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Abstract
This particular research attempts to address the current debates and discourses on ethnic issues within Nepali polity along with the ongoing constitution making process. Nepal is already a federal state, but what form of federal state Nepal should be, is still a debate. This research engages in this debate, trying to answer the question how and why the ethnic agendas received more political attention in post 2006 period of Nepal? It also attempts to highlight and bring together contrasting perspectives in the debates of ethnic federalism. The findings are based on the fieldwork conducted in Kathmandu. Findings show that long-term state domination and discriminatory constitutional practices are among the main reasons for the rise of today’s ethnic demands in Nepal. Political change, awareness, international influence, activities from the NGOs and INGOs also played important role in making the ethnic agendas more visible. Last but not least, ethnicity has been a major issue within Maoist politics, and through it, it was also introduced into Nepali politics after 2006. It was also found that the indigenous leaders are most often in favour of ethnic federalism on the basis of right to self-determination, than non-indigenous politicians, who are most often against the concept of ethnic federalism. While seeking answers to the main research questions, the research also relates some of the important theoretical concepts on ethnicity, federalism, and conflict, marginalization and inequality.    
Relevance to Development Studies
Political development in the country can play the most progressive role in the overall progress of the nation. Development is a process and therefore, many debates and issues come along with it. In a heterogeneously populated country like Nepal, it is normal to have much debate on ethnic issues. Federalism, which is thought to be an alternative solution of development replacing unitary and centralized system of government, should certainly promote development in Nepal. At the present context of Nepal, the political development with the constitution promulgation on time would lay foundations to the holistic development of the country.
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Chapter 1
Introduction to the Research

1.0
Introduction 

This chapter provides background on the research problem, and shows contextual relationships between some major movements in Nepal which led to the rise of ethnic politics in Nepal. The chapter also provides the main research questions, objectives and the scope and limitations of the research. 
1.1
Statement of the Research Problem 
This research is concerned with the emergence of the ethnic question in the politics in Nepal after Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) between the Maoists and the Nepal government in 2006. This paper examines the dynamics of bringing ethnicity as an important issue in the political debates concerning constitutional federalism, by focusing on the actors in the federalism debate, and the arguments and discourse they pursue. The issue of ethnicity was raised in the Constitution-making processes in the past but it was not addressed in the “drafting of the new constitution” (Aalen and Hatelbakk 2008: 1). It came into limelight more than ever in the political history of Nepal after 2006. Recently, various groups – from political parties to groups otherwise known as indigenous - are demanding ethnic-based federal autonomous states. There have been huge debates in the ongoing Constitution-making process as to whether Nepal should opt for ethnic-based federal states or not. The Constituent Assembly (CA) Committee on Restructuring of the State and Distribution of State Power came up with the proposition of 14 federal
 units in Nepal which gathered lot of criticisms (myrepublica 2010).

I will argue that consultation, discussion and understanding among the political parties regarding the ethnic-based federalism are absent. There are arguments that if ‘the ethnic question’ in Nepal is not handled properly, there could be a violent outcome. The inclusion of ethnicity in the Constitution-making process has added more responsibilities upon the CA members and other political and civil society actors. This research wishes to contribute to the national discussion by analyzing political debates in Nepal about ethnicity, federalism and conflict. 

1.2
Contextual Background

1.2.1
The Maoist Movement in Nepal

Nepal went through a decade long armed insurgency from 1996 which claimed the lives of more than 13,000 people and displaced thousands of people. The rebel insurgency finally came to a formal end after the Maoists Party and the Government of Nepal signed the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) in 2006. The 19-day Jana Andolan II (Mass Movement II) in 2006 April brought a historic political change in Nepal which led to the overthrown of the 240-year old monarchy system in May, 2008. The ‘April Revolution’ was “targeted not only against a despotic form of governance but against all forms of deficiencies and injustices that have maimed Nepali society at large” (BBC 2006). The effect of the movement was unprecedented that “the new ruling coalition declared Nepal a secular state, created a new interim constitution, and held elections in 2008 to a constituent assembly to write a new constitution. The Constituent Assembly abolished the monarchy, declaring Nepal a federal democratic republic” (Hangen 2010: 1).  The Maoist party became the largest party wining majority of seats in the election in 2008.

