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EDITORIAL POLICY
Water Nepal is published two times a year by Nepal Water Conservation
Foundation. Water Nepal is a publication for planners, engineers, scientists, policy
makers, and administrators engaged in water development and management. Its aim
is to function as a forum for sharing experiences in different aspects of water resource development. Each issue of Water Nepal includes summaries of new techniques, reflections on current approaches in water development, management, research findings, and case studies of innovative practices including field experience.
As a matter of policy Water Nepal publishes articles not published elsewhere. But
pieces that are of policy relevance for Nepal, that serve educational purposes, will
be included.
Editorials, feature articles, and reports in Water Nepal will discuss water management problems, analysis of long term development needs and trends, dispute resolution, impact assessment and mitigation, overcoming weaknesses and ensuring institutional learning for sustainable water development; as well as balancing water
development with social and environmental objectives at the micro, meso and macro
levels by understanding the interdisciplinary relationship between water use and
sustainability.
Each issue of Water Nepal includes
Editorial: Issue and Authors – an overview of the articles and authors in the
issue.
Viewpoint – a column that offers views on contemporary water development
issues and provides a connecting thread to the views presented in the articles of the particular volume.
Feature Articles – detailed presentations of theory and practices in water development. Members of Editorial Advisory Board and other peer reviewers
review these.
Reports on Gray Literature – reviews of past or contemporary public documents in Nepal and abroad.
Book Review – books selected by the editorial board and reviewed by experts in the appropriate field.
An Editorial Advisory Board of practitioners, scholars, and professionals involved in water development assists the editors in selecting materials included in
Water Nepal.
Opinions expressed in the article rest with the author/s and do not reflect
views of Nepal Water Conservation Foundation, advisors of the journal or its funders.
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Editorial
ISSUE AND AUTHORS
Allow us to pose a question uncomfortable for some but trite for others: what
would make a South Asian mother feel more secure – safe drinking water or nuclear bombs for defence?
We pose this question because recent events in South Asia have made omelettes out of development eggs, and what was obvious yesterday, is now no longer
so. In May 1998, there were eleven nuclear tests – five by India and six by Pakistan – which obliterated in one stroke both the sense of security South Asians once
enjoyed and the conventional models of development, especially for water resources.
The arms race is a reality, which will succeed in cornering resources that could
have been allocated to health, drinking water and education. India’s 1998 budget
shows a 14 % increase in defence spending over what many development workers
argue was in 1997 an already high level.
Water resource development, which has been characterised by institutions
with a strong colonial legacy as a state-led venture of sweeping grandeur and expense, will also feel the repercussions of this omelette-making. The 1996 river water agreements – the treaty between Nepal and India on the Mahakali River as well
as that between India and Bangladesh on the Ganga waters at Farakka – are set on
implementing large supply augmentation schemes such as the 6,480 MW
Pancheshwor High Dam on the Mahakali and the Ganga Barrage in Bangladesh.
Both project proposals are highly resource intensive and cannot be initiated without Northern finance and supplies. The need for huge government loans applies to
Kalabagh Project in Pakistan also. Given the vitiated international atmosphere from
sanctions and the acrimony between the two South Asian Powers, sovereign loans
will be difficult to negotiate. It is doubtful if private sector financiers will be
willing to fish in the muddy waters of large water schemes characterised by long
gestation periods.
The other path is of maximum self-reliance which, given current global production relations, can never reach economic autarky. Pursuing this path will be even
more difficult for our water institutions, which have conventionally defined the problems of South Asian water in a unitary frame of hydraulic construction in disregard of the diversity in physical and social environments that demand creative approaches in local management. More serious will be issues of massive resource
mobilisation that, to be successful, may well bite into defence budgets. We asked
in a previous issue of Water Nepal where was that saddle point at which colossal
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investments in the arms race end and the equally massive investments in such water resource projects begin.1 The question is now no longer just academic.
This painful first order question has to be asked anew because old answers are no
longer relevant.
This issue of Water Nepal includes articles on both the micro and the macro
perspectives. Though the interface between them remains fuzzy, we need greater
creativity in order to define this grey zone so that water resource development
projects will become but a consensual facet of good water resource management.
It is only then that all South Asian mothers may be free of the fear that their babies
will die of diarrhoea or hepatitis. The differing perspectives on micro and macro
level approaches mean that clean drinking water, affordable electricity, reliable water
supply for irrigation, and meaningful flood mitigation without disastrous social and
environmental consequences all have to be judged with new yardsticks of solidarity which mesh poverty alleviation with security.
The viewpoint by Ramaswamy R. Iyer brings forth the known but infrequently acknowledged realities in executing waters projects. Iyer was the Water
Resources Secretary in the Government of India from 1985 to 1987. He also served
as a member of the Five-Member Group set up by the Ministry of Water Resources
to examine various issues relating to the Sardar Sarovar Project (1993-1995) and
of the, high-level expert committee (Hanumantha Rao Committee) that reviewed
environmental and rehabilitation aspects of the Tehri Hydroelectric Project (199697). Based on his insights from these reviews, Iyer suggests the need to transcend
the blinkered mindset that limits itself to the debate over large and small to a more
creative level of discussion.
The first feature article is by Anna Vari, who is a Senior Research Fellow at
the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. She reviews the negotiations between Hungary and Slovakia concerning the development of the Gabcikovo-Nagymaros Dam
on the Danube River. The author differentiates between “positional negotiation”
and “interest-based negotiation”, and argues that negotiation based on interest can
lead to the successful and environmentally sustainable sharing of a natural resource
between countries while negotiation based on reiterating nationalistic “positions”
gets bogged down in a “zero-sum” game.
Ben Crow, Assistant Professor at University of California, who spent almost
a decade studying the process of negotiation between India and Bangladesh on sharing the Ganga waters at Farakka, reviews the five new initiatives started in South
Asia between 1996 and 1997. He identifies these initiatives as new beginnings
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because the onus for co-operative water development is beginning to shift from
the diplomatic sphere into the economic and markets spheres. The private sector
indeed play an important role in water resource development but, as the author points
out, a context in which the state, the market, and civil society engage with each
other creatively results in more productive outcomes than does the market alone.
In the third feature article Ashok Swain, currently Associate Preofessor at
Uppasala in Sweden shows the gap between the intention and the implementation
of bilateral initiatives. His analysis of the agreements on the Ganga at Farakka and
on the Mahakali River highlights their political nature. Pointing out that the water
development approach in the region has led to high social costs, the author argues
for a re-conceptualisation of the notion of social security in inter governmental initiatives on water. In consonance with its decentralised nature, water management
must have strong local orientations, and peoples concern brought to the centre.
Dipak Gyawali, a member of the Royal Nepal Academy of Science and Technology, analyses the dynamics of technological interventions in North Bihar. His
analysis reveals the stark gap between the perspective of hierarchic agencies and
that of the grassroot organisations. The hierarchic assertion of legitimacy is seen
in the exchanges between the Government of Bihar and the Union Government of
India in the aftermath of the Treaty on the Ganga River at Farakka. The discussion
of the governments conveniently filters out the critique of social activist groups in
Bihar, who argue that the flooding and water logging caused by embankments construction exacerbates destitution and perpetuates poverty. The analysis concludes
with a plea for creative engagements between the three social-environmental institutions that Ben Crow mentions – the state, the market and civil society.
While the debates over the ideal size of intervention in water resource management continue, a silent revolution has occurred in South Asia, particularly India. The accessibility and flexibility of the pump technology used to tap groundwater
triggered the revolution. Access to pumps has brought underground water under
individual control and improved the reliability of supply; as a result, irrigated agriculture has become less chaotic. The use of pumps has increased production and
agrarian wealth but has also had adverse consequences. Drawing upon lessons from
the irrigation and drinking water sector in India, Tushaar Shah, member of the Institute for Social and Environmental Transition, explores the linkages between poverty alleviation and groundwater resource management. The bottom line of his analysis is that farmers must have assured access to water, whether articulated through
ascribed rights, collective action, or water markets. Assured access to water
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creates opportunities for the poor to generate enough to break the poverty trap but
also raises several questions about how the approach can be replicated on a large
scale. Shah’s suggestions for innovations in tackling these questions support
the demand for an unbiased analysis of the larger issues of water development
and management.
The Gray Literature Section reviews Nepal’s hydropower sector. Kumar
Pandey reviews the history and the nature of the public debate over hydropower
development and the responses made in Nepal by state organisations, including
multilateral financing agencies. Pandey also sets a less risk prone framework for
harnessing the rivers in Nepal for hydropower generation that builds local capacities. In his analysis, Pandey reviews the Energy Section of the Agriculture Perspective Plan (APP), the 1996 Medium Hydropower Project (MHSP), the Hydropower
Report of the 1997 Water Strategy Formulation Programme and Tariff Reduction
and Buy Back Rate Announcement of 1998.
Narendra Kumar Lal reviews the book Gated or Ungated: Water Control in
Government-built Irrigation Systems, Comparative Research in Nepal, written by
Trilokya Man Singh Pradhan. The reviewer, who is a Senior Divisional Engineer
at HMG’s Department of Irrigation, links the researcher’s findings with the challenges the department faces in reconciling technology with the policy initiatives of
irrigation system turnover and in involving the farmers in irrigation management.
Sudhindra Sharma reviews the proceedings on Water Rights, Policy, and Conflicts. He juxtaposes the production of knowledge on water rights in Nepal to the
response made by state agencies in dealing with the issue of rights over water, which
has emerged as a contentious subject in dry seasons.

NOTES
1
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VIEWPOINT

WATER PROJECTS IN TROUBLE: WHAT LESSONS?
RAMASWAMY R. IYER
Research Professor
Centre for Policy Research, New Delhi

In recent years several large dam projects have run into trouble. The Sardar Sarovar
(Narmada) Project and the Tehri Hydro-Electric Project are stalled. For the planners and managers of projects, the repeated stretching of the construction period is
doubtless very frustrating, since it adds to the capital costs, makes project financing more difficult and postpones the realisation of the benefits. From the national
point of view, vast resources have been sunk into these projects already, but no
benefits have accrued so far, nor do they seem likely to accrue in the near future.
On the other hand, from the point of view of those who are opposing the projects,
much damage has already been caused to the environment and much misery already inflicted on the people, and some of these impacts may be irreversible or
irremediable. Rehabilitation programs, however well intentioned, are badly flawed
in implementation. Public interest litigations against these projects have been pending in the courts for years and no final decisions seem likely to be forthcoming for
several more years. Judges hearing the matter keep changing because of retirement
or other reasons and new judges have to be briefed afresh. For various reasons, the
cases proceed very slowly indeed. Altogether, this is a most unsatisfactory situation. Could this kind of impasse have been avoided? Can it be avoided in future
cases? What lessons can be learnt from the Narmada and Tehri experiences?
Some may say that the prime lesson to be learnt is that such projects should
not be undertaken at all. There are clearly two views on the subject. One point of
view is that, given the projected magnitudes of population growth, demand for food
and water, requirements of energy, and so on, supply-side solutions in the form of
“mega” projects are inescapable. In this view, any adverse environmental, human
or social consequences that large dams might have can be mitigated or compensated for. The opposite point of view is that the impacts and consequences of such
projects can never be fully foreseen, much less mitigated or compensated for; that
the benefits claimed are rarely fully realised; that such benefits as accrue cannot
possibly outweigh the social and environmental costs; that on balance such projects
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do far more harm than good; and that large-dams are symbols of totally wrong notions of development.
Unfortunately one rarely comes across a comprehensive and judicious examination of these opposing points of view; instead what one generally encounters
is partisan advocacy and abuse. Each side tends to charge the other with secret agendas, corruption, foreign-funding, etc. If one raises questions about the meaning of
“development” and the wisdom of the developmental path which necessitates such
projects, one is apt to be dismissed as a romantic or as an enemy of development.
Terms such as “environmental lobby”, “eco-terrorism” and “eco-fundamentalism”
are freely used. On the other hand, some of the opponents of such projects tend to
denigrate the supporters of projects as the “pro-dam lobby”. In such an atmosphere,
a serious debate becomes very difficult. Attitudes tend to get polarised. Everyone
is expected to declare his or her position for or against dams; anyone who refuses
to do so, but addresses hard questions to both sides, is likely to please neither!
I wonder whether we shall get a definitive pronouncement on this vexed controversy after two years when the World Commission on Dams recently set up by
the World Bank and the World Conservation Union (IUCN) submits its report.
Meanwhile, without going into fundamental questions of development, sustainability
and the future of planet earth, and assuming that some large dam projects will continue to be undertaken, let me set down briefly a few points which have struck me
forcefully during the course of my own involvement in these matters, first as Secretary Water Resources in the Government of India (1985-87) and later as a member of two major review committees, one on the Sardar Sarovar Project (1993-1995),
and the other on the Tehri Hydro-Electric Project (1996-97).
What I noticed during these reviews was that while everyone pays lip service to environmental and social concerns, very few are willing to undertake a radical re-examination of an on-going project. There is a tendency to treat the project
as sacrosanct and to keep saying that while social and environmental issues should
be looked into, the project must go on and must not be disturbed. It is readily and
tacitly assumed that all such projects are beneficial and necessary. Even if one bypasses the larger question of the justifiability of such projects in general, the fact
that one could still question the soundness of a particular project on techno-economic or environmental or human grounds is not always appreciated. It is of course
possible to understand the consternation and dismay that project planners and managers feel when such questions are raised at a late stage. One can also appreciate
the point often made that the process of appraisals and reviews must come to an
end at some stage; that there should be some finality to investment decisions; and
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that a project should not thereafter be subjected to the uncertainties of repeated
reviews of a fundamental nature, each one necessitating a suspension of work on
the project.
However, if in fact the doubts raised and questions asked are of a serious
and substantive nature and satisfactory answers are not forthcoming, and if there
is reason to believe that these had not been adequately examined in the earlier appraisals, should one rule out a fresh examination on the ground that there should
be “finality at some stage”? If there are indeed major deficiencies or flaws in a
project, or if unforeseen factors are brought to notice, there is no alternative
but to undertake a comprehensive review, however inconvenient and unsettling this
may be.
It has to be recognised that large dams represent major interventions in nature and in society, and that the full range of their impacts, consequences and ramifications cannot easily be foreseen at the planning stage. It is often claimed that
the Sardar Sarovar Project is one of the most elaborately studied of projects, but
nevertheless not all of its environmental impacts and ramifications are known even
now. For instance, the impact of reduced flows downstream of the dam (on the occupations of fishermen and boatmen, on downstream aquatic life and riparian communities, and on estuarine conditions) had not been adequately studied earlier.
Again, while in general terms it was known that wildlife would be affected by the
creation of the reservoir and that measures must be taken to minimise hardship,
not enough preparatory work was done in advance. On the question of seismicity
some work was done in the early stages of planning based on the prevailing state
of knowledge, but since the Latur earthquake, scientists have realised that this question needs further study. Similarly, in the case of Tehri Dam not enough work has
been done to assess the impact on flora and fauna, water quality, rim stability, etc.
In general, the engineering point of view tends to be the dominant one. There
is no integrated, holistic, multi-disciplinary planning. Environmental and other concerns are often regarded as disagreeable external impositions; they are not integral
parts of project planning from the start. When these come up in review committees the desire on the part of those involved in project management to get on with
the project tends to overshadow such concerns.
The pari passu condition, introduced while giving conditional clearance to
the Sardar Sarovar Project, has been misinterpreted and has not really worked. The
original intention was that construction work should not proceed ahead of the environmental and rehabilitation measures, but this has been forgotten. A common
argument for going slow on environmental and rehabilitation measures is that the

