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Abstract: This paper analyzes the nature of international water disputes. It argues that lessons learnt from the Nile and Danube disputes can be used to resolve the South Asian river disputes. In resolving the water disputes, Bangladesh and its South Asian neighbors have three options: doing nothing; pursuing unilateral actions; and pursuing collaborative actions. This paper contends that the last option offers the best strategy. It requires the use of joint scientific study, bilateral and multilateral negotiations, and appropriate steps to deal with any consequences of environmental disasters caused by rive disputes. 

Introduction 

Water sharing disputes have adverse effects on regional peace and stability. Such disputes often create tensions in bilateral relations between countries sharing a common international river. The sources of such tensions are water scarcity in a country, caused by unilateral diversion projects by other countries. Scarcity of water may cause desertification and change the agricultural pattern, fishing resources, maritime navigation, and vegetation in a country. In addition, diversion of water may redraw the natural boundary between countries. Against this backdrop, this paper shows that concerns over water disputes are real and valid, and they need to be addressed in both bilateral and multilateral levels. 
This paper proceeds in four stages. First, it presents a brief literature review offers a conceptual definition of water disputes and discusses their effect on regional peace and stability. Second, it presents the Nile and Danube river disputes in Africa and Europe, respectively. Third, it discusses four cases of river dispute affecting South Asia: the Brahmaputra dispute, the Ganges dispute, the Tipaimukh dispute, and the Teesta dispute. Finally, it analyzes alternative policy options for resolving South Asian water disputes affecting Bangladesh. Taking a comparative case study method, this paper argues that lessons learnt from the global cases, such as, the Nile and Danube disputes, South Asian countries can move forward in resolving water conflicts. 
I. Existing Literature on International Water Disputes 
There is a growing body of literature on the effect of water disputes on regional peace and stability. Gleick’s scholarly works have shown that climate-induced water scarcity can put enormous pressures on the international community, and that such scarcity can often lead to regional and international conflicts (Gleick 1992, 1993, 1999). A study by Jansky and Murakami (2005) shows that river diversions often have adverse effects on the environment, and such effect can be mitigated by joint scientific study by common river basin countries. Others have looked into the policy options in resolving water disputes. For instance, McGregor’s study on Indo-Bangladesh water dispute explores the unilateral, bilateral, and multilateral options in resolving such disputes (McGregor 2010). Media reports often indicate that river disputes present enormous challenges in bilateral relations. Such disputes can be dominated by either an upstream country like China or a downstream country like Egypt (Chellaney 2011; SudanTribune 2012). 
South Asia, home to roughly one fourth of world’s 6 billion people, is plagued by a number longstanding water disputes. Hence, considerable attention has been paid to analyzing water disputes in South Asia. Mahfuz Ullah’s edited volume titled Water Disputes in South Asia: Threats to Security (2005) shows the delicate nature of inter-state conflict over common rivers. The works of Abbas (1987), Nishat (1996), and Swain (1993) address the dominant water conflict in South Asia – the Ganges dispute. A quick scanning of major newspapers in Bangladesh indicates that Teesta water sharing and Tipaimukh dam debates now dominate the Indo-Bangla relations (Haque 2011; Rizvi 2011). 

The existing works on water dispute are focused on a single case study or a regional case study. Quite often they ignore how lessons from other regional disputes can be learnt and applied to a particular water dispute. This paper addresses this research gap by presenting the Nile and Danube disputes first, and showing their relevance in the South Asian context later. 

This paper asks three key questions:

· What effects do the Nile and Danube disputes have on regional countries in Africa and Europe?

· To what extent are the water disputes in South Asia similar or dissimilar to Nile and Danube disputes?

· What are available policy options in dealing with South Asian water disputes?