  Maoist movement in Nepal is based on class struggle. However, this struggle has led to the recognition of ethnic identity claims in Nepal. It is said that Maoists are the ones to develop the concept and policy of ethnic autonomy so that they could get more support from various ethnic groups in their decade long People’s War (Aalen and Hatelbakk 2008). Maoists formed several ethnic fronts and autonomous ethnic regions raising the issues of ethnicity and caste identities so that they could mobilize the indigenous and the Dalit people (Lawoti 2010: 14) in the People’s War
. They proposed 9 autonomous regions
 with the strong belief that ethnic communities should have “right to autonomy on regional, district and local level” (Sharma in Aalen and Hatelbakk 2008: 1). In this way, the Maoists opened the space for several ethnic groups to put forward demands for more ethnic-based autonomous local states in Nepal, especially after the political change in 2006. However, it does not mean that there were no such ethnic demands before. There were ethnic demands
 and rebellion incidences from various ethnic groups before 1990 but they could not come in a strong and more organized way because the state suppressed those demands. 

1.2.2 The Madhes Movement

There was a 21 day Madhes
 movement in January-February of 2007 to show dissatisfaction towards the central government of Nepal. It was also the outcome of the “systematic exclusion” of Madhes from Nepali public life, and economic and social wealth, for a long time (Hachhethu 2007: 9). For example, Madhesi
 people had to receive written authorization to enter the Kathmandu valley during Rana period (1846–1951)
. Many of the indigenous people were deprived of citizenships for a long time and the Nepali language was imposed upon them in the name of national integration through the education system (Hachhethu 2007: 9). People in the Madhes felt that “they were not accepted as Nepalese and labeled disparagingly as Indians” (UNDP 2009: 84). They have also felt that southern part of Nepal where they live was neglected and ignored in terms of socio-economic and political development.  

It was after the violent protests by Madhesis in 2007 that the issue of ethnicity came onto the national political agenda with the full force. With their demand for equal participation and representation at state level, the Madhesis came up with the strongest proposition for separate status in their declaration of the need for “One Madhes One Autonomous Region.” The Southern region they inhabit was historically known as ‘Tarai’, before the political leaders from the South replaced it with ‘Madhes.’ They changed the name “from its geographical origins into a racial and ethnic identity” and through this, Madhes identity was “re-invented, incorporating ethnicity, caste, and class addition to geography” (Miklian 2008: 4-5).
Among the movements and political parties claiming for ‘One Madhes One Autonomous Region’ as a base for political struggles, well known are Tarai Madhes Loktantrik Party (TMLP), Nepal Sadbhawana Party (NSP) and Madhesi Janadhikar Forum (MJF). NSP is the only ethnic party from Madhes which had representation at the national level since 1990 (Hangen 2010). Referring to the Madhes movement, it was stated that “the January-February 2007 Madhes uprising – a 21 day long mass movement participated in by large masses of the Madhesi population - was an unprecedented event parallel to Jana Andolan II (Mass Movement II) of the April 2006. It was a landmark event in bringing out regional based ethno-nationalism as one of the prominent issue in the national discourse on restructuring the Nepali state” (Hachhethu 2007: 2). 

In April 2007, there was carnage in the South when Maoist and Madhesi Janadhikar Forum were vying to organize the political programs at the same venue at Gaur, Rauthat district of Nepal. The violence at that time claimed the lives of more than 27 people (Hachhethu 2007: 5). After this incident, MJF got its major recognition in the political arena of Nepal. In 2007, there was similar kind of incident in Kapilvastu district of Nepal, with the killing of a local landowner, which triggered violence that took the lives of more than 22 people whilst displacing thousands of people and resulting in the loss of thousands of properties. After these violent conflicts in the southern part of Nepal, Pahadi
 ethnic minorities whose origin was not from Madhes felt insecure. There were times when people from the mountains had to flee the Madhes areas. It was reported that some lands owned by Pahadi ethnic groups had to be sold at a loss, or were simply abandoned. Many armed militia groups appeared and there was a kind of anarchy (disorder and failure of the state to control armed activity) in Madhes after 2007. Though lot of political leaders do not consider these incidences as ethnic conflict and rather take them as the reaction to the action, others linked it to ethnic violence as people were targeted on the basis of ethnic groups and geographical identity. Furthermore, it is reported that the number of armed groups both in Tarai
 and in hills areas are increasing and these groups have intensified their armed actions. Kantha states that the Maoists played a major role in “ethnic mobilization in Nepal as well as in the Terai
” (2010: 159). 