Untitled-5

7

2/7/2010, 3:48 PM

8

IYER, R.R

gestation period of large-projects is long, and that these measures can be taken up
in due course in the light of the progress on the construction front. Thus, instead
of progress on environmental and human remedial measures determining the pace
of project construction, the reverse tends to happen. The resistance of the engineering establishments to environmental concerns is illustrated by the tendency to
quibble about catchment treatment work: project authorities agree that this is necessary but are reluctant to undertake it as part of the project. They argue that the
cost of such work should not be debited to the project and try to make a specious
distinction between “directly” and “indirectly” draining catchments i.e. the immediate catchment which drains direct in to the reservoir and the catchments further
upstream which drain into river or a tributary and eventually into the reservoir.
Even from an engineering point of view, the planning and implementation
of projects have generally been poor. The reference here is not to particular projects,
but to the history of large dam projects in general. The hydrology is often weak;
vital factors such as seismicity are ignored or underplayed; there is a cutting of
corners and an under-estimation of costs to facilitate sanctions; and sometimes safety
is compromised. In the implementation, quality (and even safety) often suffers because of collusion between implementing agencies and consultants/contractors. Resources tend to be spread thinly over a large number of projects with the result that
there is an under-funding of projects, leading to delays. The result of all these factors is massive cost and time overruns, frequent changes of scope and other modifications, and the failure to realise projected benefits fully. Halfway through the
construction of a “mega” project, its techno-economic and financial viability is completely undermined (assuming that it was viable to start with), but at that stage the
option of terminating the project is no longer available.
Further, the financing of such “mega” projects (the final costs of which are
often a multiple of the original estimate) imposes massive burdens on the government budget. As a consequence, such projects tend to pre-empt scarce resources,
leaving very little money for other necessary schemes and activities such as local
water conservation, watershed development, and the restoration and rehabilitation
of traditional water management systems which have fallen into disuse and disrepair. All of these receive lip service, but little attention.
Turning to the human aspect we once again find that the impact is never
fully known in advance. For instance, in the Sardar Sarovar Project, the Narmada
Tribunal in its report in 1979 had estimated that the number of families affected by
submergence would be around 7000; the number at the time of our review in
1993-94 was put at 43000 families, and even this is not a final figure. Besides, this
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figure shows only the number of families in the submergence area. It does not include other categories affected by the project such as those who come from outside to provide supplies and services to people in the submergence area, and stand
to lose their livelihoods, and those affected by canal construction. Secondary displacement may also be caused by measures such as compensatory afforestation, and
catchment treatment. The number of project-affected persons keeps rising and is
never finally known.
Further, however good and enlightened the rehabilitation package may be,
it does not always work in practice. There is not enough land for the “land for land”
principle; the “cluster” approach of keeping communities together is not easy to
implement. In many cases, displaced families are pushed into distant areas. There
is often an uneasy relationship with the host community in the resettlement areas.
Some groups are forced into totally unfamiliar ways and environments. Bureaucratic sloth, inefficiency and callousness, more than anything else, often, mar implementation. There are considerable delays in making compensation payments, in
giving titles to land and in providing the promised facilities in the rehabilitation
areas. When difficult issues come up, there is a tendency on the part of the administration to find short-cuts or simplistic answers. The administration first tends to
deny that any problems exist; then belatedly they are recognised; and still later some
kind of half-hearted solution, which is generally a case of too little and too late, is
found. An effective grievance redressal machinery is absent; and when resistance
to displacement develops because of hardship suffered, the state tends to react with
incomprehension and force.
It was because of all this that some critics tend to go far to make the general
statement that rehabilitation is impossible. We may or may not subscribe to that
view, but resettlement and rehabilitation in the case of such large projects certainly
present enormous difficulties. Even in the SSP, despite a rehabilitation policy, which
makes an advance over those of earlier projects, resettlement/rehabilitation has run
into serious problems and the affected people have suffered much hardship. As for
Tehri, fifteen years after displacement, the original Project Affected Persons (PAPs)
have still not been properly rehabilitated and are living in miserable conditions.
(There is also much talk of corruption, though one does not know the precise extent of its incidence).
During project planning and implementation, the people affected are
generally not consulted nor is information shared with them. The state suffers from
an inability to work closely with the people or with the Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs) that represent them. The general governmental attitude is well
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illustrated by the belated and grudging response to fasts by Medha Patkar and
Sunderlal Bahuguna and the disingenuous manner in which review committees in
these two cases were set up: hopes critically held out of extensive discussions were
belied, and the scope of the committees was severely restricted.
It must also be noted that all such projects are basically characterised by the
absence of equity inasmuch as the social costs impinge on one set of people (usually the poor, the weaker sections of the society, Scheduled Caste/Scheduled Tribe
groups), and the benefits accrue to another set of people (usually the more affluent
and politically more powerful). References are often made to participation by
project-affected persons in the benefits expected to be generated in the downstream
region, but this rarely happens in reality.
Returning to the question of the lessons to be learnt from these experiences,
I would recommend the following:
(i)
Treat such “mega” projects as projects of the last resort, to be undertaken
only after considering all other possibilities such as local water conservation,
watershed development, small projects, etc., and after making a careful
evaluation of all options.
(ii)
Move from isolated project planning to integrated and holistic planning for
a basin or a sub-basin as a whole. Take into consideration water in all its
forms (surface, ground, precipitation, etc.) and all uses of water as well as
land uses. Integrate environmental and social concerns, by bringing all the
relevant disciplines together (hydrology, civil engineering, agricultural sciences,
environmental sciences, sociology, economics, financial analysis, etc.), and
do not allow engineering to dominate project planning.
(iii) Subject “mega” projects to the most rigorous scrutiny and clear them for
implementation only after fully establishing their techno-economic viability
and environmental and social acceptability. Be prepared to reject a project if
it fails to prove itself fully in such a stringent examination.
(iv) Determine carefully whether the necessary financial resources will be
forthcoming for the timely completion of the project without imposing crippling
burdens on the state budget. Do not allow such projects to pre-empt a
disproportionate share of the available resources and crowd out other necessary
and desirable activities.
(v)
Insist that all the necessary studies, surveys, action plans, etc., on the
environmental and resettlement/rehabilitation fronts must be completed before
a project is approved. Where a “conditional clearance” becomes necessary,
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lay down an effective enforcement machinery to ensure that the conditions
are fully met. In particular, ensure that at every stage it is the state of
readiness on the environmental/rehabilitation front that determines the pace
of construction work.
(vi) Ensure and institutionalise the fullest consultation and collaboration with the
people and the Non Governmental Organisations representing them from the
earliest stages of planning to the implementation, completion and operation
of the project. Make all relevant information freely available. Take the concerns
and requirements of the people fully into account.
(vii) Ensure the imaginative and humane implementation of such projects through
appropriate training/orientation monitoring. Establish a credible, responsive
and effective grievance-redressal machinery. Build safeguards against the
harassment of people and against corruption. Ensure prompt and positive
attention to representations, requests, etc., from the people and the NGOs,
and refrain from taking recourse to repressive measures as a means of controlling
dissent. Proceed through consent and not through force.
(viii) Keep equity and social justice in view at all times, from project planning to
implementation and operation.
(ix) Keep the project under constant review and institute prompt corrective actions
and remedial measures as soon as difficulties and problems manifest themselves.
Whether these lessons have been learnt by the Governments concerned, I
do not know. In so far as the people likely to be affected are concerned, they need
to be aware of what is happening. They need to continue to keep themselves informed, organise themselves for effective action, take the help of NGOs without
being dominated or used, and so on. While they should make their concerns, needs,
grievances and points of view known to the state, they should as far as possible
refrain from giving the state opportunities to adopt repressive measures or to use
force. However, it must be noted that it is the state itself, which, through failures
to consult, reluctance to part with information, and woodenness and
unimaginativeness in implementation, often forces the people and the NGOs onto
a path of confrontation.
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FROM A SOCIALIST DREAM TO AN INTERNATIONAL
LAWSUIT: GABCIKOVO-NAGYMAROS
HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
ANNA VARI
Senior Research Fellow
Hungarian Academy of Science, Budapest
ABSTRACT

The Gabcikovo-Nagymaros Hydroelectric Project has been the source of a major international
controversy, from the 1950s until recently. This paper describes the history of the project and
pays special attention to the conflict management tools applied for resolution of the conflict
including the role of third parties.

INTRODUCTION
The Danube is the second largest river in Europe. It traverses nine countries, After
leaving Germany and Austria, the Danube enters a basin shared by the Slovak Republic to the north and Hungary to the south, where it fans out in a system of sidearms and forms the largest inland delta in Europe. The river is a component of the
recently completed Rhine-Main-Danube Project, which is aimed at creating a waterway linking the North and Black Seas. This region is now the home of a large
scale hydropower project, the Gabcikovo-Nagymaros Barrage System. This paper
discusses the history of the project, the situation leading to conflict between Slovakia
and Hungary and the tools applied for resolutions.

GABCIKOVO-NAGYMAROS PROJECT: THE HISTORY
Beginning of the Project (1950-1988): Planning of the joint Hungarian-Czechoslovakian hydroelectric power station started in the early 1950s (Fleischer, 1992;
Galambos, 1993). The plan was conceived under the former State Socialist regimes
of the two countries as a part of their effort to harness the Danube for generating
power, improving navigation conditions and promoting development in the region.
It was not until 1977, however, that the two governments, with a promise of financial support from the Soviet Union, signed a Joint Agreed Plan for the construction of the barrage system.
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The system was to consist of three dams and two hydroelectric power plants
(Figure 1). The Danube was to be dammed at Dunakiliti (on the Hungarian side)
to flood an area of 60 km2. The water was to be diverted downstream from the
dam to a hydroelectric plant, a second dam and a lock at Gabcikovo, via a 17.5 km
long by-pass canal, running parallel to the Danube and 5 km within the borders of
Slovakia. The walls of the canal were to be built to a height of 18 m above the
surrounding gravel and sandy terrain. From that height the water would have enough
momentum to turn the eight giant turbines of Gabcikovo with a capacity of 720
MW. From the Gabcikovo plant the watercourse was to be diverted back into an 8
km long canal to join its original bed at Palcikovo/Szap. The whole canal was to
be on Slovakian territory, and international water traffic was to be diverted into the
canal from the 31 km long section of the “old” riverbed, where only 2.5% of the
original average discharge would flow.
From the mouth of the canal 100 km downstream, the Danube bends southward before entering the steeper valley of Nagymaros in Hungary. This was planned
to be the site of another hydroelectric plant, with a capacity of 158 MW. The
Nagymaros plant was supposed to operate continuously to produce only two-seventh of the total energy produced by the whole system. The Gabcikovo plant was
intended to produce its peak power in the mornings and evenings. During most of
the day the water of the river would be impounded in the reservoir at Dunakiliti.
This was done so that the water could be released twice a day. As this would create great changes in the water level, the Nagymaros Dam was to be built in order
to compensate for those changes.