The next three sections address these research questions. 
II. Water Disputes in Africa and Europe : The Cases of Nile and Danube 
This section analyzes the Nile and Danube disputes in Africa and Europe, respectively. It shows that bilateral negotiations between Egypt and Sudan have amicably resolved the Nile dispute. Similarly, Hungary and Sudan have successfully negotiated a settlement of the Danube dispute. In both cases, concerns over environmental disasters, water navigation, and hydropower generation have dictated the courses of the conflicts and their resolutions. 
The Nile Dispute.  The Nile is 3.04 million km long and its water is shared by at least 10 African countries (See Map 1). The riparian countries are Burundi, Democratic Republic of Congo, Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Rwanda, Sudan, Tanzania, and Uganda. The average annual flow of the Nile is 84BCM. The problem with Nile originated after the riparian countries gained independence from colonial powers. The core issue is whether the river will be controlled upstream or down. Two major conflicting parties are Egypt and Sudan. Egypt being a powerful lower riparian country, has historically rejected any proposals for the construction of any storage facility in the upstream country. In 1954, negotiations between Egypt and Sudan began for the first time and ended inconclusively. In 1959, they signed the first agreement on the full utilization of Nile Waters. Between 1967 and 1972, a regional project was taken with UNDP support for the collection and sharing of hydrometeorological data. Since 1993, water diplomacy among the Nile riparian countries intensified, with the formation of a technical cooperation committee that year, the creation of Nile council of ministers in 1997, and the first meeting of the technical advisory committee in 1998. In 1999 the Nile Basin Initiative was established, which launched its first trans-boundary environmental project in Sudan 2004.
Map 1: The Nile River

On sharing the Nile water, Egypt and Sudan had agreed on the following provisions in the 1959 Agreement:

· The average flow of the river is 84CBM, of which the evaporation and seepage is estimated to be 10CBC

· Of the available 74CBC, Egypt will get 48CBC, and Sudan 4CBC; the remaining 22 CBC will be distributed as 7.5CBC for Egypt and 14.5 CBC for Sudan.

· In essence, Egypt gets 55.5 CBC, and Sudan gets 18.5CBC

· Any increase or decrease in the flow of water will be apportioned based on population estimate

The Nile dispute shows that geopolitically powerful country, such as Egypt’s, can offset the disadvantage of a lower riparian country in shaping the outcomes of hydropolitics. It also indicates that having a favorable political regime in upper riparian country, such as pro-Egypt General Ibrahim Abboud, can facilitate greater collaboration in resolving a dispute. Burden-sharing is also very important in resolving water disputes. This is evident in the fact that Egypt has agreed to fund water enhancement projects in upstream Sudan, with important cost-sharing responsibilities for Sudan, as well (Wolf and Newton, nd). Although the 1959 Agreement has been in effect for more than 50 years, it has often come under attack from upstream countries. For instance, in March 2011 several upstream countries – Kenya, Uganda, Ethiopia, Tanzania and Rwanda signed an agreement to alter the existing water sharing pattern. They reason that the distribution pattern allows Egypt to enjoy the lion share shares of the Nile water, and Egypt can veto any water projects conceived by other riparian countries (Sudan Tribune, March 3, 2011) 
The Danube Dispute. The Danube is an international river shared by 17 European countries (See Map 2). The controversial Danube dispute between Hungary and Slovakia centers on the construction of a dam in the Danube to divert the water onto Slovak territory. The conflict dates back to a May 6, 1976 Agreement between Czechoslovakia and Hungary, which called for the creation of the Gabcikovo-Nagymoros Barrage System to divert Danube water into two new canals. The proposed Barrage System would also have a water reservoir and two hydroelectric power projects. Despite warnings from the environmentalists, the project was perceived to meet the energy needs of the two countries. 

After the democratic upheaval in East Europe, which also swept into Czechoslovakia and Hungary, an environmental study predicted that the Gabcikovo-Nagymoros Barrage System would have adverse effect on fresh water supply, and damage plant and organic resources. The study findings were interpreted differently. Czechoslovakia thought technical corrections to the proposed dam would be sufficient to address ecological concerns. It also insisted on the unilateral construction of the dam, if Hungary quits the 1976 Agreement. Hungary opposed the Czecholsovak stance. It postponed the project for environmental reasons, and for funding crisis. Czecholovakia’s unilateral construction of the dam would mean the redrawing of the natural boundary between Hungary and Czecholovakia – the middle of Danube. This would have serious economic implications due to the fact that Hungarian trade passing through the Danube may be subject to Slovak tariffs and duties. 

In 1992, the European Commission intervened. It formed a trilateral committee of experts to settle the dispute. In October 1992, the trilateral committee reached a diplomatic solution – known as the London Protocol. Under the London Protocol, Slovakia would postpone construction of the barrage. In return it was guaranteed that at least 95% of the water flow in the old Danube be maintained. Eventually the dispute resulted into a case filed to the International Court of Justice, whose decision was pending in1997. While the case was pending at ICJ, Hungaryand Slovakia signed a temporary deal, allowing the former to continue diversion of water by Slovakiato the Szigetkoz region. Under the deal, Hungary would construct, at its own cost, a weir at Dunakiliti to divert water to the tributaries of old Danube.  