Clearly, ethnic groups sharing the same region do not also share political views. Though the Tarai based political parties are claiming for “One Madhes, One Autonomous Region,” the Tharus
 on the other hand, are against this proposal since they claim that they do not belong to the Madhesi group. Tharu related organizations already started protests for the demand of their own autonomous province. Tharus claim themselves as the indigenous inhabitants of Tarai but they are not Madhesis. Tharus’ refusal of identifying themselves as Madhesis and their persistent pressure on the government not to categorise them in the list of Madhesis put the Madhesi leaders in difficult situation. Moreover, they have been able to secure an autonomous Tharuhat-Awadh-Lumbini province in the draft proposed by the Constituent Assembly Committee on State Restructuring and Allocation of State Powers. 

1.2.3
The Indigenous Movement

An issue that complicates debates about ethnic federalism in Nepal is that it is not always clear when a group is called, and calls itself ‘ethnic’ and when ‘indigenous’. At present, several  groups that are otherwise known as ‘indigenous’ are starting to raise their voices for their own kind of federal autonomous regions, also based on the ethnic  identities. Indigenous nationalities in Nepal known as ‘Adibasi Janajatis’  were among first to explicitly link the issue of ‘ethnic autonomy’ in Nepal with the clear demand for the right to self-determination and this was later seen with the Madhesi movement, in their demand for an autonomous Tarai (Tamang 2008). There had previously been movements from the indigenous nationalities for their political rights and “right to self-determination and a federal state” (Hangen 2007: 12). There were some ethnic organizations established prior to 1990
. At present, there have been many ethnic and indigenous groups and organizations which are in favor of autonomy
. They have been demanding “the autonomous states on the basis of historical background of ethnicity, language and regions with the Right to Self-Determination in Federal Democratic Republic Nepal through new constitution by constituent assembly” (sic) (UsNepalOnline 2008). Most of these ethnic-based organizations have their own fronts, volunteers and some have even formed armed militias. Some of these organizations have had self-defence classes for their cadres.  
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Madhesi Janadhikar Forum volunteers in the South returning from the self-defence class in May 2010

The ethnic groups which have been more vocal in recent years are from the eastern Nepal, for autonomous Limbuwan state, on the basis of self-determination rights with the federal democratic structure. They had several agitation and protest programs in the past. Their movements are against the centralized unitary form of government. The Federal Limbuwan  State Council (FLSC)
 and the government of Nepal had a five point agreement in March 2008 which stopped further violence in the east which ensured they would have their own federal state within Nepal (UNMIN 2008). Clause 1 in the agreement states:

The Federal Governance system shall be adopted by making constitutional provision for autonomous states on the basis of historic background of Limbuwan, geographical area etc while restructuring of current Nepal from the Constituent Assembly thereby addressing the immense desire of the people of Limbuwan and their movement, and maintaining the national unity, integrity and indivisibility (UNMIN 2008: 1).

Nepal Federation of Indigenous Nationalities (NEFIN)
 was established in 1991 as a national level umbrella organization of indigenous nationalities which claims it as “an autonomous and politically non-partisan” (NEFIN 2010). It has been raising the voices of indigenous people in Nepal. It is also a part of United Nation’s Group on Indigenous Populations. It has 48 indigenous member organizations affiliated with it. NEFIN has been organizing various programs to support indigenous nationalities and to press the government of Nepal and Constituent Assembly to guarantee the rights of indigenous people in the Constitution of Nepal. NEFIN supports indigenous nationalities for ethnic autonomy on the ground of self-determination rights within a federal system (2010). 
National Foundation for Development of Indigenous Nationalities (NFDIN), a government body under the Ministry of Local Development, was established in 2002. It was formed to ensure the welfare of indigenous nationalities living in Nepal. It is an autonomous body which can “operate independently where the indigenous nationalities’ interests are concerned” (NFDIN 2010). NFDIN works as a mediator between the state and the indigenous nationalities and help promote religion, language, culture and political rights of them including various awareness and empowerment programs (2010).
1.3 
Research Questions

Before we talk about ‘the ethnic question’ in Nepali politics today, it is necessary to explore how ethnicity got attention in the post-conflict situation in Nepal.  It is also important to examine in more depth why ethnicity became an attention grabbing political issue specifically after 2006. Therefore, my major research questions are:
General Question: 

a) How and why has ‘the ethnic question’ become so central to all political parties’ agendas in the post 2006 period of Nepali politics?
Sub-Question:

b)
How have the main political actors positioned themselves in debates around ethnicity? 
The second sub-question is important because ‘federalism’ has been proposed as a solution to the ‘ethnic question.’  While trying to answer these questions, I am going to look at the role of ethnic identities with the context of the wider Constitution-making processes in Nepal during the recent past. Thus, this research will engage in a theoretical and empirical debate about ethnicity, federalism and conflict. 
1.4 Research Objectives