Figure 1 Gabcikovo Dam on the Danube River
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In 1977, the two Prime Ministers of Hungary and Czechoslovakia signed a
bilateral treaty. According to the treaty, the two countries would share construction
costs as well as the electricity produced (3,777 million kWh/year) equally. Czechoslovakia started construction in 1978. In 1981, the two countries agreed to suspend
construction as financing was lacking. In 1983, the two countries signed a modification of the 1977 treaty, in which the completion of the project was postponed for
five years.
After construction started, protest movements began to emerge in Hungary.
In the spring of 1984 public debates were held in university clubs, and professional
associations. The first grassroot environmental group in Hungary – the Danube
Committee – was established in January 1984. The movement collected more than
10,000 signatures in support of a petition demanding a halt to the construction.
In response, the government prohibited public discussion and publications against
the project.
Since the Danube Committee was not able to register itself as an association, it founded the unofficial Danube Circle. It also broke the ban on public discussion of the investment on Gavcikovo by publishing the “News of the Danube
Circle” in informal Samizdat. The bulletin contained material documenting the debates in Hungary, information about the historical and political background of the
project and an account of the debate in Austria on the Hainburg hydroelectric plant.
In December 1985, the Danube Circle received the Right Livelihood Award (the
so-called Alternative Nobel Prize).
In the meantime, negotiations between Hungary and Austria for a credit
agreement were underway. In January 1986, the Danube Circle, together with Austrian and German environmentalists, held a press conference to protest against Austrian financing of the project. The Danube Circle also sent a petition to the Austrian Parliament. In February, the Danube Circle and the Austrian Greens organised the “Danube Walk” which was violently suppressed by the Hungarian police.
The government’s action was internationally condemned and the European Parliament passed a resolution protesting the action.
In spite of this opposition, an agreement between Austria and Hungary was
signed in the spring of 1986. Austrian banks were to supply loans for the construction of the project and Austrian companies were to be given 70% of all building
contracts. Hungary was to repay the loans by delivering electric energy to Austria
from 1996 onwards. In August 1988, the Austrian companies began construction
at Nagymaros.
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From Protests to the Suspension of Work at Nagymaros (1988-1989): In the
late 1980s, the political climate in Hungary changed and opposition to the project
increased. Public attention was focused on the environmental risks of peak-time
electricity production in the Nagymaros station, a special concern because the
Nagymaros dam was to be located in the picturesque Danube Bend, a very popular
recreation area for the residents of Budapest. In October 1988, a mass demonstration involving 300,000 people was organised against the project. On October 30,
an international day of protest which co-ordinated simultaneous demonstrations
against the project in 27 capitals of the world, was organised by a Hungarian-American, Bela Liptak, and his Foundation to Protect the Hungarian Environment.
In November 1988, the reformist wing of the Hungarian Socialist party increased its influence in Hungary when Miklos Nemeth, a prominent reformist, became the Prime Minister. In the spring of 1989, the new Hungarian government
started negotiations with Czechoslovakia to modify the 1977 bilateral agreement
with Austria and to terminate the construction work.
Czechoslovakia accused the Hungarian government of submitting to the political pressure of the opposition and labelled the decision anti-socialist and hostile
to Czechoslovakia. They demanded that the project be completed in its original
form and threatened to make a major claim for compensation if Hungary withdrew.
The Austrian government declared that it would respect the Hungarian government’s decision. However, as it also had to defend the interests of Austrian
contractors, the government hoped to reach an agreement with Hungary about due
compensation. The Austrian claim for compensation was about 2,000 million Austrian schillings, along with the bill of 850 million for the work already done by
Austrian contractors.
In October 1989, the Hungarian Parliament decided to abandon the
Nagymaros power station and dam project. The Parliament approved the government’s report on the investigations of expert bodies into the economic, ecological
and technical aspects of the project.
Hungary’s Withdrawal from the Treaty (1989-1991): By 1989, relations between
Hungary and Czechoslovakia had become very tense because of the growing
difference in their political systems. As the orthodox Communist Czechoslovakian
leadership regarded the reformist Communist Hungary as a dangerous example for
its people, it reacted nervously to Hungarian moves. In the fall of 1989, the “Velvet Revolution” which took place in Czechoslovakia gave the Hungarians high
hopes for resolving the conflict. The Hungarian side hoped that Czechoslovakia’s

Untitled-5

16

2/8/2010, 12:30 PM

FROM A SOCIALIST DREAM TO AN INTERNATIONAL LAWSUIT

17

attitude towards the project would also change, and that it would be easier for the
two democratic regimes to work out a solution to the problem. Indeed,
the new Czechoslovakian leadership had assumed a more positive tone than
its predecessor.
After the “Velvet Revolution” environmental groups in Czechoslovakia were
no longer denied the freedom of speech, and the press was no longer censored. As
a result, environmentalists in Czechoslovakia were able to mobilise the public
against the project. In February 1990, a Slovakian group, Eurochain, launched the
first major protest rally against the Gabcikovo project in Slovakia. More than 60,000
people took part by forming a human chain along the Danube between Hainburg
(Austria) and Komarom (Hungary). In April 1990, environmentalists of Austria,
Czechoslovakia and Hungary adopted a Danube Charter, in which they called for
the establishment of a trilateral nature reserve to protect the Danube landscape. They
also demanded that the Gabcikovo constructions be halted.
In 1990, the first free elections took place in Hungary. The new government
opposed the completion of construction work at Gabcikovo and promised rehabilitation of the landscape at Nagymaros. It also made a quick deal with Austria, although it paid a high price for it. According to the agreement signed in November
1990, Hungary had to pay 2.6 billion Austrian schillings (240 million US dollars)
as compensation for expenses and lost profit.
Construction of “Variant C” (1991-1992): In 1991, the focal point of environmental protest was in Slovakia, especially in Csallokoz, the island which was most
affected by the Gabcikovo dam. In February, 82 mayors of Csallokoz addressed a
petition to the Czech and Slovak governments and to President Havel requesting
the project’s termination. In July, environmental activists of Eurochain occupied a
pump station at the construction site in order to prevent the planned filling of the
canal of the power station. Other environmental groups including the Slovak Union of Nature Protectors, the Czech Human, the Austrian Global 2000, WWF-Austria and the Hungarian Danube Circle supported the protest action. The occupation lasted for more than a month, and although government representatives did
negotiate with the protesters, the pre-filling of the canal began shortly afterwards,
in spite of the protests.
In July 1991, eight organisations of WWF adopted a resolution addressed to
the government of Slovakia, in which they demanded a detailed environmental impact assessment study and the suspension of construction works. Public debates
over the project, in which Slovakian academic institutions and environmental
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organisations were involved, continued. In September, an international petition initiated by WWF Austria, the International Rivers Network, Friends of the Earth and
the Slovak Union of Nature Protectors demanded the immediate halt of construction work at Gabcikovo.
In the same month, further negotiations were held between the two countries. Czechoslovakia confirmed its intention to complete the Gabcikovo plant.
In case the two sides were unable to agree, Czechoslovakia would implement it
through a go-it-alone effort – the “Variant C.” Slovakia planned to divert the Danube onto Slovakian territory, while the Hungarian delegation threatened sanctions
if this occurred.
Shortly after these negotiations, the Slovakian government decided to implement “Variant C” as a “provisional solution” (i.e. until Hungary agrees to complete the project according to the original plan). The Czechoslovakian federal Government approved the Slovakian decision. Work began soon thereafter.
In the spring of 1992, Austrian financier Hannes Androsch, a former Vice
Chancellor of Austria, announced that he would raise approximately 150 million
US dollars, out of the 350 million necessary to complete Gabcikovo. Immediately
following Mr. Androsch’s announcement, Austrian government officials distanced
both themselves and the Austrian government from his finance plans, but the Slovak
office hired the Androsch International Management Consulting to begin
hydraulic engineering.
After the June 1992 elections new governments were formed in Czechoslovakia. In Slovakia, the somewhat nationalist and separatist Democratic Movement
for Slovakia formed its own government. The programme of this new Slovakian
government stressed that Gabcikovo was necessary for Slovakian independence.
Since bilateral negotiations did not produce any results in the last few years,
the idea of third party involvement in the resolution of conflict has emerged repeatedly. In a letter addressed to the foreign ministers of the two countries in April
1992, the Vice President of the Commission of the European Communities expressed the readiness of the Commission to help resolve the dispute.
In September, the two Prime Ministers agreed to establish a trilateral factfinding committee, which was to prepare trilateral discussions. In October, the committee completed a report on the status of the Gabcikovo dam. It specified which
work could be suspended and under what conditions, and which work had to be
continued for safety, navigation and flood control reasons. The report was
kept secret.
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In October, trilateral negotiations, in which a non-binding understanding was
signed, were held in London. Czechoslovakia was to discharge 95% of the
Danube’s water into the original river bed and to stop the turbines of the hydroelectric plant.
The provision of the London agreement, which required the Slovaks to discharge 95% of the water into the original riverbed, was technically impossible to
meet. Even if the canal were used only for navigation, more than 5% of the water
would flow into the canal when the locks were in use. It was also very unlikely
that the Slovaks would want to cease using the hydroelectric plant. The Slovaks
were supposed to stop the turbines in Gabcikovo and the construction of Variant
C, but they simply disregarded this stipulation and went on testing the turbines.
The Czechoslovakian federal government’s attempt to enforce the London agreement and to stop construction resulted in the federal cabinet being deadlocked in a
5-5 vote along Czech and Slovak lines. By early November, the Czech and Slovak
authorities declared the diversion of the Danube complete. Hungary’s Foreign Minister declared that the river’s diversion and the completion of the related structures
not only violated Hungary’s sovereignty and territorial integrity, but also breached
international law and the terms of the London understanding. Slovakia referred to
the work completed thus far as temporary and reversible.
The lawsuit (1992-1997): Hungary officially objected to Slovak non-compliance
with the provision of the London agreement, which concerned the amount of water discharged into the original riverbed. The next round of trilateral negotiations
was held in Brussels in November 1992. The two countries agreed that the case
would be jointly taken to the International Court of Justice in The Hague. The text
of the joint petition remained to be decided by the two countries. While waiting
for the International Court to issue its decision the two countries needed a temporary solution for the period in-between. The Hungarians wanted to receive a guarantee that 95% of the flow would be discharged into the original riverbed, but no
agreement was reached on this issue.
In February 1993, a new round of trilateral consultation was held. Experts
of the European Community proposed a compromise, according to which 50% of
the flow would be discharged into the old Danube in the winter and 60-80% in the
summer. The Hungarians accepted this solution but the Slovaks rejected it. The
Slovaks were willing to provide only 25-30%. Again, no consensus was reached at
this meeting.

Untitled-5

19

2/8/2010, 12:30 PM

20

VARI, A.