Map 2: The Danube River
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In resolving the dispute, the ICJ asked the parties – Hungary and Slovakia – to reach an amicable solution based on their treaty obligations, and an assessment of damages borne by them. In light with the ICJ directions, scientists from the two countries conducted joint environmental monitoring and evaluation study to assess the impact of the dam on the Danube. This sets a positive example that political goodwill and scientific study can assuage water conflicts and reduce tensions between countries sharing a common river (Jansky and Murakami 2005). 

Several lessons can be learnt from the Hungary-Slovak dispute over the Danube. First, water diversion projects may create environmental concerns, and change the political boundary between states. Second, the presence of a strong regional institution, such as the European Union may offer a mediating role in settling such dispute. Third, unresolved water dispute may be referred to the ICJ. Fourth, while a case is pending at ICJ, disputing parties may negotiate a temporary agreement to facilitate part of the original water project in favor of their national interests. Finally, joint scientific study can form the basis for an amicable solution to water disputes. 
In summary, the Nile and Danube cases show the longstanding nature of water disputes. They also indicate the threats such disputes pose to bilateral relations and regional peace. To what extent the South Asian cases show a similar pattern? This question is addressed in the next section. 
III.  Water Disputes in South Asia: The Cases of Brahmaputra, Ganges, Tipaimukh, and Teesta

This section analyzes four international river disputes affecting South Asia. These are the Indo-China dispute over Brahmaputra, and the Indo-Bangladesh disputes over Ganges, Tipaimukh, and Teesta. The analysis shows the hegemonic attitudes of India and China to its regional neighbors. Such attitudes have often ignored the water needs of lower riparian countries. 
The Brahmaputra Dispute. Brahmaputra (Yarlung Tsangpo in Chinese) is a major international river spanning Bangladesh, India, and Nepal (See Map 3). China’s plan to divert the Brahmaputra River to supply water to the arid northern part of the country has created serious tensions in India. The scheme, which is part of China’s South to North Diversion Water Diversion Project (SNWDP), wishes to generate 40,000 megawatts of hydropower. The proposed Brahmaputra diversion plan seeks to withdraw water from the Yalong, Dadu and Jinsha rivers and pass them to the Yellow River. In addition to generating electricity, it is also expected to supply water to the agricultural and industrial sites in northern China.
Map 3: The Brahmaputra River
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India is concerned at China’s unilateral steps in diverting the flow of Brahmaputra. Such concerns are based on the past experiences, which indicate that the breach of a dam in the Tibetan plateau in China may cause serious flooding and loss of lives and properties. In June and August of 2000, floods in Indian states of Arunachal and Himachal, caused by Tibet-origin waters killed more than 100 people  (Ramachandran 2000). Other low riparian countries dependent on Tibetan-origin rivers, such as, Bangladesh, Nepal, Pakistan, Cambodia and Vietnam are also at risk. If the proposed Brahmaputra diversion project is implemented, these South and Southeastern countries will experience serious environmental and ecological disasters. 

Indian experts allege that the current Ganges water dispute has already worsened relationship between Bangladesh and India. The Brahmaputra project, if implemented, would add further pressures in Indo-Bangladesh relations. They indicate that Bangladesh-origin and climate-induced refugees to India’s Assam state has created tensions in the receiving society. Further outmigration from Bangladesh, caused by the drying up of Brahmaputra would trigger ethnic conflict in Assam, and political tensions between India and Bangladesh (Ramachandran 2000). 
Looking at Beijings river behavior, Brahma Chellaney calls China a hydro-hegemon. In Chellaney’s analysis a hydro-hegemon is a country with control over the largest trans-boundary river flows in the world and the highest number of man-made dams, which neglects the needs of other riparian countries sharing international river water with it (Chellaney 2011). China’s ideological and geopolitical allies, such as North Korea and Pakistan have also experienced unilateral river policy of Beijing. The crux of the problem, many river experts suggest, is China’s insistence on unilateral approach, and its unwillingness to reach any binding commitment with neighbors on resolving river disputes. 
Is it possible for low stream countries, such as, Bangladesh, India, Nepal, and Pakistan to gang up against China and create pressures on Beijing to resolve the Brahmaputra dispute? The answer is no. This is due to the fact that there are so many bilateral water disputes among the low stream countries in South Asia. Two such disputes are the Indo-Nepal conflict over Mahakali water, the Indo-Bangla conflict over Ganges water. Interestingly, the way China behaves with India on water issues appears to be similar to the way India behaves with its small South Asian neighbors. However, the major difference between Beijing’s and Delhi’s attitude is the former is unwilling to sign binding commitment on common river, whereas the latter – though sign binding agreements – is often found to foul them. To get a better understanding of India’s water disputes with Bangladesh, one needs to look into the Ganges, Tipaimukh, and Teesta conflicts. 