The question of ethnicity and ethnic-based federalism concepts are issues highly under debate in Nepal at this time.  Why this is so is the main focus of this research, and whether all those who talk about ethnicity, or ethnic federalism are really talking about the same things.  Ethnic issues and their relation to the state and to federalism are a major discussion topic in the politics of Nepal today in a way that they were not in the past.  Ethnic politics has also been the wider discussion of topic at Constituent Assembly meetings. There has also been more media coverage on ethnic issues in relation to federalism. Ethnic issues gained broader attentions since there have been huge debates whether Nepal should go for ethnic-based federal states. There have been many indigenous organizations and ethnic groups coming up with more organized forms of ethnic demands. Therefore, research can help to understand the relationship between the ethnicity, federalism, marginalization and conflict in the country. There is lack of understanding, coordination and consultation among those who favor ethnic federalism and those who are against it. These two lines of schools are going in two different ways without seeking practical solutions.
Doing research in this field will particularly shade some light on the present debates on ethnicity and ethnic-based federal state concepts. For many, these concepts and ideas are vague and ambiguous.  This research paper provides an analysis of the emergence of ‘the ethnic question’ in Nepalese politics, and answer why and how these occurred. Thus, the research will engage in the theoretical debates about federalism, conflict, marginalization and ethnicity in Nepal, focusing on time after 2006. The main objectives of the research are:

· To contribute to scholarship and discourse on ethnicity, federalism, conflict and politics in Nepal by analyzing the  debates and arguments on ethnic identity and federalism;  

· To make the Nepalese society and international community aware of the political discourses about ethnic identities and federalism in Nepal.
1.5 Research Methods, Data Collection and Analysis

I based my research primarily on the qualitative interviews with the stakeholders:  the mainstream political party members, CA members, indigenous leaders, academicians, journalists, civil society members, activists and writers. I was in Nepal from the third week of July till the end of August, being based with Forum of Federations (FoF) from where I received lot of information about the respondents. Referring to this organization made it easy to approach the political party leaders for conducting interviews. My research was based in Kathmandu valley because all the respondents were available there and it was also a potential area for collecting secondary sources. Since the political deadlock in electing the new Prime Minister went on for very long time without success during my stay in Nepal, the political leaders were quite busy. Therefore, I conducted interviews with those respondents who were available.  I used open ended questions starting with asking them what they think why and how has ethnicity become so important in the constitutional debate; after that, I asked them about their own and their party’s/organization’s position in the debate.  In total, I conducted 23 interviews,
 one of them through email. Twenty interviews were conducted in Nepali language, two in Newari language and one in English (through email). I balanced the number of respondents from the four major political parities in Nepal. However, gender balance could not be maintained. The number of male interviewees was 20, with only 3 female interviewees- also reflecting the situation of political leadership in Nepal. I recorded the interviews getting permission from the interviewees. I transcribed all the interviews and analyzed the arguments about ethnicity in them.

I also visited NEFIN and gathered information about the indigenous leaders from various political parties, and visited the government funded NFDIN which was established in 2002 to promote indigenous values and culture. Besides that, I more often visited Centre for Constitutional Dialogue (CCD) to use the library and attend conferences related to federalism and ethnic issues in Nepal. Moreover, I also attended two seminars on federalism organized by Forum of Federations (FoF). In addition to this, during my stay in Nepal, I compiled the daily news updates related to the debates on ethnic federalism in Nepal. Most of the booklets, articles, brochures, books that I collected are from CCD funded by United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Nepal. I also observed the celebration of ‘World Indigenous Day’ on 9th August organized by NEFIN. 
1.6
Scope and Limitations of the Study
This research demands qualitative rather than quantitative data. Conducting research on the growing ethnic politics in Nepal is a new phenomenon that puts a researcher with limited choices in terms of secondary literature and data collection. Few political parties in Nepal have working websites, and none provide up to date policy documents. This was why interviewing political leaders became such an important part of the fieldwork.  The time period (mid July-August) was short, and due to the political impasse in Nepal, it was difficult to make appointments with political leaders. The process of electing a new Prime Minister of the country kept CA members busy. Since secondary data was very limited, I decided to focus my fieldwork on interviews with some key actors, and with representatives of political parties and social groups. Interviews could not be conducted in July because of the elections, taking place for the sixth times to choose new Prime Minister of Nepal. On the other hand, indigenous leaders were also busy with various programs including ‘World Indigenous Day 2010.’ I soon realized it would be difficult to approach all relevant stakeholders and conduct interviews without the help of the Forum of Federations. Thanks to having had the privilege of being based in FoF, where I could use the computer without disruption and where internet connection continued even during power-cuts, my time in Nepal proved rewarding. Although it rained heavily, most appointments worked out, and despite poor mobile phone services and other logistical hurdles, a great deal of insight was given by interviewees into what is becoming the key issue of Nepali politics today. It can be noted that during interviews, I was aware that my own class and original background may have shaped the way in which respondents answered my questions. I tried to allow for this by explaining my position as a researcher in social science. Perhaps this helped to open up some of my respondents more than otherwise.  
1.7
Conclusion 