In order to mitigate the environmental damages from the diversion of the
Danube, the Hungarian Parliament, in April 1994, decided on a method of temporarily supplementing the water level. According to its resolution, water would be
transferred from the old Danube to the side branches by pumping. Implementation
of this solution started in May. Pumping was criticised by the local public as well
as water management specialists as an expensive and inefficient solution since it
could not fully mitigate the impacts of the diversion of the Danube. Many also
claimed that the air and noise pollution caused by the pumps outweighed the positive environmental impacts of the intervention.
In May 1994, the two governments filed a lawsuit in the International Court
of Justice. The Court was requested to decide on two questions: (1) Is the unilateral termination of the 1977 treaty by Hungary acceptable from the point of view
of international law? (2) Is the unilateral Slovakian solution (Variant C) a legally
acceptable response?
In December 1994, the Hungarian Institute for Scientific Research on Water Management investigated nine variants of supplementing water. These included
methods without submerged weirs (gravitational methods, pumping, filling the
Dunakiliti reservoir) and those employing submerged weirs. By using a multi-attribute evaluation, the study found that building a submerged weir was the best possible alternative.
In January 1995, the two Prime Ministers met and agreed that Slovakia would
discharge 400 m3/s water into the original bed and 40 m3/s into the Mosoni-Danube. The Hungarians would build a submerged weir aimed at the temporary mitigation of the negative impacts of the diversion of the Danube. The submerged weir
was completed in May 1995. Since 1995, it has been used in combination with the
Dunakiliti dam to divert water to the side branches.
In 1996, a new round of negotiations was launched between the two Prime
Ministers to try for a possible out of court settlement. Since the International Court
was scheduled to discuss the case in 1997, the rationale for the negotiations was
strongly questioned. Due to strong criticisms by environmental groups and politicians on both sides, negotiations were suspended in early 1997.
In September 1997, the International Court announced its decision. According to the verdict, Hungary’s withdrawal from the treaty was illegal, therefore the
treaty still remained in force. On the other hand, Czechoslovakia was not entitled
to put “Variant C” in effect unilaterally. The court instructed the two countries to
renegotiate the matter in good faith and to find a solution by which the aims of the
original treaty would be achieved. The judges did not rule on any specific
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technical solution, but prescribed that the parties find a satisfactory solution for
the volume of the water to be released into the old riverbed and the side arms of
the river.
In October 1997, negotiations between the two countries resumed. The Hungarian government was planning to prepare a joint solution that would include a
hydroelectric dam at Nagymaros or nearby Pilismarot. Due to the pressure of environmental groups and the Parliamentary Opposition, however, a government resolution was made. The resolution stated that Hungary would not make any commitment before investigating the environmental and economic impacts of various technical solutions. As of March 1998, the preparation of impact studies is in progress.

THE MANAGEMENT OF CONFLICTS
The Gabcikovo-Nagymaros project has been accompanied by a series of internal
debates among various interest groups in Hungary, Czechoslovakia and Austria. It
has developed into a major controversy between the two former socialist countries.
Initially, the conflict had a strong political element, namely the general discontent
with the State-Socialist regimes. Another important component of the controversy
was the conflict between two paradigms: the modernist, growth-oriented approach
of the dam proponents and the post-modern, environmentally oriented approach of
the opponents.
For example, Hungarian, Slovakian and Austrian water management engineers have claimed that the power stations would generate cheap energy, and that
the project would improve navigability and flood control. The proponents of the
dam system also shared the view that the negative ecological impact of the project
could be mitigated.
On the other hand, environmentalists in the three countries, as well as members of the International Green Movement, strongly opposed the project because
of the environmental risks involved, in particular the destruction of valuable flora
and fauna and the contamination of important water reserves. Austrian environmental activists, being more experienced than their Hungarian and Slovak colleagues, called international public attention to the case. They also tried to prevent
Austrian involvement in constructing and financing the project.
The different levels of commitment of the two countries to the project can
partially explain the fact that this conflict, basically a domestic one in Hungary and
Czechoslovakia, became a conflict between them. Hungary was less committed since
the project served more Slovakian than Hungarian interests. Another factor was
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the difference in the political circumstances of the two countries. While in Hungary the dam system had become the symbol of the old regime, in Slovakia it had
become an object of national pride.
The linkage with the issue of nationalism and the question of the international border made the conflict very difficult to manage. The Slovak-Hungarian relationship has historically been a difficult one. In both countries, nationalist
groups have tried to use the Gabcikovo-Nagymaros issue to incite HungarianSlovak hostilities.
In the course of the controversy, a variety of tools were applied to manage
the conflicts. Some of them are described below.
Negotiations: Negotiation is one of the most common approaches to managing disputes. There are two basic strategies for negotiation. Positional bargaining is a negotiation strategy in which a series of positions are presented to another party in
an effort to reach an agreement.
Agreement is reached when the positions of the negotiators converge and
they reach an acceptable settlement range. Positional bargaining is an effective negotiation strategy if the goal is the distribution of limited resources (zero-sum
games). In all other cases, interest-based bargaining is likely to be more effective.
Interest-based bargaining involves parties in a collaborative effort to find solutions,
which meet mutual needs and satisfy mutual interests.
In the Gabcikovo-Nagymaros case, negotiation was the most frequently used
tool for resolving the conflict between the Hungarian and the (Czecho-) Slovak
governments. Negotiations between the two governments can be characterised as
dominantly position-based. Hungary insisted on total abandonment of the project
while (Czecho-) Slovakia insisted on the fulfillment of the 1977 treaty. Rather than
searching for creative solutions which would meet the energy, environmental, social and political needs of both countries, the parties have finally narrowed down
the debate to the question of water division, i.e. a zero-sum game.
In 1995, bilateral negotiations on temporarily supplementing water levels in
the Szigetkoz resulted in a compromise: the Hungarians built a submerged weir
and started to operate the Dunakiliti dam and the Slovaks agreed to provide more
water for the old Danube. However, until recently, no agreement on long-term solution has been reached. The parties’ failure to use interest-based negotiation strategies has led to a situation in which both countries are very likely to lose, financially and environmentally.
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Third-party interventions: In the course of the long controversy, the European
Community has repeatedly attempted to mediate between the two countries. However, Slovakia later dismissed most of their recommendations, even the ones that
were accepted by both countries.
Finally, the two governments submitted their case to the International Court
of Justice. From the point of view of international law, the outcome of the lawsuit
is highly uncertain. While the treaty is old, the provisions of international environmental law are more recent. Many of the provisions are non-binding. It is questionable whether international law will prove an effective tool for protecting longterm ecological interests.
In the meantime, the two governments have been pressured by the European
Union to reconcile bilateral conflicts, including the Gabcikovo-Nagymaros controversy, if they want to be members of the Union. The European Union also has a
stake in resolving the navigation problems in the affected section of the Danube. If
the problems are resolved, the Union will be able to use the Rhine-Main-Danube
canal. These factors may explain the International Court’s decision that the aims
of the 1977 treaty, including navigation flood control and energy production, should
be achieved.
Hungary has recently started negotiations with the European Union on becoming a full member, and the country is highly interested in accelerating these
negotiations. The wish to gain good marks in Brussels may explain the Hungarian
government’s willingness to reach a fast settlement with Slovakia at almost any
price. It is feared, however, that an over-hasty agreement will be made, which will
create new conflicts on the long run.

CONCLUSIONS
The Gabcikovo-Nagymaros controversy can be characterised as a complex transborder conflict in an extremely turbulent and uncertain political environment. Several tools have been applied for conflict management, including international negotiations and third party involvement of the European Community and the International Court of Justice.
Neither negotiating party assumed a constructive role in international negotiations. Instead of following an interest-based approach, the two parties insisted
on certain positions and, by doing so, turned the conflict into a zero-sum game. In
addition, they failed to recognise that informal relation and communication between
Hungarian and Slovak interest groups (e.g., local communities, civil organisations
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and companies) could facilitate high-level negotiations, an opportunity which they
have not taken advantage of.
Lack of appropriate conflict management finally led to the lawsuit. The International Court instructed the two parties to renegotiate the case. However, no
matter what the results of the new negotiations are, a timely and constructive agreement between the two governments would have resulted in fewer environmental
and economic losses for both countries.
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ABSTRACT

Monetization or valuation enables a simpler, more open assessment of an international exchange
than is possible with the existing forms of diplomatic barter. Once the step towards monetization
has been taken, other possibilities are opened up. The paper describes the new agreements in
South Asia and discusses a way in which co-operation might be facilitated. The new agreements
give bargaining roles to economic actors and increase the range of issues that can be negotiated.
The creation of greater space for bargaining and the inclusion of new institutional actors could
make co-operation easier.

INTRODUCTION
Co-operation over major South Asian rivers has increased in the last two years.
Five innovative agreements signed in 1996 and 1997 against a background of greater
economic and non-governmental contacts at the regional level could facilitate significant progress in mitigating flooding and drought, providing a basis for greater
regional co-operation and in sustaining irrigation expansion and industrial development. The five agreements are as follows:
i) Nepal-India Treaty of January 1996 on Integrated Development of the Mahakali
River establishes a process for sharing future benefits of water resource development
on the Mahakali River.
ii) Nepal-India Power Trade Agreement of February 1996 transfers negotiations for
the sale of hydroelectric power from the diplomatic to the economic sphere and
brings agencies other than the national governments into the process.
iii) Bhutan-India Tala Hydel Project Agreement of March 1996 facilitates construction
of project and sale of power to India using market pricing.
iv) India-Bangladesh Treaty of December 1996 on Sharing the Ganga resolves 40
years of dispute about dividing the low flow of the river
v) Bangladesh, Bhutan, India and Nepal Agreement of April 1997 on Economic
Co-operation establishes a forum for multilateral discussions of common economic
programs and of environmental uncertainties.
This paper examines how these agreements give legitimate bargaining roles
to new actors and increase the range of issues that can be negotiated. The creation
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of greater space for bargaining and the inclusion of new institutional actors could
make co-operation easier. The paper describes the new agreements and discusses a
way in which increased co-operation might be facilitated.

NEW DIRECTIONS
There is a strong case for promoting regional co-operation over the environmental
resources of South Asia. Resources in one country could benefit people in another,
and vice versa. Nepal, for example, has a mountainous terrain, which provides opportunities unavailable in the Ganga plains of India and Bangladesh for flood control and hydropower reservoirs. Threats of flood, earthquake and drought are shared
by more than one country and could best be tackled by pooling together resources
and geographical opportunities.
In the past, co-operation was limited for at least three reasons. Firstly, bilateral negotiations – insisted upon by the Indian government – made regional thinking more difficult and past grievances more potent. Secondly, national planning overshadowed regional possibilities. Thirdly, bilateral diplomacy focused on bilateral
barter to the exclusion of multilateral exchange, and there are reasons why bilateral barter agreements are more difficult to negotiate than multilateral exchanges.
The agreements of 1996 and 1997 offer the following ways in which these
obstacles can be surmounted:
i) Shifting, at least partly, some negotiations from the diplomatic to the economic
sphere. Inter-governmental diplomacy, which is burdened by the huge range of
international issues, is to be replaced by corporate deals motivated by cost and
profit.
ii) Moving towards the sharing of eventual benefits and costs rather than establishing
fixed payments based on anticipated outcomes.
iii) Bringing third parties other than governments into the negotiation, design and
implementation of co-operative projects. Municipalities, local and regional
governments and non-governmental development organisations have been given
different roles in recent negotiations.
iv) Making tentative steps towards limited multilateral discussions. One of the
agreements establishes a forum for negotiations among the countries Bangladesh,
Bhutan, India and Nepal.
The election of the BJP government in India and the government’s decision
to establish its domestic identity and international weight with the test of a nuclear
weapon does not augur well for the immediate prospects of regional co-operation.
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Nevertheless, the imperatives of regional co-operation may be reinforced when the
reverberations from the test have begun to fade.

