks could be carried

out. The consensus is that “our track record in resolving insurgencies has been rather

low”65 because while everyone accepts no negotiation is possible without some “give

and take,” no political authority has been willing to take the first step to negotiate a

sovereign compromise with any insurgent group.

India’s insecurity is even more apparent in the implementation of its anti-

insurgency security policy that mainly centers on the Armed Forces (Special Powers)

Act (AFSPA). AFSPA allows the indiscriminate use of force, arrests and detention

without warrants, and immunity for military and paramilitary personnel from civilian

courts (Government of India, 1958). AFSPA was first enforced in 1958 in North-East

India and continues to be used in that region even today. It was a modification of the

colonial law of Armed Forces Special Powers Ordinance (1942) that was used against

the anti-British rule Quit India Movement. It was enforced in Punjab against the

Khalistani separatist movement in 1983 (repealed in 1997) and in 1990 it was imple-

mented in J&K. Thus, this act has been institutionalized as the “go-to” mechanism

for fighting insurgencies. The central government maneuvered to pass legislation in

1972 to transfer the authority of declaring any region in India as “disturbed” from

the state government to the central government so as to be able to enforce AFSPA
65Interview with Lt. Gen. V.K. Ahluwalia on 19 March 2019.
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and monitor the situation from New Delhi.66 Even when AFSPA is not officially

implemented, its provisions seem to de facto apply to regions with insurgencies; i.e.,

the armed forces have a lot of leeway in terms of violating human rights (AI, 2013).

Rape, torture, and forced disappearances are not uncommon in insurgency areas

(HRW, 2008).

It is interesting to note that this sense of insecurity has not lessened with the pas-

sage of time. India’s desire to ensure as many territories and people of former British

India were incorporated into India in the aftermath of independence has not evolved

into a secure sense of authority over the regions officially incorporated into India.

In fact, the continuation of the Indian state’s use of force and propaganda attempts

to convince those in such regions to not pursue insurgency activities demonstrates

India’s insecurity regarding its sovereign power over all of its territory. For example,

the Indian parliament’s dissolution of statehood status for Jammu and Kashmir and

the reorgranization of the state into union territories on which the Indian government

can exert more direct control demonstrates this sense of insecurity as recently as July

2019.

As a founding member of the Non-Aligned Movement, India has taken two of its

main five principles very seriously when it comes to its foreign policy posture – mu-

tual respect for territorial integrity and sovereignty and mutual non-interference in

each other’s internal affairs. India uses these two norms as a shield against entering

agreements internationally that could dilute its sovereignty. I posit that these norms

have become central to Indian foreign policy not only due to a fear of external inter-

vention in India’s domestic affairs but as a way to delegitimize domestic challenges

to India’s sovereign authority.
66N.II./102/29/71: Armed Forces (Special Powers) Regulation - 1958. Proposal for further

extension for three years i.e. upto 5th April 1975, Ministry of Home Affairs files (MHA),
National Archives of India, New Delhi.
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For example, while India takes a strong position on general issues of human rights,

it is wary of condemning individual countries for their human rights violations. The

fear of pointing fingers at other states is based on the fear of international scrutiny of

India’s handling of its insurgencies. India tries to avoid the legitimization of its insur-

gencies in international fora (Prasad and Nooruddin, 2020). Thus, lending credibility

to the claims of insurgents or setting any precedent to allow negotiating a compro-

mise with insurgents is off the table. Indian foreign policy, therefore, is cognizant of

protecting India’s sovereign authority in any international negotiation. Amb. T.C.A.