In this chapter, the key backgrounds of the research topic along with research questions and objectives were specified. Chapter 2 will first present the overlapping theoretical concepts on ethnicity, indigenous nationalities and federalism in Nepal, and then discuss theories on conflict, marginalization and inequality relating to the ethnic question in Nepal. Chapters 3 and 4 will discuss the main research questions. Chapter 5 will provide conclusions based on the findings.  

Chapter 2

Theorizing Ethnicity: Problems of Overlapping Categories

2.0
Introduction 

In this chapter, the ‘ethnic question’ in Nepal is analyzed in terms of relevant theories and concepts, such as federalism, conflict, marginalization and inequality. I also offer this chapter a theoretical framework that will be used to understand the emergence of ethnicity, or ethnic politics, in the specific context of Nepal.  

2.1
Ethnicity

Ethnicity means the relationship between the member groups who believe themselves different from others (Eriksen 2002). Brass perceives ethnicity as “social and political construction” instead of “given” (1991: 8). He further mentions that ethnicity is created by some elites for their own benefits “to gain political and economic advantages” (Brass 1991: 8). Brass defines ethnicity using the definition by De Vos as “a sense of ethnic identity…‘subjective, symbolic or emblematic use’ by ‘a group of people …of any aspect of culture, in order to differentiate themselves from the other groups’” (1991: 19). As defined by Brass who belongs to constructivist school, ethnicity is another form of “social organization and identification to class” (ibid. p. 20). He further writes that “ethnicity and nationalism are not ‘givens,’ but are social and political constructions. They are the creations of elite, who draw upon, distort, and sometimes fabricate materials in order to protect their well-being or existence or to gain political and economic advantage for their groups as well as for themselves” (Brass 1991: 8). On the other hand, from the perspective of the primordial school, ethnicity is biological and therefore, is given (Phadnis and Ganguly 2001). Smith defined ethnicity with six characterizations, which are: 1) a collective name 2) a common myth of descent 3) a shared history 4) a distinctive shared culture 5) an association with a specific territory and 6) a sense of solidarity (Smith 1986 in Gellner 1997: 14). 

The word, and the concept of ethnicity – as used in English – is not the same in Nepali language, where there is a tendency to use the words ‘caste,’ ‘ethnicity,’ and ‘indigenous nationalities’ interchangeably. The Nepali word ‘jat’ means ‘caste’ or ‘social class’ and the word ‘jati’ means ‘ethnic group’ or ‘nation.’ However, the Nepali word ‘rastra’ is also used for ‘nation’.  The Nepali word for ‘indigenous nationality’ is ‘adibasi janajati’. Furthermore, both caste and ethnic groups are referred to as ‘jat
’ despite the fact these two words do not carry the same meaning in English. Tamang states that “there are lots of misconception/misinterpretation and unclarity regarding the meaning of caste, ethnicity, indigenous, minorities, nation, state and community” (2009: 1). Similarly, the Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS)
 of Nepal has categorized caste and ethnic groups together in the census reports without showing any distinctions between these two terms. According to Pushpa Raj Kandel
, the word “nation” (or nationality) came from East Bengal word as ‘jat,’ though the Nepali word for nation is “rastra” instead of “jat.” Therefore, indigenous nationality is translated as janajati. ‘Jat’ is derived from Sanskrit language with the root word ‘jan’ which means birth (Gellner 1997). To add further to the confusion, Tamang mentions that the words nationality and nation are used in referring to the Hindu caste (Tamang 2009). Furthermore, Tamang mentions that similar trend is also “found in the Nepali literature, which creates confusion as nationality (ies) and caste are same” (2009: 2). He also states that ‘indigenous’ and ‘nationalities’ also carry different meanings as the former has the close relation with land, being the first settlers, where as the latter one is related to social development (Tamang 2009). 
It is also common to see in the literature that ‘ethnic groups’ are basically referred to ‘indigenous nationalities’
. Therefore, more often people tend to use ethnicity, caste and indigenous nationalities as one word - ‘Jati’ - and to refer to their agenda as ‘Jatiya Mudda.’ 