THE FIVE AGREEMENTS AND THE NEW ROLE OF NGOs
This section describes the five agreements concluded in 1996 and 1997 and briefly
discusses the role of non-governmental organisations in international discussions,
a role which has come into prominence recently.
The Mahakali Treaty: The Mahakali Treaty is a complex set of agreements which
seeks to right the perceived inequities in past agreements and to establish procedures for the construction and use of a large, multi-purpose project on the Mahakali
River, viz. the Pancheshwar Project. When the treaty was ratified in September 1997,
the then Minister of Water Resources for Nepal told a joint session of the two houses
of Nepal’s parliament:
“The Mahakali Treaty will open up the door for the speedy development of Nepal. Thanks to our successful diplomatic efforts,
Nepal-India relations in the field of water resources have been
strengthened without any harm to our non-aligned foreign policy.
Our excessive dependence on India will be reduced if we are able
to mobilise our natural resources. Indeed, the Mahakali Treaty has
resolved the tangle that Nepal has been facing in this field for the
past 50 years.”1
These are high expectations, arising from the treaty itself, from concessions
made by India in other areas2 and from the promise that the principles of the
Mahakali Treaty suggest for other river projects.
As it relates to the harnessing of the Mahakali River, the Treaty agrees (in
Article 3) to four principles:
1. The project aims to maximise the total net benefit, including power, irrigation
and flood control.
2. The project will be an integrated project with two power stations of equal size
on each side of the river [that is, one in Nepal and one in India] operated jointly,
and the energy the stations generate will be shared.
3. The costs of the project are to be shared in proportion to the benefits. Both
countries are to mobilise finance: “The cost of the [Pancheshwar Multipurpose]
Project shall be borne by the Parties in proportion to the benefits accruing to
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them. Both the Parties shall jointly endeavour to mobilise the finance required
for the implementation of the project.”3
4. Some of Nepal’s share of energy can be sold to India, with the price and quantity
to be mutually agreed upon.
The treaty concerns a boundary river. Some of its articles, notably the strange
idea of a matched set of power stations on either side of the river, clearly reflect
the particulars of that situation. Nonetheless, the statement of Nepal’s Water Resources Minister reflects the hope that the treaty may signal a new phase of relations with India.
Much remains to be established: a Mahakali River Commission, a detailed
project design and expansion of the sometimes enigmatic procedures sketched by
the Treaty. The Treaty is, nevertheless, a departure from past negotiations over electricity prices because it establishes the principle of sharing benefits and costs.
The Nepal-India Power Trade Agreement: The Nepal-India Power Trade Agreement transfers some questions of international development negotiations from the
diplomatic to the economic sphere. The process of negotiating, constructing and
operating some hydroelectric facilities, and even setting the price of electricity, may
be handed over to private enterprise. The private initiation of hydroelectric power
development is termed BOOT, for build, own, operate and transfer. (The projects
so constructed will eventually be transferred to the government of Nepal).4
An international negotiation previously understood as a monetised, diplomatic exchange has been, at least partially, transferred to the economic sphere. The
principal parties in the exchange are no longer the diplomatic arms of the government, but various private, semi-government and non-governmental agencies. These
parties, subject to the laws of both states, set the terms and conditions of the exchange. The raising of finance, organising of construction and the day-to-day operation of any hydroelectric facilities agreed upon may be in the hands of a private
corporation or a government agency.
Under the Nepal-India Power Trade Agreement, arrangements for the supply of hydroelectric power from Nepal to India can now be made by non-governmental agencies, including private enterprises, municipal bodies and state governments. The agreement says:
“Any governmental, semi-governmental and private enterprise in
Nepal or India can enter into an agreement for power trade between the two countries. Parties entering into such power trade
arrangements may determine the terms and conditions, including
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the quantum and parameters of supply, points of delivery and the
price of electricity.”5
Under this procedure at least three large projects were already licensed or
being considered in early 1998. The Snowy Mountains Engineering Corporation
of Australia has been given a license to develop a $1.2 billion, 750 MW project on
the West Seti River, a tributary of the Karnali River.6 The Enron Corporation of
the USA applied for license to develop the $10 billion, 10,800 MW Chisapani
project on the Karnali River. The corporation, however, withdrew its application
in April 1998. Subsequent statements from the government and from Enron suggest that the application might be renewed in the future. Newspapers also quoted
government sources as saying that another US Corporation, General Electric, had
made preliminary inquiries about the Chisapani project. The Arun III project, for
which foreign funding was recently withdrawn after the project received severe criticism, has also been offered for private development.7
The Nepal-India Power Trade Agreement opens up the possibility that the
negotiation of other exchanges could also be shifted from the diplomatic to the economic realm.
In principle, a district government in Nepal can make a deal with an Indian
municipality or a particular industrial user of electricity about the sale of electric
power. Instead of negotiations between two sovereign governments, this agreement
opens up the possibility of discussions among many pairs of agencies from a pool
of hundreds of institutions. This may bring new resources and greater flexibility to
the development of hydroelectricity in South Asia. The agreement itself does not
say this but the Treaty on the Mahakali suggests that the provisions of the agreement will not apply to the largest hydroelectricity projects, which will remain in
the sphere of bilateral diplomacy.
India-Bhutan Agreement for the Tala Hydroelectric Project: The third agreement concerns India and Bhutan. The 1,000 MW Tala hydroelectric plant has been
made possible by an agreement which rests upon market pricing of electricity and
Indian financing (60% grant; 40% loan) of the construction. A participant in the
negotiations leading to the agreement has argued that flexibility, a non-political approach and a willingness to allow prices for energy to be established by market
levels enabled an agreement to be reached. Indo-Bhutanese relations are less contested than those between India and its other neighbours, and Indian influence over
Bhutanese government policy is much greater than that over its other neighbours.
Nonetheless, the treaty shares important characteristics with the India-Nepal Power

Untitled-8

29

2/7/2010, 3:52 PM

30

CROW, B.

Trade Agreement. It establishes a process for sharing the benefits of development,
this time through market prices rather than a fixed rate of payment. One central
part of the deal, the price Bhutan receives for the electricity generated, was not
pre-determined; instead it was left out. The Bhutan government’s implicit assessment that the Indian sub-continent electricity rates will rise in the future, as subsidies are removed and energy shortages are reflected in prevailing prices, appears
sensible.
The India-Bangladesh Treaty on Sharing the Ganga: In December 1996, the
Prime Ministers of India and Bangladesh signed a twenty five year Treaty, which
sought to resolve their long-running dispute over the sharing of the dry-season flow
of the Ganga. This is a complex and controversial treaty. It was made possible by
the election of new governments in India and Bangladesh, an unusual flexibility
on India’s part (Gujral, who subsequently became Prime Minister, promoted a doctrine of national sacrifice to achieve regional co-operation: “India does not ask for
reciprocity”), the dialogues at the non-governmental level (see below) and by the
participation of parties not previously included in the negotiations.
One member of an unofficial delegation which helped pave the path for
the treaty wrote that the agreement was achieved through a combination
of circumstances:
“new governments in both countries, a changed political climate,
a determination on the part of the Indian Foreign Minister and Foreign Secretary to settle this issue, the statesmanship of the West
Bengal Chief Minister and the negotiating skills of his Finance
Minister Ashim Dasgupta, the flexibility and political courage of
Sheikh Hasina (Prime Minister of Bangladesh), and so on”8
The Treaty stipulates provisions for sharing of the waters of the Ganga, but
makes very little progress towards regional co-operation. It specifically eschews
discussion of augmenting the flow to focus on the division of the dry season flow,
whilst at the same time recognising the need for future co-operation on augmentation.9 Nonetheless, it appears to resolve one of the principal obstacles to regional
co-operation, and contains innovative commitments.
The Treaty declares the ambitious and unusual principle of “fairness, equity
and no harm to either side.” The last element echoes Nehru’s 1961 declaration that
river development in India should cause “no real injury” to its neighbour, while at
the same time moving the issue from the ethereal realm of parliamentary rhetoric
to the more negotiable language of inter-governmental treaty.
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The Indian Government has, for the first time, promised “every effort...to
protect the flows of water at Farakka as in the 40-years average availability...”.10
This is a commitment either to limit additional irrigation development in the populous Ganga Basin states of India, including Uttar Pradesh and Bihar, or to ensure
that additional flow reduction is matched by augmentation from storage.
These two principles of “no harm to either side” and of protecting “average
availability” of water represent a significant advance on prior agreements, even
though the details of their implementation are not specified.
The division of river flow provided for in the Treaty bears superficial resemblance, in the key figure of 35,000 cusecs,11 to the division established in the
five-year 1977 accord, but appears to give more water to India than that earlier agreement did. Table 1 describes the sharing arrangements in the Treaty. The outcome
of these arrangements depends on the actual flows reaching Farakka.
In order that the treaty receives acceptance at popular level in Bangladesh
the negotiators included a provision for immediate government consultations when
the flow at Farakka falls below 50,000 cusecs. This provision had to be invoked in
early April 1997. Unfortunately, the character and institutional arrangements for
consultations are not specified in the Treaty.
The negotiations leading to the treaty brought parties other than national governments to the negotiating table. For the first time the government of the Indian
State of West Bengal, Bangladesh’s immediate neighbour to the West, played a key
role in the discussions. The concerns of industrial, commercial and agricultural interests in West Bengal have been at the heart of the dispute over the Ganga. The
Farakka Barrage project, which triggered the dispute, was built to address West
Bengal’s needs for water. Nevertheless, the government of West Bengal has had
no place in the discussions prior to those leading to the 1996 agreement.
Table 1
Sharing arrangements in the 1996 Ganga Treaty
Flow at Farakka in cusecs

Share of India in cusecs

Share of Bangladesh in cusecs

> 75,000
70,000- 75,000
50,000 - 70,000
< 50,000

40,000
Balance of flow
Balance of flow
35,000
50%
50%
“the two governments will enter into immediate consultations to
make adjustments on an emergency basis”
During the driest period from March 1 to May 10 “India and Bangladesh each shall receive
guaranteed 35,000 cusecs of water in alternate three 10-day periods”.
Source: Treaty, Article II and Annexure I.
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Tentative Four-Nation Agreement on Economic Co-operation: In April 1997,
at a meeting in Kathmandu, the Foreign Secretaries of India, Bhutan, Nepal and
Bangladesh “discussed the question of forming a sub-regional group within the
SAARC framework to identify an economic program which could be taken up
jointly by the four.” In response to journalists’ questions about the purpose of this
new group, the Foreign Secretary of Bangladesh connected the group to the shared
rivers of the four nations. “If there are floods in this region, this will affect
only our four nations. It is on the basis of this reality that the present initiative is
being taken.”12
This is a small step, one that may not cover a great distance. It is, nonetheless, a marked contrast to the Indian tradition of bilateralism, and looks like a more
promising approach to multilateral negotiations than was the tripartite (India, Nepal and Bangladesh) meeting in Kathmandu in 1986.
The role of Non-Governmental Organisations: International diplomacy is not
widely recognised as a role for non-governmental organisations. In South Asia, however, non-governmental groups from Dhaka, Delhi and Kathmandu have been talking for seven years about the issues their governments have found most threatening and intractable.
One prominent example of non-governmental dialogue involves the getting
together of the Bangladesh Unnayan Parishad (BUP) from Dhaka, the Centre for
Policy Research (CPR) from New Delhi and the Institute for Integrated Development Studies (IIDS) from Kathmandu.13 At first the three organisations co-operated quietly, without writing about what they were doing. According to one leading participant, “we were held in suspicion” by the governments. The organisations discussed a series of common environmental issues: disaster management, the
safety of big dams, the integrated development of the basins of the Ganga and
Brahmaputra rivers, water quality, seismic conditions, augmentation of dry season
river flows and the feasibility of particular river development projects. These outwardly uncontroversial issues encapsulate some of the most intractable questions
of South Asian diplomacy: the sharing of the Ganga between India and Bangladesh, the pricing of hydropower for sale from Nepal to India and the development
of South Asia’s major natural resource, viz. its rivers.
After some initial studies, this tripartite group began a round of dialogues.
Former participants in inter-governmental negotiations took part in these and related dialogues, as did several individuals who were to become prominent in the
governments elected in 1996, not least among them I K Gujral who would become
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the Prime Minister of India. Early meetings involving those who had previously
participated in negotiations were acrimonious. It took two years before the national
positions, hardened in diplomatic encounters, could be made tractable. Then, the
dialogue took off. Large areas of agreement were found, not least that the co-operation could benefit all countries. There was agreement that co-operative development of South Asian resources would generate a larger “cake” than independent
national development efforts.
With this progress the results of the dialogue were made public. Four books
were published in 1994, one by each organisation and one overview. The ideas as
well as some of the participants involved in the dialogue began to influence governments. When India, Nepal and Bangladesh had new governments in 1996, the
fruits of the process became apparent. Some of the participants in the dialogue became members of the new governments, while others had the ear of influential members. Governments looking for foreign policy issues on which rapid progress could
be made found that some of their work had been made easier. Five agreements were
negotiated within two years, four of them after the formation of new governments
in India and Bangladesh.
The process these agreements started cannot be attributed solely to the
groundwork dialogues of the NGOs. Particular political and economic conditions
were also significant. NGO dialogues have, nevertheless, initiated international discussions on a wider range of issues than the governments were discussing. The
dialogues have also undermined the basis for some of the myths and misperceptions
characteristic of longstanding diplomatic conflicts.