Raghavan, who retired as the High Commissioner of India to Pakistan, succinctly

sums up India’s diplomatic position wherein India’s recent global integration means

“you have opened yourself to a certain level of scrutiny you didn’t have earlier”, how-

ever, “with any domestic issue there is no international discussion – we will refuse to

discuss it.”67

Evidence of India’s wariness in signalling a willingness to negotiate on issues of

sovereignty with domestic actors is explicitly found in its navigation of its interna-

tional legal commitments in general as well. In an internal memorandum discussing

India’s reservations regarding Article 1 of both the ICESC and ICCPR, the MEA is

explicit that the words “right to self-determination” apply only to the people under

foreign domination and that these words do not apply to sovereign independent States

or to a section of a people or nation which is the essence of national integrity”68. The

internal discussions show the extra caution taken to ensure that the state in no way

signals its intent to allow sovereign compromise in an international institution. Thus,

India’s hesitancy with SAARC as seen above falls in line with this pattern.
67Interview with author on 24 May 2019.
68UI/352/3/80: 36th session of HRC briefs for Indian delegation, MEA
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The pattern in Indian foreign policy, which includes its economic integration

policy-making, is one that prioritizes no compromise over India’s sovereignty in order

to not set a precedent that implies a willingness to negotiate with insurgents.

Thus, there is substantial data to show that the Indian state has material concerns

about infrastructure development for integration due to insurgencies, particularly due

to the fear of adversarial neighboring states supporting insurgents, and circumstantial

evidence indicates that India would like to hold on to its freedom in policy-making and

not allow any compromise on its sovereignty either internationally or domestically,

thus inhibiting economic integration.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

5.1 Main Findings

The aim of this dissertation was to answer the puzzle of why there are divergent

levels of economic integration around the world despite the conditions for integration

being ripe. Amongst a rich literature on explanations for varying levels of economic

integration, this dissertation explores whether the presence of insurgencies helps ex-

plain a state’s reluctance to integrate. Additionally, it also sought to answer why

the presence of insurgencies hinders integration. The argument put forward was that

states suffer from sovereign insecurity along three dimensions when considering eco-

nomic integration: material infrastructure, policy restrictions, and precedent setting.

First, states will be reluctant to integrate when dealing with insurgencies because in-

tegration involves setting up material infrastructure on the ground to facilitate trade,

which insurgents can use to their advantage. Second, states agree to let go of their

decision-making power on certain issues that enable integration, which means they

lose control of policy-making. Policy-making power is important vis-à-vis insurgen-

cies, so states may not want to cede such power. Third, the state will not wish to send

a signal to domestic audiences that implies its willingness to abrogate sovereignty in

certain circumstances since this might set a precedent to negotiate sovereignty in

other circumstances.
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The main takeaway from this dissertation is that the presence of insurgencies make

deep economic integration less likely due to the state’s sovereign insecurity. There is

compelling cross-national evidence for the negative relationship between insurgencies

and economic integration. The most concrete proof for how sovereign insecurity plays

out can be seen in the Indian case study wherein the state is hesitant to set up

the material infrastructure required for integration due to fears of allowing greater

insurgent access to international resources and support.

What can we confidently infer from the quantitative data? Analyzing the data

allows us to infer with a fair degree of confidence that the presence conventional

measures of insurgency, like violent substate conflict and the intensity of insurgen-

cies, make deep economic integration less likely for a state. The measure of violent

self-determination movements also bears a negative relationship with economic in-

tegration, but it fails to reach statistical significance in most models, so we cannot

conclusively say that this narrow definition of insurgency makes economic integration

less likely. Thus, the first hypothesis that a state dealing with a domestic insurgency is

more likely to have lower levels of international economic integration is upheld. How-

ever, the second hypothesis that a state with militarized inter-state disputes (MIDs)

in addition to domestic insurgencies is more likely to have lower levels of international

economic integration, finds inconclusive support in the quantitative analyses.

The case study of India, however, provides evidence of lower levels of economic in-

tegration due to insurgencies as well as depicts how the presence of MIDs in addition

to insurgencies further hinders economic integration. What does the qualitative data

tell us conclusively about why insurgencies hinder economic integration? Archival and

interview data establish that the Indian state has material concerns about infrastruc-

ture development for integration due to insurgencies, particularly due to the fear of

adversarial neighboring states supporting insurgents. Additionally there is compelling
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evidence of a pattern in Indian foreign economic policy that indicates that India would

like to hold on to its freedom in policy-making and not allow any compromise on its

sovereignty either internationally or domestically, thus inhibiting economic integra-

tion. However, there is no iron-clad evidence of the direct link between sovereign

insecurity in economic policy-making and insurgencies.