In today’s Nepali context, thus ethnic groups are referred to/as indigenous nationalities or adibasi janajatis in Nepali and “the distinction between ethnic group and caste is often blurred in practice” (Hangen 2010: 26).

2.2 
Indigenous Nationalities (Adibasi Janajatis) 

Taking a more focused look at the use of the word ‘indigenous’ adds further to the impossibility of creating clear cut distinctions in defining communities. According to NFDIN, indigenous nationalities are those who have the following characteristics: 

· “A distinct collective identity

· Own language, religion, tradition, culture, and civilization

· Own traditional egalitarian social structure

· Traditional homeland or geographical area

· Written or oral history

· Having “we” feeling

· Has no decisive role in the politics and government of modern Nepal

· Who are the indigenous or native people of Nepal; and

· Who declares as janajati” (NFDIN Bulletin 2005: 7). 

However, unlike the mixing of ‘ethnicity’ and the ‘caste’, the documents clearly state that ‘indigenous’ should not fall “under the conventional fourfold VARNA of the HINDU VARNA system or the Hindu hierarchical caste system” (NFDIN Bulletin 2005: 7). Still, some authors insist that there is a difference between indigenous and nationalities. Indigenous people are those who have historical relationship to the land, where as nationalities are those who might have been subjugated by the state on the basis of religion, culture, language and identity (Sundar 2009). Therefore, Sundar further clarifies that “all nationalities are not indigenous people but all indigenous people have nationalities” (2009: 4). 

Indigenous peoples have been discriminated in Nepal for hundreds of years. For example, a traditional indigenous communal system of land ownership, known as Kipat
, was abolished in 1964 with the “new land tenure system that was favorable to new settlers particularly Bahun-Chhetris” (Subba 2006: 35). The new system, called Raikar, started to function much earlier, since 1951 (Acharya 2008). In the Raikarization process, the ancestor land possessed by the indigenous groups was alienated (ibid. p. 35) and made accessible to the dominant ethnic groups. Additionally, right after the restoration of Multi Party system in 1990, the Election Commission turned deaf ear in recognizing the political parties of the indigenous nationalities (ibid. p. 42). Thus, the overlapping of concepts of ethnicity, indigenous peoples, class and caste in Nepal is not incidental: it has served both the Nepali state and the (leadership of the) marginalized groups in their political struggles, for domination and against it.  

2.3
Federalism

It is often stated that the conflicts between various ethnic groups are now much more common in the world than the conflict between the states (Aalen and Hatlebakk 2008). In such global conditions, federalism – and creation of federal autonomy - is thought to be central to a process of violent conflict mitigation and is being used as a popular device for policy makers and theorists to resolve post-conflict boundary questions among groups in plural societies (ibid, p. 1.). Federalism in some countries, like in India, worked quite well but not in all the countries (e.g. not in Nigeria). Lawoti (2010a) mentions that federalism in “democratic societies united, whereas federalism in some non-democratic countries disintegrated.”
Some authors stress positive aspects of ethnic federalism. This could be a system that could help minorities “feel a sense of security and be enabled to promote their own cultural identity” (Lawoti 2010a: 3). Federalism could also help in “increasing the political representation and participation of the people and the regions to bring governance closer to people; thereby enhancing the accountability of the service providers, improving access to services and promoting multi-cultural environment and diversity” (UNDP Newsroom 2009).