FACILITATING CO-OPERATION
Potential co-operation between South Asian governments covers a range of issues.
Table 2 lists what governments have sought from each other in relation to regional
water resources and the forms of transaction (discussed further below) through
which co-operation has been considered.
If some of these exchanges were realised, power and irrigation-water shortages could be reduced, the severity of flood and drought could be mitigated and
the potential for regional stability and economic development could be increased.
In a regime of bilateral exchanges these improvements may never happen.
River water users and development beneficiaries are not situated within a single
country. Nor are the benefits restricted to a single service or goods. Thus, for example, the new arrangements for power trade between Nepal and India exclude
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Table 2
Potential International Transactions in South Asia14
Potential parties

Goods or services

Nepal to India

Supply of hydroelectric power *

Monetized

Supply of water storage benefits15 *
Navigation and transit †*
Provision of finance for construction *
Provision of engineering expertise *
Supply of water storage benefits *
Granting secure expectations of minimum flow *
Navigation and transit rights *

Barter exchange
Barter exchange
Monetized
Probably monetized
Barter exchange
Barter exchange
Barter exchange

India to Nepal

India to Bangladesh
Bangladesh to India
Bangladesh Nepal
Nepal Bangladesh
Bhutan to India
India to Bhutan

Type of exchange
anticipated

Transfer of water from Brahmaputra To Ganga **
Barter exchange
Navigation and transit rights **
Barter exchange
Supply of hydro-electric power **
Monetized
Supply of water storage benefits **
Barter exchange
Supply of hydro-electric power †
Monetized
Supply of water storage benefits *
Barter exchange
Navigation and transit †
Barter exchange
Provision of finance and engineering for construction † Partly monetized
(Exchange: † occurring to some extent, * discussed, ** suggested)

consideration of potential water storage services, as well as of flood control and
irrigation expansions, for Bangladesh and the eastern Indian plain states. The power
trade agreement has no provision for considering any benefits other than power.
This omission greatly reduces the potential value of reservoirs built in Nepal and
the potential benefits of the multi-purpose projects. As Bikash Pandey notes:
“...the potential value of additional water to India from reservoir
projects in Nepal (is) at the same level or higher than the total
project revenue from electricity.”16
Research and innovative diplomacy can, nevertheless, make exchanges more
likely and more beneficial to a larger number of states. This can happen by:
i) shifting negotiations from diplomacy to the economy, and
ii) extending bilateral barter to multilateral exchange.
Shifting Negotiations from Diplomacy to the Economy: The right hand column
of Table 3 draws attention to the different forms of negotiation anticipated for each
transaction. Most are presumed to be negotiations between two governments in the
sphere of diplomacy. Within that sphere, some forms of transactions are monetized
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while others are not. The transfer of hydroelectricity development from diplomacy
to economics in the India-Nepal Power Trade Agreement was described earlier.
The fact that one service to be offered from river development can be shifted
to the economic sphere suggests that it might be possible also to shift other services at least part of the way. In this case the diplomatic negotiation of the supply of
hydroelectricity was already assumed to be a monetized exchange, presumably because there are many precedents for the large-scale sale of electricity between countries. Many other services are not monetized and their negotiation is undertaken
fully in the diplomatic sphere. To understand what might be possible, it is useful
to look at the border between diplomatic and economic spheres.
The border can be considered to have at least two zones. Table 3 distinguishes
between these two zones and the spheres of diplomacy and of economics by differences in the returns on transactions and the kinds and number of parties involved
in negotiation.
Table 3
Zones between diplomacy and the economy
Sphere

Zone and returns to transactions

Parties to negotiation

Numbers negotiating

Diplomacy General reciprocity
Barter exchanges
Monetized exchanges

Government
Government
Government

Two
Two
Two

Economy

Corporate

Many

Monetized

First, diplomacy can be conceptualised as a zone of inter-governmental exchanges founded upon a generalised reciprocity. Progress in the India-Bangladesh
water negotiations during the early years following the independence of Bangladesh is an example of diplomacy of this kind. Various debts of the new Awami
League government in Bangladesh to the Congress government in India, including
India’s support of the struggle for independence and its military intervention, contributed to the creation of better relations between the two governments, which in
turn allowed an agreement on trade, a Treaty of Friendship and an agreement on
the river Ganga to be signed.
Second, a zone of barter exchange can be discerned in the borders between
diplomacy and the economy. This zone contains those agreements in which there
is an element of exchange. The exchange may or may not be publicly
acknowledged. The 1977 Ganga Waters Treaty and the prior agreement by India
to desist from supporting armed incursions into Bangladesh are examples of
covert barter exchanges.
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Third is a zone of monetized exchange, which is negotiated between governments by diplomats. This is a zone of diplomacy with clear monetary returns.
Herein lie negotiations over hydroelectricity prior to the India-Nepal Power Trade
Agreement. This type of exchange is economic in the sense that a trade is acknowledged in this case, a trade of electric power for money, but it is also diplomatic in
the sense that it occurs through negotiation between sovereign governments.
Finally, there is the zone of the economy (as it relates to international transactions) in which monetized exchanges take place between a range of agents, including, but not restricted to, private enterprises.
There is no particular reason why services arising from the development of
water resources, in addition to hydroelectric power, should not be monetized17 within
diplomacy, that is, shifted from the zones of generalised reciprocity and barter exchange into the zone of monetized diplomacy.
Drought reduction and flood mitigation measures are not currently monetized
in any international river sharing agreement,18 but given the scale of the benefits
that could be derived from such measures in South Asia, and the possible easing
of constraints to development which monetization might bring, there are strong reasons to consider monetizing them. Both services are measurable, at least in principle, as flows of water greater or smaller than that which would have flowed down
river without intervention. Values can be allocated to water flows in proportion to
their values for agriculture or industry.
Transfers of water from one river basin to another have also been sought.
The Indian government has made strong arguments for transfers from the
Brahmaputra to the Ganga. Discussion of such water transfers in the form of diplomatic barter has become highly charged. The monetizing of water transfers could
help reduce the political charge by shifting negotiations from the realm of national
conflict, a zero-sum game, to a realm of economic benefit. The measurement and
valuation of water transfers is, again, relatively straightforward. Water flows are
measurable, and their values for irrigation or industry can be estimated.
Guarantees of minimum dry season flows are not so easily shifted from the
zone of barter diplomacy to the zone of monetized diplomacy. There is, however,
considerable knowledge about a range of alternative pricing and rationing systems
for dealing with water shortages in drought-prone areas within nations (particularly
in the American West). Lessons could be drawn from the procedures which have
been developed for negotiating amongst the demands of agriculture, industry, environment and urban areas in those contexts.
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Wholesale privatisation of international water development is not what is
being suggested here. Rather, the comparison of the nature of exchanges located
in the sphere of diplomacy and those located in the economy is being used to illuminate how international negotiations might be facilitated. Monetization or valuation enables a simpler, more open assessment of an international exchange than is
possible with existing forms of diplomatic barter. Once the step toward monetization
has been taken, other possibilities are opened up.
Some of the basic institutions of commodity exchange, including banks, credit
and marketplaces, could then make diplomatic exchange more flexible. Establishing some procedures and institutions for the giving and taking of credit, for
example, could enable incompatibilities in the timing of costs and benefits to be
levelled out.
Bilateral Barter or Multilateral Exchange: If units and values are allocated to
the various services arising from water development, then a further advance in
diplomacy is opened up – the possibility of going beyond bilateral barter to
multilateral exchange.
One long-recognised and stringent condition for barter is the need to find a
“double coincidence of wants”. In the absence of money, exchange can occur only
when two parties each have what the other needs. Obviously, this coincidence happens rarely and barter is thereby restricted. Generalised commodity exchange opens
trade and encourages higher living standards because money enables the goods of
other producers to be brought into the negotiations.
Bilateral barter in international diplomacy is subject to similar restrictions.
In the history of South Asian River development, the wants of several governments
have not been met partly because there is no “double coincidence of wants”. Nepal’s offer, for example, to assist in the mitigation of flood and drought in Bangladesh could not be easily reciprocated by Bangladesh, except with the offer of transit facilities which, until recently, India blocked.
In contrast to bilateral barter, monetized exchanges enable other parties to
be involved. Thus, the establishment of rates of exchange for water development
services could enable multilateral exchange to transcend the limits of bilateral barter. It is possible that some water services could be appropriately transferred to the
economic sphere, to be negotiated by non-government agencies, as the Nepal India Power Trade Agreement has done with electric power. Other services could be
monetized within diplomacy. What currency should be used? It may be advantageous to consider using a new currency, restricted to development exchange, rather
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than a fully exchangeable currency. But the general efficacy of monetization and
multilateral exchange is not affected by the resolution of this question.
In light of the Indian government’s past adherence to bilateral diplomacy,
notwithstanding the recent tentative steps towards multilateral negotiation, it may
be sensible to explore how multilateral exchange might be established within a pattern of bilateral diplomacy. I call this option, regionally-appraised bilateralism.19
The need for a regionally-appraised bilateralism can be illustrated in the case
of the Nepal-India Power Trade Agreement. One objection to this agreement is that
it privatises one (monetized) service to be provided by river development and apparently makes no mention of other services such as flood mitigation and dry-season flow augmentation, which could be incorporated into projects. This is understandable. Indian cities, industries and irrigation pumps have a pressing need for
power, a need that is forcefully represented to the Indian government by organised
lobbies. The need for flood control and dry-season flow augmentation (within and
outside India) are less well represented to the Indian government.
Conducting related negotiations over several multilateral exchanges is necessary in order to achieve the full range of goods and services that can be generated by the development of South Asian rivers.20 Without relinquishing sovereign
rights to the development of the shared basin, it may be feasible to establish a system of regional money which enables the concerns of more than two parties to be
incorporated into the bilateral negotiation process.

CONCLUSION
The five agreements of 1996-7 have brought new institutions and more issues into
South Asian negotiations. These innovations could break the logjam and facilitate
sustainable development in South Asia. The BJP government in India may not follow the Gujral doctrine of neighbourly goodwill. Nevertheless, this period of innovation has laid a foundation of ideas, agreements and possibilities for future governments to build upon.
Many observers will have reservations about the idea of Enron or General
Electric being given a mandate to develop the rivers of South Asia. In addition,
experiences with privatisation and liberalisation in South Asia and elsewhere may
not generate enthusiasm for the idea of privatising environmental co-operation. Despite these significant reservations, the underlying principles of the new agreements
and of the suggestions in the earlier sections of this paper open up new ways in
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which the states, economies and societies of South Asia can be brought into a more
creative engagement. To recapitulate:
1 There are many possible bases for co-operation across South Asian borders, most
of which are excluded in the bilateral barter form of diplomacy.
2 Many parties have interests in environmental co-operation and development, but
their interests are unevenly represented by national governments.
3 Bilateral barter is difficult to conclude because the needs of the two parties rarely
coincide.
4 Given its breadth of concerns, speed and motivation, diplomacy may not be the
best form of negotiation for all questions of international co-operation.
5 Private enterprise provides another set of social practices, which can be used in
negotiations.
The co-operative development of water resources may be crucial in defeating poverty in South Asia. The 1996-97 agreements show that innovation can lead
to accord.
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Nepal Press Digest (1996). The Mahakali Treaty: Special Report, Nepal Press Digest, 40(38)
(September 16), (Gorkhapatra, September 12) 326-8.
In discussions between the signing and the ratification of the treaty, India had made several
concessions to Nepal. Notably, Indian Ambassador K. V. Rajan described a relaxation of transit
constraints: “India has agreed to provide a number of transit points on the open border between the two countries. India has also agreed to allow Nepal to use the ports of Kandla and
Bombay as transit ports. Earlier, we had given Radhikapur as a route to Bangladesh at Nepal’s request, but now we have been told the route is not very useful. We have accordingly
agreed to offer an alternative transit route to and through Bangladesh. We are now working
out the mechanism. We would like Nepal to be totally free to trade with the outside world.
We are in favour of liberalising existing facilities to the extent that Nepal would like it to be”.
(Gorkhapatra and The Rising Nepal, September 12).
There was controversy in Nepal regarding this article of the treaty. It can be interpreted as a
mandate for the party bearing most of the costs of the project, in other words the Indian gov-
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ernment, to reap most of the benefits. At the time the Treaty was ratified the leader of one
party previously opposing the treaty conceded: “[the government of Nepal] has changed its
stand on Article 3 of the Mahakali Treaty and agreed to interpret it in a manner consistent
with the interests of the nation. It has been agreed that a consensus will be reached while
preparing the detailed project report and forming the Mahakali Commission. There has also
been a commitment to hold discussions and reach a mutual agreement between Nepal and
India on matters relating to the Mahakali Treaty, as well as other matters. Nepal Press Digest
(1996). The Mahakali Drama: Special Report, Nepal Press Digest, 40(39), (Gorkhapatra, September 21), 335-8.
Pandey, Bikash, “Will Arun III get the BOOT?” The Kathmandu Post, May 2, 1998.
The Power Trade Agreement continues: “They will be given all necessary assistance by the
respective governments according to their respective laws and regulations for studies and construction, installation, operation, maintenance of facilities required for power generation and
transmission in the territories of both countries. HMG [Nepal government] and the government of India may enter into a separate agreement between themselves, or with third countries, on power trading”. Nepal Press Digest (1996). Agreement on Power Trade, Nepal Press
Digest (February 19).
Sharma, S N, “West Seti: Some unresolved issues”, The Kathmandu Post, July 31, 1997.
op cit, Pandey, Bikash.
Iyer, Ramaswamy, a non-official member of the Indian delegation to the talks, in a letter to
the author.
Article VIII of the Treaty notes that the two governments “recognise the need to co-operate
with each other in finding a solution to the long-term problem of augmenting the flows of the
Ganges/Ganga during the dry season”. The Treaty, unlike the 1977 Ganga Waters Agreement,
makes no provision even for the discussion of this question. My interpretation of this Treaty
rests in part on Iyer, R., “The Indo-Bangladesh Ganga Waters Dispute” (forthcoming), to be
published in Journal of South Asian Studies, and particularly its postscript. See also John
Burns, “Sharing Ganga Waters, India and Bangladesh Test the Depth of Co-operation”, New
York Times, May 25, 1997, International Section, p10.
Article II of the Treaty.
Cusec = one cubic foot per second.
Nepal Press Digest, April 14, 1997.
The initiative of CPR/BUP/IIDS is one of several. Another initiative is known as the “Patna
Initiative”. Chadha Behera (1997) discusses other examples of co-operative initiatives.
Based on Crow, et al. (1995), Table 18, Chapter 8.
Including water storage for dry season irrigation and monsoon flood mitigation.
op cit, Pandey, Bikash.
Monetisation, in this context, is the establishment of values (priorities, rates of exchange) for
services, which enable more general barter to proceed within the complex fabric of diplomatic
relations.
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These services are sometimes given values in large-scale national projects, for example, in
the USA. However, the difficulty of allocating the benefits to particular social groups or entities means that they are generally treated as cost subsidies for a project and are funded out of
general government revenues.
A parallel suggestion to “think basin wide and act locally” is made in Falkenmark and Lundquist
(1995).
With a series of experimental negotiations, Richards and Singh (1996) have shown that separate negotiations over water sharing which ignore the ways that domestic investments change
the usefulness of water will be “less efficient” than negotiations which involve simultaneous
or connected negotiations.
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ABSTRACT

