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Re - evaluation
of Nepal - India
ties stressed

By Ajaya Bhadra Khanal

KATHMANDU - More than 80
experts from Nepal and India sat
down to discuss the “complex”
Nepal-India relations. And after
two-days of deliberations, they
reached a consensus on Thursday
on the need foroverallre-evaluation
of the.relations based on “mutual
suspicion and secret agreements,”
including the 1950 treaty between
the two countries.

Political analyst Rishikesh Shah
said that Nepal-India relations should
be scrutinized closely. “Basic to such
scrutiny should be a timely review of
our 43-year-old- Treaty of Peace and
Friendship and the letters exchanged
with it,”” he said. The two have so far
provided a “tangible basis for
understanding and cooperation
between our two countries in the
spheres of security and development,”
according to Shah.

One of the basis for future
Nepal-India relations lay on Nepal
using its potential of water

resources.
Said Abid Hussain, vice-
chairman of the Rajiv Gandhi
Institute for Contemporary Studies,
“In this improved environment, I
think that it is time for both sides to
push harder on the greatest India-
Nepal economic project, namely,
cooperalion on river waters.
“Hydro-power, ecology and bio-
diversity are three areas where Nepal is
enomously rich,” Hussain said. “And
its proper, environmentally sustainable
development would help correct the
imbalances and inequities in Nepal’s
economic relations with India while
simultaneously benefitting the latter.”
Yet the history of Nepal-India
relationships have been “plagued
with acrimony and controversy,”
over the use of water resources.
The Koshi agreement of 1954
gave India the right to construct a
barrage within the Nepal border.
The barrage provided flood-control

and irrigation facilities to huge tracts |

of Indian soil.
(See Nepal-India, page 8)
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The Gandaki agreement of
1959 also gave India huge benefits.
But its benefit to Nepal, according
to the Economic Times, was only 6
per cent compared to that accruing
to India.

Pashupati S Rana, amemberof
the House of Representatives, also
says that Nepal could not safe guard
itsinterests in the case of Tanakpur
either,

“Whatever Nepal received in
lieu of the permission to construct
a part of the Tanakpur dam in her
territory shonld have beenreceived
as’ her ‘“right”" he says.
“Unfortunately the agreementdoes
not recognize this right. On the
contrary it makes out that India has
gilted some electricity and water
for irrigation to Nepal.”

The Nepal-India relations also
have other stumbling blocks.

Surya Dhungel and Bipin
Adhikari think that the problem
lies with the psychology of the
respective governments and the
peoples. In their paper they furnish
some examples reflecting the
psychology of both Indians and
Nepalese.

For example, they quoted
comments from Indian scholarR §
Chauhan, who in 1990 went as far
as to say that, “It (Nepal) joined
hands with Bangladesh and
Pakistan - ‘two fundamentalist
countries of the region who are
receiving arms from China thereby
serving as a vital link in their plan
to besiege India.”

“Similarly, the psychology of
Nepalese people is also founded

onsuchnotionsthateventhecomect -

viewpoints give the negative
impression: due to biases and
subjective statements,” they said.
Anirudha Gupta, also sums up
this psychology when he says that
“in any equation between a rich
“baniya’ and a subsistence
consumer, it is natural for the latter
to be constantly on the watch lest
he be cheated. i
“When such suspicioninvades

inter-state relations every act of
compliance becomes an act of
complicity and every protest a’
demonstration of nationalism."”

*“All this does not suggest that’
India is blameless,” he says. “Its’
political class is too cunning to
prove reliable to anybody. And its
bureaucratical class likes to ride
high over all others on clay-foot..
Together, these classes believe that
India is a power because they are in
power. Hence, they cannot care
less if others complainoreven dare
to question their hegemony.

Gupta says, “Such a political,
bureaucratic establishment cannot
meet genuine needs of the
neighbouring countries. It may at
times concede a point or two, but
seidom a measure of indulgent
generosuy. neither should the latter 5*
expect it.” 7

“The importance of Nepal has
not dawned upon both the
bureaucracy and the government
of India,” former Indian Secretary
of External Affairs Muchkund
Dubey said. i

In the face of the'se two major
problems Indian experts pointed
out two hopes.

The first, according to Abid,
Hussain, was the global, regional
and internal changes. The global
change towards economic
liberalization and reform would be
the basis on which future
relationships would depend.

Anirudha Gupta, Professor at
the Jawaharlal Nehru University
also thought similarly. He said that
Nepal cannot change its

_geographical position or India’s

behaviour. So the solution was to
search for opportunities the
international trends offer.
“Over-politicization of asmall
country can lead to divisive
tendencies and distort its economic
priorities,” he said concluding that
Nepal should concentrate more on
making itself a neutral ground like
Switzerland and become a centre
for specialized research and
communications.