The Ganges Dispute. The Ganges is one of the largest international rivers transcending boundaries in several Asian countries (See Map 4). It flushes an estimated 1.08 million sq km, of which 85% in India, 14% in Nepal, 0.35% in China, and 0.5% in Bangladesh. The river is 260 km long in Bangladesh, with a flushing area of 46,300 sq km – nearly one third of Bangladesh.  
Originated in the Himalyan glaciers, the Ganges flows from the Indian states of Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, and West Bengal before it enters Bangladesh. As a lower riparian country, Bangladesh is heavily dependent on India for the availability of Ganges water. 

Map 4: The Ganges River
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The Ganges water dispute is at the heart of bilateral relations between India and Bangladesh (Swain 1993). For many South Asian observers, most Bangladeshis see India through the lens of Ganges water dispute. The dispute centers on the construction of a barrage in India, which would augment the flow of Ganges water at the Farakka point. The initial goal of the Farakka barrage was to address the water needs of Kolkata port and Bangladesh during the dry seasons (Haq, nd, Tiwari 19189). The plan was conceived in 1951 and was shelved at the opposition of the then Pakistan government. 
After the independence of Bangladesh in 1971, India and Bangladesh set up a joint river commission in November 1972 to promote equitable sharing of common rivers in the region (McGregor 2000). In 1975, an interim agreement between Bangladesh and India allowed the latter to conduct an experimental operation of the Farakka barrage for 41 days from April 21 to May 31. Violating international law, India unilaterally withdrew the Ganges water in 1976 and 1977. Bangladesh internationalized the issue at the United Nations (UN), Non Aligned Movement (NAM), and the Organization of Islamic Conference (OIC). The diplomatic efforts failed to produce any effective solution. After the Janata  Dal came to power in India in 1977, a five-year water sharing accord was signed between Dhaka and Delhi. The 1977 accord was extended in two phases until 1988. Between 1988 and 1996, India did not agree on further extension of the Ganges accord, and unilaterally withdrew Ganges water. 
Diplomatic breakthrough came in December 1996, after the Awami League Government in Bangladesh concluded a deal with India on Ganges water sharing. Under the 1996 Ganges Accord, India would maintain the water flow at Farakka at the average level of past 40 years, and Bangladesh was guaranteed 35,000 cusec water at any critical time. The two countries also agreed to cooperate on long term augmentation of Ganges water and reaching deals on the sharing of other common rivers. 
One needs to understand why the Ganges water means so much to Bangladesh, and why it felt necessary to internationalize the issue at the UN and other forums. The answer is simple. India’s unilateral water diversion at the Farakka point has had serious environmental effects. The shortage of Ganges water has caused increasing salinity and intrusion of salt-water in the Padma basin areas. It has also affected the navigational patterns, reduced fishing resources, and adversely affected the agriculture and vegetation. Critics often describe India’s behavior as that of a regional bully, which tends to ignore the needs of the small neighbors to pursue its self interest (Abbas 1987, McGregor 2010). India responds to the critics by stressing that its central government is always under pressure from the people in Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, and West Bengal to maximize the flow of Ganges water, and any concession to Bangladesh is seen as a betrayal to state constituencies. Bangladeshi public is also critical of any failure to get equitable share of the Ganges water. India’s unwillingness to settle the dispute in regional or multilateral forums is premised on the belief that such process may result in more concessions to neighboring countries (Bhasin 1996). 
In summary, several lessons can be learnt from the Indo-Bangladesh Ganges dispute. First, India’s unilateral withdrawal of Ganges water at the Farakka point has adverse effects on Bangladesh. Second, India’s insistence on bilateral dispute settlement mechanism has prevailed over Bangladesh’s call for multilateral dispute settlement. Third, the 1977 Ganges Accord, its subsequent extension, and the 1996 Accord indicate that bilateral negotiations may produce amicable solutions, if backed by sustained political will in two countries. Finally, like china’s hydro-hegemonic attitude toward India and its South Asian neighbors, India’s regional bully-like behavior has irked many in South Asia. This is further evident in                                                                               the cases of Tipaimukh dam and Teesta debacle discussed below.