Furthermore, while a single case study allows for an in-depth analysis, there are

also certain drawbacks. There were two major obstacles while doing fieldwork in India.

The first was dealing with ministry archives that are mainly de-classified only till 1980.

Furthermore, access to these files also required extra vetting if the content of some

of the files were deemed sensitive. There was also a restriction on the number of files

that can be accessed in a given day, which was capped at thirty. The second obstacle

was interviewing members of the foreign and security policy-making community of

India. While being in Delhi allowed much greater access than being anywhere else in

the country, my fieldwork overlapped with a terrorist attack in Pulwama, Kashmir

in February 2019 and the subsequent Indian airstrike in Balakote, Pakistan. Given

the tense national security situation and the general elections being scheduled in May

2019, many potential interview subjects that I reached out to were reluctant to be

interviewed on this topic and five people spoke to me off-record. To compensate for

the weaknesses of using a single case study, I anticipate conducting in-depth case

study analysis of other categories of the universe of cases, which are countries that

have had periods of insurgency and periods without insurgencies and countries that

have never dealt with insurgencies. The cross-case variation can help identify patterns

of behavior in the presence and absence of insurgencies.
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5.2 Theoretical and Policy Implications

What is the major theoretical contribution of this dissertation? This dissertations

provides empirical evidence that insurgencies hinder economic integration. There is

a rich literature on the relationship between international security and integration

and this study refocuses the attention to the dynamic between intra-state security

and economic integration to add another dimension to that field. Additionally, the

research presented makes a preliminary attempt to understand the relationship be-

tween inter- and intra-conflict in terms of their impact on state decision-making on

economic integration. While the quantitative data does not conclusively uphold the

presence of inter-state conflict in addition to insurgencies as hindering economic inte-

gration, the qualitative evidence from the case study of India shows how inter-state

disputes are linked to insurgencies via the adversary state’s support for insurgents,

safe havens across international borders, and/or cross-border kinship linkages and

subsequently dampen efforts at greater integration. Thus, while promoting greater

economic integration, especially at the regional level - as is the case with UNDP,

World Bank, and IMF development projects (UNDP, 2011) - it is important to keep

intra-state conflict in mind.

The theory also has implications for potential retrenchment from deep integration

if insurgencies newly appear or reappear in a state. For instance, one potential appli-

cation of this dissertation’s theory is Mexico’s future patterns of economic integration

based on the fact that cartel violence has been on the rise. According to the Armed

Conflict Location & Event Data Project (ACLED) there is a "(h)igh risk of cartel

‘criminal market’ developing into insurgency" in Mexico in 2020 (ACLED, 2020). If

cartel violence escalated to being labeled an insurgency, the theoretical implication

of substate violence lowering integration levels could potentially mean that Mexico’s
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foreign economic policies might move towards being more protectionist. There could

potentially be a contraction from integration if domestic violence poses a sovereign

threat. Given that cartel-conducted fuel theft is Mexico’s biggest concern and the

current president, Andrés Manuel López Obrador, opposes market-oriented energy

reforms and believes in "energy sovereignty," it will be interesting to see if Mexico

eventually moves to explicitly block the entry of foreign actors in the energy sector

in the long-run if intra-state violence increases (Gross, 2019). How events play out in

Mexico and its subsequent economic foreign policy might be better understood via

the theoretical lens of the research presented in this dissertation. If Mexico’s economic

integration decreases with an increase in cartel violence, the theory presented would

find validation. Thus, countries around the world potentially face new insurgencies or

the resurgence of insurgencies, so one can anticipate the negative impact this might

have on their economic integration.