Politics dominates water and its management in the Ganga Basin, which was one of the reasons
behind the 1996 agreement between India and Bangladesh on sharing Ganga waters at the Farakka
Barrage. Similar was the case of the Treaty on the Integrated Development of the Mahakali River
between India and Nepal. The response to water problems needs compatibility between politics
and technology, and it should not be led by hubris of the later. Any agreement must address social
and environmental factors sincerely and bring people to the centre stage. From the perspective of
water management both the responses are conventional and past lessons regarding the introduction
of large-scale technology were neither assessed nor they have been internalised.

SOUTH ASIA AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
The countries of Ganga Basin in South Asia face challenges on different fronts.
The major challenge is to achieve the social and political stability needed to foster
progress towards development and environmental security. Several factors,
however, make the prospects of progress daunting. The first is the rise in the region’s population, which is expected to reach 1 billion by 2020 AD.1 Of this population, more than fifty percent currently live below the poverty line and lack livelihood options.
In order to provide security to the population, the South Asian states follow
an approach that is rooted in their purported aim of forming the modern nationstates. In this approach the state remains the prime mover in delivering services
and adjudicating disputes. The approach builds on the model developed during the
colonial times, which nurtured centralisation and “bureaucratic authoritarianism”
as an ideology.2 Though the colonial state was primarily guided by the objectives
of “rent extraction”, the approach finds salience in recent times also.
One of the sectors from which the colonial state used to extract revenue was
agriculture. To increase productivity the colonial state pursued the path of building
large-scale irrigation systems. Between 1800 and 1920 the colonial government built
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product was the proliferation of dams, surface irrigation systems and flood
control embankments.
Though these initiatives brought benefits, they have also led to high social
costs evident within as well as between nations.7 Developing large-scale water
projects has led to location-specific disruptions of the environment and to high social cost due to the displacement of native populations.8 The construction of flood
control embankments led to drainage congestion and to the consequent water logging of vast areas in the plains of the Ganga Basin, and to millions of people living in a highly vulnerable condition to the hazard of floods.9 The projects have
also caused political impasse between states, and created adverse impacts on the
social and economic spheres. In totality, the approaches have escalated disputes
between nation-states, between the state and the community, and
between communities.10
One of such projects – Farakka Barrage – was the cause of dispute between
India and Bangladesh, which also led to adverse environmental impacts. The 1996
agreement aimed to resolve dispute over Farakka Barrage. This paper argues that,
in concluding the agreement, India and Bangladesh sought a solution within the
political sphere while technical risks remained poorly conceptualised. Similarly the
adverse impact cause by large-scale intervention in water continue to remain a peripheral concern of the state, an oversight also evident in the Indo-Nepal Treaty on
the Mahakali River. The implementation of the Treaty envisages building of one
of the highest dams in the world with attendant social and environmental risks. South
Asian states need to better conceptualise the social consequences of large interventions and the notion of environmental security in their plans to harness water
resources in bilateral endeavours. To achieve secure access to water and the benefits that it would provide, innovation is necessary, even though the way forward
is not simple.

NATURE OF DISPUTE
For a better part of the post-independence era, disagreements about water in South
Asia have involved India and its neighbours Bangladesh and Nepal. Despite social
and cultural similarities, disputes over sharing and allocating of river water persist.
Agreements between Nepal and India on Kosi and Gandak rivers have been issues
of dissatisfaction in Nepal. The 1996 Treaty over the Mahakali River notwithstanding, discontent continues. Between India and Bangladesh the major irritant has been
the issue of sharing of the water at Farakka Barrage, and of other common rivers.
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est in the world after the Nurec Dam. The 12 billion cubic meter reservoir created
would store the flow of the Mahakali River to yield 582 m3/s regulated discharge
below the power house, of which there will be 3,240 MW capacity on both sides
of the river. The reservoir will inundate 134 km2 of land, 54 km2 in Nepal and 80
km2 in India and according to preliminary estimates is likely to directly displace
65,000 people (15,000 in Nepal and 50,000 in India.)
The Mahakali Treaty has been signed and ratified by the Nepali Parliament
as per the country’s constitutional provisions.13 Further negotiations on finalising
a Detailed Project Report (DPR) have been stalled. Disagreement has emerged over
Clause 3 of the treaty, which stipulates that “both parties agree that they will have
equal entitlement in the utilisation of the waters of the Mahakali River without jeopardising their existing consumptive uses of the waters of the Mahakali River.”

THE SEARCH FOR A SOLUTION
Ganga Water at Farakka: Though disagreement about the barrage surfaced immediately after Indian independence, the dispute acquired a protracted form after
Bangladesh became independent in 1972. Between that time and 1996, when India and Bangladesh signed the new agreement on Farakka, relations between the
two neighbours went through several ups and downs. In view of the Indian support for Bangladeshi struggle for liberation, many assumed that the dispute over
sharing of the river water would be easily resolved. The dispute, however, continued to remain as a major irritant in the relationship between the two countries.
The years 1975, 1977, 1982, and 1996 are four important landmarks in the
Ganga water dispute at Farakka.14 In 1975, India and Bangladesh entered into an
interim agreement to test-run the barrage for a 40-day period. In 1977, the first fiveyear agreement for water sharing was signed. When it expired in 1982, the agreement was not renewed but instead followed by several short-term measures. In 1996,
the most recent agreement was concluded. Between 1982 and 1996, the response
to the resolution of the dispute consisted of two streams. One was to seek a negotiated solution for sharing of the water within the scope of the existing treaty. Indian and Bangladeshi negotiators used their skill, power, political backing, and
judgement to put forward their maximum claim on the lean season flow. In this
period, several rounds of high-level official talks were held, the Joint River
Commission was formed and the heads of the two states exchanged visits.
However, these initiatives did not bring a solution to the outstanding problem of
water sharing.
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When the 1977 agreement expired in 1982, the political situation in India
had changed. The Congress Party with Mrs. Indira Gandhi as its leader was back
in power in New Delhi. The Congress Party in West Bengal, which was critical of
the action of the Janata Party government, started demanding the revocation of the
1977 agreement, arguing that it overlooked the interests of the state. 22 Despite these
pressures, the Indian and Bangladeshi leaders signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) extending the 1977 agreement with changes for another 18 months.
This new arrangement, however, deleted the provision related to the reliability of
flow mentioned in the 1977 agreement. The provision stated that if the flow at
Farakka fell below the amount pledged to Bangladesh, India would be obliged to
release 80 percent of the available amount.23
The two countries also agreed to work to continue to find ways to augment
the dry season flow. No agreement was forthcoming and soon the two countries
were at a deadlock. The Indian government refused to renew the 1984 arrangement and continued unilateral diversion of the Ganga. In Bangladesh, the Indian
action was perceived as a pressure tactic to force the country to agree to the
Brahmaputra link-canal proposal.
With the election of Rajiv Gandhi as the Prime Minister of India in 1984, a
new opportunity emerged. Prime Minister Gandhi was anxious to improve India’s
relations with its neighbour. In October 1985, after his meeting with President
Ershad at Nassau in the Bahamas during the summit meeting of the Commonwealth
Heads of Government, the two leaders agreed to reach an understanding. Subsequently, delegates from India and Bangladesh met in New Delhi in November 1985
and signed a new MoU for a three-year period.
The details of the 1985 MoU were not published formally. However, it did
cover “river water common to India and Bangladesh”, and again both sides pledged
to make a joint study to seek alternatives for sharing and augmenting the dry-season flow. To follow up on the arrangement, the Joint Committee of Experts (JCE),
a new forum headed by the Irrigation Secretaries of the two countries, was created
alongside the Joint River Commission. In January 1986, the JCE met for the first
time in Dhaka. At that meeting, India reversed its earlier stand and agreed to allow
Nepal to participate in a trilateral discussion.
What followed was the only trilateral meeting of representatives of the three
countries on the issue of water. Officials from India and Bangladesh visited Nepal
to meet with a team of Nepali government officials. The meeting, however, was
not the official regional meeting of the three countries scheduled to discuss
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Indonesia in September 1993. Zia pleaded for a short-term arrangement for water
sharing, but agreed to wait before settling long-term augmentation measures.28 India again insisted that Bangladesh accept its proposal for a link-canal from
Brahmaputra, a proposal rejected by Bangladesh. As it did not receive any positive signs from the Indian side that even a short-term agreement could be negotiated, Bangladesh began to internationalise the dispute.
The first indication of internationalisation came when Begum Zia in her
speech to the 48th session of United Nations General Assembly, on 1 October, 1993,
alleged that “unilateral withdrawal of the Ganga water by India has created unimaginable adverse effects on the economy and environment of Bangladesh.” 29 In
spite of India’s sharp reaction,30 Bangladesh also raised the issue in the meeting of
the Commonwealth Heads of Governments at Limassol, Cyprus in the latter part
of October 1993, where the Prime Minister described the misery caused by water
withdrawal at Farakka.31 Zia also discussed the issue with the Nepali leadership
during her November 1994 visit to Kathmandu, where she urged for a “tripartite
framework” to solve the dispute.32 To support their government, Bangladeshis
living abroad started organising seminars in international capitals to highlight
the problem.33
The Bangladesh Foreign Minister discussed the Ganga Water issue with his
Chinese counterpart when the later visited Dhaka in February 1994. In the April of
1994, Prime Minister Zia visited Japan, where she said “[the] main objective of
this approach adopted by Bangladesh has not been so much to bring in any third
party to mediate as to create international public awareness on the challenges faced
by the country as a result of unilateral withdrawal of water from an international
river by an upper riparian in absolute disregard to the adverse effects caused to the
lower riparian.”34
The time between 1994 and 1996 was a period of political turmoil in Bangladesh. The demand that the government resign created a volatile situation there.
The uncertainty ended with the 1996 election in which the Awami League came
back to power after a gap of 21 years by defeating the Bangladesh National Party
(BNP). Sheikh Hasina became the Prime Minister of Bangladesh. In India, the Congress party lost the election of 1996 and the centre left coalition came to power in
New Delhi. H. D. Deve Gowda became the new Indian Prime Minister. On 12 December 1996, Sheikh Hasina flew to New Delhi and signed the Thirty-year Farakka
Treaty to share the Ganga water at Farakka.
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Koirala visited India in December 1991 and formalised a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with Indian. In the MoU it was agreed that India agreed to provide free to Nepal from the Tanakpur project 150 cusec water through a head regulator of 1,000 cusec capacity and, 10 million units of electricity cost. The possibilities of connecting the barrage with the East-West Highway in Nepal were also
to be investigated.
These provisions, however, came under criticism in Nepal. The benefits provided were considered to be inadequate. Dissatisfaction was generated because of
the ambiguity of the 1991 MoU, particularly in its provision for Nepal’s receipt of
the 150 cusec water from the Tanakpur Barrage. This provision was seen to limit
Nepal’s share of water from the Mahakali River to a maximum of 1,000 cusec (28
m3/s) and to supersede the benefits that Nepal received from the Sarada Barrage. It
was interpreted to mean that the share would be made available after the modification of the Mahakali’s flow resulting from the completion of the Pancheswar High
Dam in the upstream stretch.
While the then Government in Nepal attempted to term the agreement as an
“understanding” and thus a non-constitutional issue, the opposition demanded parliamentary ratification of what was argued to be a “treaty” involving sharing of the
country’s natural resources. The MoU seemed to imply that India had gifted to Nepal
electricity and water for irrigation as a gesture, but that these benefits were actually the country’s rightful acquisition for conceding its territory to complete the
project. Furthermore, Indian attempts to deny any of the benefits of the project to
Nepal for its contribution was seen as “highhandedness” as well as unilateral imposition of solutions on resources having features of shared ownership.
The ambiguities were rectified in 1992 when Prime Minister Narasimha Rao
visited Nepal. The Pancheswar project and other possible interventions were separated from the “understanding” reached on Tanakpur, allowing both countries freedom to negotiate on any other development in the Mahakali basin. Nepal was to
be provided with an additional 10 million units of electricity, making a total of 20
million.36 The validity of the provisions was challenged in Nepal’s Supreme Court.
The plaintiffs sought the court’s ruling that the MoU be ratified as per the country’s constitutional provision.
In its decision of December 1992, the court decided that the “understanding” was a “treaty” necessitating ratification. The court, however, allowed the government the freedom to decide whether the ratification was to be accomplished by
two-thirds quorum of the Joint Session of the Parliament or by a simple majority
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The quantum of water that Bangladesh would get was a major issue. The
Awami League new government in Bangladesh could not accept an arrangement
in which the Bangladeshi share of water fell below the quantum in the 1977 Agreement.40 The leader of the opposition, Khaleda Zia, had warned: “We want our due
share of the Ganga water, we will not accept less than what we got on the agreement signed during the 1977 Agreement.”
India also faced political realities on the domestic front. For its survival, the
Indian government was dependent on the CPI (M), which headed the government
in West Bengal. An agreement reducing the quantum of water for Calcutta would
not have been politically acceptable to the CPI (M) leaders. Furthermore, any
agreement about the Ganga with a perceived advantage for Bangladesh was bound
to infuriate the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), which was then the main opposition
party in India.41
During the negotiations, India attempted to link an agreement on water-sharing with one on securing transit facilities for transporting goods and commodities
extending from the port of Chittagong in Bangladesh to the seven Indian northeastern states. Such a facility, India maintained, would be a major source of revenue for Bangladesh. In order to persuade Bangladesh on this front, India even offered to provide trade concessions to Bangladesh to bridge its fiscal trade imbalance.42 Hasina Wajed’s Government did not agree to the proposal because of the
possible political fallout in Bangladesh.
In the very first season after the treaty was signed, however, it became evident that the flow stipulated in the 1996 treaty was not available in the river and
that the flow at Farakka was lower compared to previous years.43 The result was a
situation of embarrassment for the Bangladeshi government, which began to regard river flow data as a national secret. 44 Later, however, the country’s minister
for water resources admitted in parliament that Bangladesh did not get the amount
of water stipulated in the treaty.45 The political nature of the 1996 agreement on
Ganga water did not encompass the notion of year-to-year hydrological variations.
Iyer (1997b) accepts that the solution was political and writes that “the zigzag pattern of sharing laid down in the treaty, which was intended as a solution to a political problem, is fraught with some physical risk.”46
Though the 1996 treaty promises that the stipulated flow will be made available, the options preferred in 1997 to ensure the flow are no different than those
proposed earlier. In 1998, the Central Water Commission of India (CWC) outlined
three options for augmenting the flow at Farakka. They were (a) constructing
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in Garhwal hills, for example, has been embroiled in controversy since the project
began in 1972.53 India has, in fact, used the logic of consistent delays in the execution of high dams and large-scale water projects to reject the rationality of Bangladeshi proposals to build them in Nepal. According to one analyst, “The entire
climate of opinion with regard to large projects has changed, and it is difficult to
see either a monster link canal from the Brahamaputra to the Ganga or one or more
large dam projects in Nepal being taken up without encountering major opposition
from diverse point of view. [O]ne does not know how many more years will have
to pass before even one project takes concrete shape”.54
While the inherent uncertainties as well as the resolution of the outstanding
differences over rights to regulated water confront the execution of the Mahakali
Treaty, the Indo-Bangladesh Treaty faces political stress due to the aftermath of
the May 1998 testing of nuclear explosions by India and Pakistan. The BJP started
as a weakly placed partner in the coalition that emerged in New Delhi after the
1998 elections. The political equations have now changed with its rising popularity following the test; the BJP has put the partners who bargained for a greater share
of political power into the defensive. A hardened Indian stand vis-à-vis Pakistan
and China is already evident. The Indian position with respect to smaller neighbours is an important question as there is indication that the BJP government may
not continue the Gujral doctrine.55 Because of its political interest in appeasing the
Hindu fundamentalist support base, the BJP may also harden its stance against the
Ganga water Treaty, thus making its future uncertain.56