The Tipaimukh Dispute. The Indian Government’s plan to construct the Tipaimukh dam on the border of Kolashib district of Mizoram and the Churachandpur district of Manipur has raised serious concerns among environmentalists and water experts in Bangladesh (See Map 5). Although the Indian Government has repeatedly assured Bangladesh of no unilateral diversion of water in the upstream areas, without any prior discussion with Bangladesh, the signing of a deal between the Government of Manipur state and National Power Corporation of India Limited (NPCIL) came as a surprise to many in Dhaka. The proposed Tipaimukh dam is a multipurpose plant, which would generate 1,500 megawatt hydropower, and control the water to mediate flood in the plains.  Although the agreement between Manipur Government and NPCIL does not refer to the erection of any barrage or diversion of water, it is known that Delhi has reached an understanding with Assam on the construction of a barrage at Fulertal in Chachar district. 
Map 5: The Tipaimukh Dam Project
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The proposed Tipaimukh dam project has received mixed reactions from Bangladeshi intellectuals, environmentalists, and policymakers. Optimists, such as Bangladesh Prime Minister’s foreign policy advisor Mr. Gowher Rizvi stresses that Bangladesh may benefit from having access to Tipaimukh’s hydropower project. Others argue that any water diversion by the Tipaimukh dam may be offset by additional rainwater from lower Assam, Mizoram, Nagaland, and Tripura to the Barak river in Sylhet (Choudhury 2011). Skeptics reject such ‘hydropower’ and ‘additional water’ theories. For instance, water expert M. Enamul Haque, and columnist Barrister Harun ur Rashid argue that India has a track record of giving false assurances to the people of Bangladesh (Haque 2011; Rashid 2011). Hence, any water diversion in the upstream area will have adverse effect on the irrigation and farming activities in the lower riparian Sylhet and Moulavibazar districts of Bangladesh. Increasing water flow during the summer may cause flash floods and damage the Boro production in Sylhet. In addition to the possibilities of drying up or flooding the lower riparian Sylhet regions, the proposed Tipaimukh dam – located in the seismically active area—is vulnerable to a major earthquake and can spell a huge environmental disaster.
 

Responding to the critics, Dhaka and Delhi have agreed on a joint study to monitor and evaluate the feasibility of the proposed Tipaimukh dam in the upstream area of northeastern India (Saikia 2012). It remains to be seen the extent to which the joint study works like the way Hungary and Slovakia have worked on resolving the dispute over the Danube. 

The Teesta Dispute. Teesta is a major international river, which originates in India’s Sikkim. It runs through 97 km in India and 124 km in Bangladesh (See Map 6). The northern and northeastern districts in Bangladesh are heavily dependent on the flow of Teesta for agricultural and navigational purposes. India has a upstream barrage in Teesta at Gazaldoba point, and Bangladesh has a downstream barrage in Teesta. The Bangladeshi barrage is designed to ensure water for irrigation purposes, and to control flood water in 75,000 hectares agricultural land. 

The Teesta river dispute centers on Bangladesh’s claim to get 55% share of the Teesta water at the Gazaldoba point, and India’s failure to comply with Bangladesh’s demand. During Indian Prime Minister’s September 2011 visit to Bangladesh, it was expected that Delhi would sign an agreement with Dhaka on sharing the water of Teesta. The agreement was not signed at the last moment because of opposition from West Bengal’s chief minister Mamata Banerjee. Mamata’s stance was to give downstream Bangladesh only 25% of the Teesta water.
Map 6: The Teesta River




The Teesta dispute has adverse effects on Bangladesh. Bangladesh finished construction of the Teesta barrage in 1998. However, shortage of water during the dry season has made it mostly ineffective. The ministerial level mechanism – the Joint River Commission (JRC)—has never been able to address the issue with considerable weight. When the 37th JRC meeting in March 2010 decided that an agreement on Teesta will be signed in one year, it created hopes in Bangladesh, which ultimately died at the objection of West Bengal to seal a deal giving Bangladesh 50% to 55% Teesta water (Chandrasekharan 2012). 

Several lessons can be learnt from the Teesta disaster. First, like the Ganges and Tipaimukh disputes, the Teesta conflict shows the negative effects of water conflicts on regional peace and stability. Second, being a lower riparian country, Bangladesh is at the mercy of the upper riparian India on the sharing of a common river. Third, bilateral consultation at the JRC meetings can hardly produce any concrete results, unless the state chief ministers clears up the road to signing an agreement. 