Finally, one of the important ways to expand the argument will also be to test

whether non-violent movements that threaten state sovereignty also elicit the same

economic integration responses. Self determination movements need not just be vi-

olent to pose a challenge to state sovereignty and non-violent movements can be

equally potent. Preliminary results in Chapter 2 show that including non-violent

self-determination movements in my models upholds the expectation that such anti-

sovereignty movements are negatively correlated with economic integration. While

substate violence directed against the state might be an obvious source of concern,

substate movements that question the legitimacy of the state peacefully might carry

equal weight in terms of the state taking the threat seriously. Pursuing this path

of research will require establishing the threshold at which peaceful movements be-

come critical and legitimately threaten state sovereignty in the eyes of the state. In

a similar manner as setting battle-death cut-offs for identifying insurgent violence,
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markers like the size of the movement membership, the movement’s visibility in in-

ternational fora, and potential measures of state accommodation for the movements’

demands might identify the credibility of the threat that non-violent movements pose

to states. Understanding the degree of legitimacy conferred to the movement both

domestically and internationally will also help ascertain whether a state would take

peaceful anti-state movements as an attack on its sovereignty. The benefit of expand-

ing the argument to both violent and non-violent movements is that it allows for

an evaluation of anti-sovereignty movements that are not merely focused on violent

tactics.
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Appendix A

Additional Robustness Checks

Alternative MID Thresholds

The strong relationship between MIDs and lower levels of integration begs further

sensitivity checks for the basic models in terms of how MIDs are measured. For

instance, the mere presence or absence of MIDs does not capture the number of

MIDs that a country faces in a given year. It is likely that the greater the number

of MIDs, the stronger the impact of inter-state disputes on integration. Therefore, in

Table A.1 I substitute the binary measure of MIDs with a cumulative measure of the

number of MIDs in which a country is embroiled for a given year.

Astonishingly, the results in Table A.1 imply that a greater number of MIDs does

not necessarily further dampen integration. While the relationship between Cumu-

lative MIDs and trade openness is negative in Models 1 and 2, it does not achieve

statistical significance. Thus, while MIDs are important to account for when consid-

ering factors that decrease integration, the number of MIDs a country has to deal

with is not significant. At the same time, the relationship between insurgencies and

trade openness remains negative and statistically significant for Insurgency Intensity

and Violent Substate Conflict.

Furthermore, the degree of hostility involved in inter-state disputes varies sub-

stantially. A MID that only reaches a level of verbal threats as opposed to full-scale

armed conflict should have a weaker negative relationship with economic integration.
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Table A.1: Cumulative MIDs

(1) (2) (3)
TrGI TrGI TrGI

L.Violent SDMs -0.362
(-0.90)

L.Insurgency Intensity -0.659∗∗∗

(-5.01)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -1.472∗∗∗

(-4.33)

L.Cumulative MIDs -0.0263 0.0364 0.0604
(-0.22) (0.31) (0.51)

L.Ideal Point 2.893∗∗∗ 3.042∗∗∗ 3.009∗∗∗

(10.90) (11.58) (11.45)

L.Polity 0.0773∗∗ 0.0505 0.0713∗∗

(2.98) (1.94) (2.78)

G77 -5.590∗∗∗ -6.309∗∗∗ -6.333∗∗∗

(-6.44) (-7.43) (-7.45)

L.Ln GDPPC 3.862∗∗∗ 3.471∗∗∗ 3.631∗∗∗

(10.83) (9.93) (10.48)

L.GATT/WTO -1.459∗∗∗ -1.520∗∗∗ -1.601∗∗∗

(-5.43) (-5.79) (-6.11)

Cold War -0.491 -0.578 -0.605
(-1.36) (-1.62) (-1.69)

Time Trend 0.413∗∗∗ 0.409∗∗∗ 0.407∗∗∗

(24.58) (25.66) (25.54)

Constant 0.464 5.103 3.407
(0.17) (1.90) (1.29)

Observations 5457 5758 5758
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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In Table A.2, I replace the binary MID measure with the maximum level of hostility

that a MID for a country reaches in a given year. The scale for the Maximum Level

of MID Hostility ranges from 1 to 5 wherein 1 indicates the absence of a MID, 2 is

the threat of force, 3 is the display of force, 4 involves the use of force, and 5 is an

actual inter-state war.