CONCLUSIONS
Both the initiatives face incompatibility over the question of allocation and rights
to regulated water. In the dispute over Farakka, the complexity of technology and
water intermingling with state power and politics as well as national sensitivity
eluded co-operation. The dispute remained acrimonious at the diplomatic and economic levels. The 1996 treaty on Ganga waters may be explained as the attempt to
remove the protracted tension between the two countries. In the case of the Mahakali
Treaty even though the proposed high dam is in its embryonic stages, differences
of interests over rights to regulated water has emerged. Also the uncertainties inherent in implementing the high dam remain to be addressed. The treaties on the
Ganga waters at Farakka Barrage and the Mahakali River aim at political solutions.
The gap between the context and technical sophistication needed to achieve the
objective set by both the treaties is wide.
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In the agreement the hydrological uncertainties and the associated technical risks
in reallocating water remained inadequately conceptualised. Though the technical
risks were known, the groundwork to incorporate them appropriately in the new
bilateral initiative was absent. Because the focus was only on arriving at a political
solution, doubts about the possibility of translating intentions mentioned in the agreement into a workable reality are abundant.
Successful implementation of the Pancheswar High Dam Project is contingent upon the resolution of hydrological, seismic, technical uncertainties and responding to the social displacement and environmental disruption. In the Tehri Dam
– a project smaller in size and conceptualisation to the proposed dam in the same
region – these issues have not been resolved in a scientific and transparent manner. Are the questions raised in Tehri valid in Pancheswar? How does one reconcile the political imperative within which the Mahakali Treaty has become enmeshed
with the complexity of building one of the highest dams in the world? The assumptions remain poorly articulated and their feasibility untested.
Both responses were unitary and nation-state centric, which considered technology as the solution. Implicit is the assumption that with political decisions, technology can, and will, bring desirable changes. Technological solutions, however,
do not automatically lead to the intended outcomes of equity and fairness in access
to water because they relegate people’s concern to the periphery. In the context of
the immense physical and social diversity of the region, unitary notions are recipes
for problems rather than for win-win outcomes.
The outputs envisaged by water projects will become available to the people only through an interdependent system comprising of nature, technology society, and politics. Realisation of the benefits is thus not a straightforward and linear
outcome, but tortuous, and the linkages remain poorly understood even today. Many
times, the results are undesirable impacts and unfulfilled expectations, which
threaten social cohesion not just within nation-states but also beyond by transcending
project locations and national boundaries. The imbalances as discussed above create insecurity between nation-states, between the state and groups, and between various groups. All of them collectively influence regional solidarity.
The response to water management in South Asia has two dimensions. One
is the macro approach found in the state-led bilateral agreements that within it enshrines the conventional path of development. Simultaneously, there exists the micro dimension in the form of millions of individuals who affect as well as are affected by the macro strategies. Together they make equitable allocation of surface
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The Nepali Constitution, in its article 126, stipulates that any agreement on sharing of the
country’s natural resources that has “long term, pervasive and serious” impact needs ratification of the parliament by a two thirds majority.
For discussions on the history of negotiation between 1951 to 1988, see Crow and Lindquist
(1995). Also see Verghese and Iyer (1993) (ed).
The regulated flow is estimated to be 5000 m3/s Crow and Lindquist (1993). To obtain cusecs
from cumec multiply by 35.28.
See GOB (1977) and (1982).
op cit, Crow and Lindquist (1993).
op cit, Swain (1996).
op cit, Crow and Lindquist (1993).
op cit, Crow and Lindquist (1995).
Because of its insistence on keeping the discussion bilateral, India rejected Bangladesh’s proposal to bring Nepal into any discussions.
An all-party delegation from West Bengal called upon Prime Minister Indira Gandhi on the
eve of the visit by the new President of Bangladesh, H. M. Ershad, to New Delhi in October
1982. They demanded that their state be assured a minimum of a 40,000-cusec flow during
the lean months. Far Eastern Economic Review, October 15, 1982, 28.
Some observers concluded that India opted to continue the Farakka agreement on a long-term
basis because it did not want to totally impair the relationship and hoped for a more favourable political climate to revive its link canal proposal.
In July 1986, both countries jointly approached Nepal for a meeting with the Ministers of
India and Bangladesh; it was held in Kathmandu on January 17, 1987. Also see Crow and
Lindquist (1993) and Verghese and Iyer (1993) for discussions about the “Kathmandu meeting”.
President Ershad also visited China, Nepal, and Bhutan to seek the support of these countries
in alleviating floods in Bangladesh. A joint task force was formed with each country.
See Muni (1992). While talking to Indian journalists after meeting with her Indian counterpart, Prime Minister Zia completely ruled out the possibility of linking the two rivers as an
option for augmentation. The Statesman (New Delhi), May 28, 1992.
While the secretary-level meeting was taking place in Dhaka in March 1993, the Indian delegation disputed the Bangladesh statistics showing that the all time low availability of water
in the Ganga was due to greater diversions upstream. In response, the Bangladesh team invited them to visit Hardinge Bridge. The invitation was declined by their Indian counterparts,
who claimed that the visit would waste a day. The Bangladesh Observer, Dhaka, March 31,
1993. The talk ended without result, The Hindu, Madras, April 1, 1993.
The Daily Star, Dhaka, September 3, 1993.
The Daily Star, Dhaka, October 3, 1993.
India, taking strong exception to Bangladeshi’s effort to raise the issue in the United Nations,
advised Bangladesh to overcome the temptation to play politics with the important river water issue. The Bangladesh Observer, Dhaka, October 18, 1993. Reacting to the Indian response,
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However, the Government of India says that these releases to Bangladesh has never gone below 17,000-18,000 cusec at any time (Iyer, 1997a) The 1996 agreement assumes that the minimum flow at Farakka is 60,000 cusec, though 50,000 is mentioned as the absolute minimum.
The discrepancy remains.
This admission provided an opportunity for the BNP to challenge the government. On the
Indian side, the BJP and the Congress Party openly criticised the agreement. The Indian Express (New Delhi), March 24, 1997.
The Daily Star (Dhaka), May 15, 1997.
Iyer (1997b), The Times of India April, 1997
The Independent (Dhaka), February 12, 1998.
The Government of Bangladesh in March 1998 organised an international conference in Dhaka,
to seek support for the proposed barrage project. Because it recognises that the water supply
envisaged in the 1996 agreement may not be available at Farakka India tacitly supported the
barrage. India has offered technical know-how to Bangladesh to build the barrage once Bangladesh is able to secure funding, The Independent (Dhaka) February 12, 1998.
The Sunkosi is one of the tributaries of the Sapta Kosi River in the hills. This proposal aims
to divert portion of the flow via a tunnel into the Kamala River in Nepal, which has a low dry
season flow.
The Times of India (New Delhi), June 26, 1995. Also see Dixit (1997c).
The discussion on allocation of water of the Mahakali is based on a translation of Dixit (1997d).
The other parliamentary strictures were related with the price of electricity, and status of the
Mahakali River. Also see Gyawali Water Nepal Vol. 6 No 1 for discussions on the parliamentary strictures.
See The Kathmandu Post, May 8, 1998.
For discussions on the debate surrounding the Tehri Dam see Bandyopadhyaya and Gyawali
(1994), also see Lama (1997)
See Iyer (1997a)
The indication that BJP will not follow the Gujral doctrine comes from N. N. Jha, who currently heads foreign affairs committee of the ruling Bharatiya Janata Party. He mentioned in
his address in Colombo that they were doing away with the so-called Gujral doctrine because
it placed New Delhi’s foreign policy in a straight jacket. AFP, The Kathmandu Post, April
27, 1998.
Addressing a rally of party (BJP) supporters in Calcutta in the beginning of 1997, the then
leader of the opposition Atal Bihari Vajpayee expressed concern that the Ganga Water Accord would dry out Calcutta and Haldia ports. The role of Trinamool Congress will remain
crucial. Mamata Banerjee, the leader of Trinamool Congress, opposes the CPI (M) government in Calcutta, which was the major actor in ushering in the 1996 Farakka Treaty. The unit
of BJP in West Bengal also opposed the 1996 agreement and demanded that it be scrapped,
ostensibly to gain from the Hindu-Muslim divide in the east. Some leaders of Trinamool Congress also supported the demand. See The Indian Express (New Delhi) March 16, 1998
See Swain (1997).
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