In summary, the Brahmaputra, Ganges,  Tipaimukh, and Teesta disputes reveal the pressing issues in water disputes in South Asia, and the challenges to their resolution. The next section addresses three possible ways out to deal with the South Asian water disputes affecting Bangladesh-India relations. 
IV.  Resolving River Disputes in South Asia: The Way Out

The foregoing discussion shows that water disputes pose serious challenges to regional peace and stability. There are at least three options to deal with the disputes. These three options are discussed below. 


Doing nothing. The first option is doing nothing. It means maintaining the status quo. In the Ganges, Tipaimukh, and Teesta cases, adopting such as policy would require Bangladesh would to solely rely on India’s assurances and pursuing no strategy. The cost of doing so is enormous. If India abrogates the 1996 Ganges Accord, constructs the Tipaimukh dam to withdraw upstream water, and does not sign the Teesta Accord, the results would be devastating to Bangladesh. Increasing salinity, siltation of the major rivers, and shortage of water would destroy the agricultural pattern, navigational routes, and throw thousands of people into abject poverty. On the Indian side, doing nothing would also be detrimental to its interest. River disputes, if unresolved, would increase anti-Indian sentiments in South Asia, and create further obstacles on trade, development and connectivity projects. 


Pursuing unilateral actions. The second option is pursuing unilateral actions. In Indo-Bangladesh context, this refers to Indian attitude as an upstream country to addressing the concerns of downstream Bangladesh. As the Ganges, Tipaimukh, and Teesta casess suggest, India has historically ignored Bangladesh’s opposition to unilateral withdrawal of water. Although the 1996 Ganges Accord has called for mutual cooperation on other common rivers, there is hardly any evidence that any effective joint initiatives have been taken. India’s unilateral action would not only create discord in bilateral relations with Bangladesh, but also dampen the hopes for institutionalizing sub-regional and regional cooperation in South Asia. 

Pursuing collaborative actions. The third option is pursuing collaborative actions. This is the best strategy. It requires recognizing water sharing challenges as legitimate concerns, which may cause non-military disputes, with potentials for military conflicts. The lessons from Egypt-Sudan cooperation on Nile water sharing, and Hungary-Solavakia cooperation on Danube water sharing indicate that bilateral negotiations may often produce the most effective results in addressing international river disputes. The mediating role of the European Union in Danube dispute is worth noting here. It demonstrates the political leverage of an effective regional organization in peace settlement of disputes among regional countries. 

Joint scientific study on water availability and environmental impact of a dam or hydropower project can also be fruitful. The Danube case shows that the International Court of Justice suggests disputing countries to conduct joint studies. Such studies should be based on disputing countries’ treaty obligations, and should aim at correcting the past or present environmental damages done by a river project. 

There will be challenges in pursuing a collaborative policy. For instance, the Teesta case shows how center-state relations in India may affect the signing of a river agreement. As a lower riparian country, Bangladesh should have foreseen potential barriers to the Teesta deal, and took necessary steps to remove those barriers. Many river experts say that West Bengal’s Teesta water scarcity can be addressed by getting water from Sikkim. Issue linkages could be another option. It requires offering incentives in other issue areas in return for the desired water from common rivers. 

Power politics and hegemonic behavior may often dictate the outcome of a water dispute. This paper shows that Egypt, China, and India have demonstrated such attitudes toward their neighbors, with whom they share international rivers. Overcoming the dominant behavior can present formidable challenge for upstream or downstream countries. The best strategy is to create a strong pool of diplomatic negotiators, well-informed in the technical details of international river laws, and the rights and responsibilities of basin countries. Given the fact that environmental disasters can be caused by diversion of river waters or the damage in a dam, adequate preparations should be taken to prevent, manage, and mitigate the effects of such disasters. 
Concluding Remarks

This paper analyzes the nature of international water disputes. It argues that lessons learnt from the Nile and Danube disputes can be used to resolve the South Asian river disputes. In resolving the water disputes, Bangladesh and its South Asian neighbors have three options: doing nothing; pursuing unilateral actions; and pursuing collaborative actions. This paper contends that the last option offers the best strategy. It requires the use of joint scientific study, bilateral and multilateral negotiations, and appropriate steps to deal with any consequences of environmental disasters caused by rive disputes. 
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