The models in Table A.2 align with the expectation that increasing levels of inter-

state hostility is negatively correlated with integration. Thus, the crisis level of the

inter-state dispute matters to the level of integration. The insurgency measures remain

negatively correlated and statistically significant for Insurgency Intensity and Violent

Substate Conflict.

Alternative Measures of Democracy

Given the abundant claims that democracies are more likely to promote interna-

tional economic integration as compared to autocracies, I use an alternative measure

of democracy as a robustness check. I substitute the Polity IV variable with the Va-

rieties of Democracy (V-Dem) variable for ’Electoral Democracy’ (Coppedge et al.,

2018). The choice of using a measure of electoral democracy is deliberate. Compared to

the other options of egalitarian, liberal, or participatory democracy, electoral democ-

racy most closely aligns with the argument that democracies are more inclined to

promote free trade and integration based on appealing to a larger selectorate. With

the spread of democratization, Milner and Kubota (2005) argue that liberalization

policies are more likely to become common since they benefit the workers and the

poor the most, especially in developing countries. Thus, leaders are more likely to

want to adopt policies that appeal to a larger section of the voting public. Given

that electoral politics is the most basic form of democratic participation, I estimate

the baseline models with the V-Dem measure of electoral participation. This variable
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Table A.2: Level of MID Hostility

(1) (2) (3)
TrGI TrGI TrGI

L.Violent SDMs -0.287
(-0.72)

L.Insurgency Intensity -0.647∗∗∗

(-4.93)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -1.392∗∗∗

(-4.09)

L.Max MID Hostility -0.253∗∗ -0.207∗ -0.190∗

(-2.98) (-2.44) (-2.24)

L.Ideal Point 2.882∗∗∗ 3.029∗∗∗ 2.996∗∗∗

(10.86) (11.53) (11.41)

L.Polity 0.0727∗∗ 0.0470 0.0675∗∗

(2.81) (1.81) (2.63)

G77 -5.557∗∗∗ -6.278∗∗∗ -6.295∗∗∗

(-6.41) (-7.40) (-7.41)

L.Ln GDPPC 3.821∗∗∗ 3.429∗∗∗ 3.591∗∗∗

(10.72) (9.82) (10.36)

L.GATT/WTO -1.499∗∗∗ -1.560∗∗∗ -1.639∗∗∗

(-5.58) (-5.95) (-6.25)

Cold War -0.585 -0.692 -0.718∗

(-1.62) (-1.93) (-2.01)

Time Trend 0.409∗∗∗ 0.404∗∗∗ 0.402∗∗∗

(24.32) (25.24) (25.13)

Constant 1.460 6.118∗ 4.384
(0.53) (2.26) (1.65)

Observations 5457 5758 5758
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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measures the degree to which elections are free and fair, suffrage is universal, and

freedom of expression and association exist.

The estimates in Table A.3 show that the relationship between insurgencies and

integration remains negative and statistically significant even with an alternative

measure of democracy.

Integration and Insurgencies at the Regional Level

The dyadic data allows a test of regional integration as well. Thus, the models

are estimated for the condition wherein both countries of a dyad belong to the same

region.1 Since the incentives for regional integration are the strongest for economic

growth, the reluctance to follow through might be a clearer indication of bilateral

disputes. The results in Table A.4 are, therefore, interesting. While all measures of

insurgency are negatively correlated, only Insurgency Intensity is statistically signifi-

cant. Furthermore, MIDs are also negative correlated but not statistically significant.

This might be a due to the fact that trading within your neighborhood might be

the most convenient for most states independent of their concerns about intra- or

inter-state conflict.