However, ethnic federalism is a very controversial issue. Those who do not favor it argue that instability would follow too easily and there could be the incidences of demands and violent struggles for secessions from among the various ethnic groups within the country (Aalen and Hatlebakk 2008: 3). Furthermore, Aalen and Hatlebakk state that ethnic federalism could both “promote and undermine democracy and stability in multi-ethnic states” (2008: 5). Some argue that ethnic differences could lead to conflicts which in turn may “challenge the stability of the government and the legitimacy, or even the survival, of the constitution” (International IDEA 2008: 11). On the other hand, there are also people who do not like Nepal opting for federalism, and call for preserving unitary state. Aalen and Hatlebakk also stressed the importance of minority rights and universal individual human rights, if Nepal is to go for ‘ethnic federal states’ because ethnic minorities may have to face discrimination if their rights are not protected in a timely manner (2008: 4).
Though federalism seemed to be a new phenomenon in the context of Nepal, there were few attempts in the past to raise this issue. Puspalal Shrestha, the founder general secretary of Nepal Community Party brought the discourse of federalism in 1950s (Sundar 2008). The Maoist Party of Nepal also addressed the issue of federalism in the 40 point demands put to the government of Nepal in 1996 (ibid.). Upreti (2010) mentions federalism as “a long-awaited agenda in Nepal” because many politicians like Gajendra Narayan Singh and other Madhesi leaders from South raised this issue. Later, United Madhesi Democratic Front (UMDF) including Tarai Madhes Loktantrik Party (TMLP), Nepal Sadbhawana Party (NSP) and Madhes Janadhikar (MJF) together demanded ‘One Madhes, One Autonomous Region’ as a federal autonomic state (Sundar 2008: 49). Nepal Sadbhawana Party, from the beginning of its establishment has brought agenda of “federal transformation through political declaration” (ibid. p. 49). Moreover, prior to the CA, Federal Republic National Front including other fronts (Federal Limbuwan State Council, United Tharu National Front, Dalit Indigenous Party, Tamsaling Autonomous State Council) have been demanding for federal structure of Nepal on the basis of ethnicity and language, specially organizing street protests in the eastern part of Nepal (ibid.). One of the UNDP reports states that “there was no reference to federalism when the Interim Constitution was first promulgated though the text made reference to decentralization and the restructuring of the state” (UNDP 2009: 89). Dissatisfied with the first draft of the Interim Constitution 2007, the Madhesi leaders, burning copies of the Constitution, demanded amendment of the Constitution to ensure the restructuring of the state on the basis of federalism. The amendment of the Interim Constitution incorporated federalism on 12th of July 2008, with the reason that “accepting the aspirations of indigenous ethnic groups and the people of the backward and other regions, and the people of Madhes, for autonomous provinces, Nepal shall be a Federal Democratic Republic” (Upreti 2010).  
2.4 Conflict, Marginalization and Inequalities

Nepal experienced a violent conflict after the Maoist rebels started People’s War from 1996. The war and mass violence ended in 2006 after the peace agreement, but the various forms of conflicts are still taking place. Batros and Paul (2002: 12) define conflict as “a situation in which actors use conflict behaviour against each other to attain incompatible goals and/or to express their hostility.” Collier and Hoeffler (2004: 571) state that “ethnic hatred” could lead to civil conflict and “they can evidently only occur in societies that are multi-ethnic or multi-religious” societies. Furthermore, they also state that such inter-group hatreds are found more in “societies that are fractionalized than those which are homogenous” (ibid.). Ethnicity is referred as “one of the most frequently cited sources of instability and conflict within states” (Aalen and Hatlebakk 2008: 1).
Finally, Mary Kaldor (1999) argues that identity based conflict, and especially the use of ethnic identities, mark the contemporary processes of globalization. She points to the exclusions from economic and political benefits of globalization as an important factor in the creation of ethnic identities and ethnic wars (1999). This brings the aspect of inequality in relation to identities.  Stewart defines horizontal inequalities as “inequalities between culturally defined groups or groups with shared identities” (2008: 12). He further categorized four areas of horizontal inequality as “political participation, economic aspects, social aspects, and cultural status” (ibid. p. 14). Horowitz states that unequal distribution of economic and educational benefits of modernity can be an important cause of tensions among the groups (1985). Gibney (2008) states that grater degree of inequalities between ethnic groups will more likely to raise violent conflicts. Moreover, he mentions that “unequal political influence” promotes inequalities in the process of distribution of socio-economic goods which in turn will push some ethnic groups “to achieve on the streets what they can not attain through parliament or resort to gunfire because reliance on the ballot box is futile” (Gibney 2008: 25). 