1I code regions based on World Bank’s regional divisions, which include South Asia, East
Asia & Pacific, North America, Europe and Central Asia, Latin American & Caribbean,
Sub-Saharan Africa, and Middle East & North Africa.
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Table A.3: Alternative Measure of Democracy

(1) (2) (3)
TrGI TrGI TrGI

L.Violent SDMs -0.320
(-0.82)

L.Insurgency Intensity -0.539∗∗∗

(-4.15)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -1.349∗∗∗

(-4.02)

L.MIDs -0.521∗ -0.394 -0.347
(-2.26) (-1.72) (-1.51)

L.Ideal Point 2.967∗∗∗ 3.123∗∗∗ 3.097∗∗∗

(11.58) (12.31) (12.22)

L.Electoral democracy index 2.356∗∗ 1.636∗ 2.243∗∗

(3.07) (2.10) (2.97)

G77 -5.855∗∗∗ -6.503∗∗∗ -6.554∗∗∗

(-7.07) (-8.01) (-8.07)

L.Ln GDPPC 3.807∗∗∗ 3.451∗∗∗ 3.549∗∗∗

(11.00) (10.19) (10.56)

L.GATT/WTO -1.455∗∗∗ -1.497∗∗∗ -1.555∗∗∗

(-5.48) (-5.79) (-6.01)

Cold War -0.377 -0.471 -0.486
(-1.08) (-1.36) (-1.40)

Time Trend 0.417∗∗∗ 0.414∗∗∗ 0.412∗∗∗

(25.41) (26.54) (26.48)

Constant 0.253 4.677 3.349
(0.09) (1.76) (1.28)

Observations 5745 6069 6069
Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A.4: Dyadic Data within Regions

(1) (2) (3)
Depth Depth Depth

L.Violent SDMs -0.0791
(-1.28)

L.Insurgency Intensity -0.104∗∗∗

(-5.36)

L.Violent Substate Conflict -0.00654
(-0.12)

L.MIDs -0.105 -0.110 -0.121
(-0.57) (-0.61) (-0.66)

L.Polity 0.0250∗∗∗ 0.0261∗∗∗ 0.0241∗∗∗

(4.68) (4.93) (4.50)

Cold War -2.269∗∗∗ -2.250∗∗∗ -2.274∗∗∗

(-32.88) (-32.75) (-32.90)

L.Ideal Point 0.526∗∗∗ 0.516∗∗∗ 0.538∗∗∗

(10.23) (10.23) (10.50)

G77 -0.179 -0.148 -0.173
(-1.91) (-1.59) (-1.84)

L.GATT/WTO -0.148∗∗ -0.194∗∗∗ -0.138∗∗

(-2.80) (-3.65) (-2.59)

L.Ln GDPPCi -0.140∗∗∗ -0.164∗∗∗ -0.139∗∗∗

(-6.99) (-7.99) (-6.73)

L.Ln GDPPCj 0.00236 -0.00660 0.00242
(0.13) (-0.37) (0.14)

Time Trend -0.0427∗∗∗ -0.0423∗∗∗ -0.0429∗∗∗

(-9.51) (-9.47) (-9.56)

Constant 4.739∗∗∗ 5.101∗∗∗ 4.722∗∗∗

(16.71) (17.42) (16.28)
sigma_u
Constant 1.33e-16 5.54e-16 1.12e-15

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
sigma_e
Constant 1.011∗∗∗ 1.005∗∗∗ 1.011∗∗∗

(49.37) (49.41) (49.34)
Observations 3509 3509 3509
t statistics in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Appendix B

Select Interview Questions for Case Study

In conducting interviews with members of the foreign and security policy commu-

nity in India, I asked a number of general questions that are listed below, in addition

to questions that were specific to their experiences or specific to issues that they

raised during the interview. The semi-structured interview format allowed gathering

information on the same issues across board while allowing for learning more from

the interview subjects’ personal experiences and knowledge.

• What position do/did you hold within the government? What are/were your
main responsibilities?

• Does the Ministry you work for interact closely with other ministries in the
government? If yes, then which ones?

• What sort of issues do ministries collaborate on?

• Are domestic security problems considered as important for your ministry? Par-
ticularly, are insurgencies given extra attention?

• What sort of policies are affected by domestic security concerns?

• Do you think that insurgencies constrain foreign policy decision-making?

• Can you recall any personal anecdotes on having to interact with other min-
istries to coordinate domestic and foreign policy?

• Did you have to consider any other domestic constraint while making decisions
on policies for your ministry?
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