Those discussions about group identities and inequalities are important for understanding definitions of ethnicity and indigenous peoples in Nepal. There is a wider gap between various marginalized groups - ethnic and indigenous groups, Dalits, women - and dominating ethnic and caste groups in terms of socio-economic and political development. The marginalized are left far behind in terms of all socio-economic and political development. Referring to the studies from World Bank and DFID in 2006, Hangen mentions that the dominant groups, Bahuns, Chhetris and Newars have better health indicators, higher life expectancy, higher level of school attendance and better economic lives compared to other ethnic groups (2010). Subba mentions that the high-castes in Nepal have overtaken 65 per cent of the seats in the House of Representatives in 1991, 1994 and 1999 elections (Lawoti, 2005; IIDS, 2000; Baral et al. 2001 in Subba 2006: 34). In addition to this, about 98 per cent government jobs were in the hands of Bahuns and Chhetris in 1854 during the Rana ruling period; and it was 93 and 92 per cents respectively in 1969 and 1998 (NESAC, 1998: 145-46 in Subba 2006: 34). Subba mentions that “Nationalities are not represented in decision-making bodies or are underrepresented there as subordinated to their ‘high caste’ political overlords” (2006: 34). It is also mentioned that “Eighty percent of the posts in the civil service, the army, and the police still were held by the Brahmans and Chhetris of the hills, who comprised less than 50 percent of the population; 13 percent were held by Kathmandu Valley Newars, whose share of the total population was merely 3 percent” (Savada 1991: 31). These figures show the huge disparity between the dominant and the marginalized groups in terms of their access to the ‘levers’ of power in the state at all levels. The socioeconomic development is centralized and limited only in few major cities. Many of the villages are yet to be explored in terms of socioeconomic developments. 
Gurung and Subedi (2007: 128) see the major cause of political conflict in Nepal as “a result of unequal distribution of resources, caste based discrimination and the social relations between dominant Hindu caste people and subjugated ethnic communities referred to as the indigenous nationalities of Nepal”. They further mention that these kinds of social relations and discriminations were supported and institutionalized by the state (ibid.). Referring to the power-sharing, economic resources and backwardness of marginalized minority groups in Nepal, Bhattachan in Hachhethu (2003: 12), states that these groups are far “behind the dominant Bahun-Chhetri and Newar in the Knowledge industry.” 
This shows the unequal power and knowledge relations referred to by Harbermas and Foucault, which states that “knowledge serves interest and yields power” (Bhattachan in Hachhethu 2003: 12). These different interests and power, evident in huge inequalities – as Chapter 3 and 4 will show – have been used as important arguments by the indigenous and ethnic groups. They are demanding autonomous regions hoping to have equalities without being discriminated and ignored from the central government. Those inequalities also form one of the bases of contrasting perspectives on ethnicity and federalism among different political parties and civil society groups.  
It is important to note that so far, the ethnic movements in Nepal have a “by-and-large, non-violent record” unlike in Sri Lanka, Indonesia and some states in India like Assam, Nagaland, Jharkhand and Gorkhaland (Shrestha 2003: 22). For this record to continue, understanding of the dynamics between ethnicity, on the one hand, and federalism, conflict and inequality is necessary. 
2.5 
Conclusion 

In this chapter, the questions of ethnicity, federalism and conflict were explored in relation to the ethnic issues in Nepal. In the following chapter, this analytical framework is applied to analyze how ‘the ethnic question’ has been approached by different political actors in Nepal in recent years.

Chapter 3
Ethnicity in Constitutional Practices and Politics   

3.0
Introduction 

Given that the current debate on ethnicity in Nepal is happening in the context of constitutional process, this chapter first considers how ethnic minorities and indigenous peoples, as well as other marginalized groups in Nepali society, have been regarded in constitutional terms. Then the issues of why and how ‘the ethnic question’ was introduced into public discussion in Nepal are explored. Both these issues will be re-visited in the following chapter, when I turn to the key positions in these debates.

3.1
‘The Ethnic Question’ and the Constitutions of Nepal

Nepal is a multi-ethnic country with about 92 spoken languages. According to the census of 2001, there were more than 103 ethnic/caste groups within a total population of 22,736,934
. The dominant groups were the Brahmins and Chhetris (caste-based groups), who constitute 15.80% and 12.74% respectively whereas the indigenous nationalities comprise 37.2% of total population. Though Nepal is a multi ethnic and multi lingual country, there was “One King, One Country, One Language, One Dress” policy during the autocratic partyless Panchayat
 period (1960-1990) (Sherpa 2009: 11), in the name of creating “a culturally homogenous population” and “cultural uniformity” (Hangen 2010: 31). The 1962 Constitution declared Nepal as a Hindu State, thus ignoring other religions, such as those of indigenous peoples. In the 1990 Constitution Nepal was recognized as “a multiethnic, multilingual, democratic, independent, indivisible, sovereign, Hindu and Constitutional Monarchical Kingdom” (Centre for Constitutional Dialogue 2010a). This Constitution was proclaimed by UNDP  the “first fully democratic-constitution,” even though it did not have  “involvement of the people in its making, and [that it] came formally into being not as an act of the people’s sovereignty but as a gift of the King” (UNDP 2010). The Interim Constitution of Nepal 2063 (2007)
 is the first that does not bring Hinduism as a state religion, but defines Nepal as “an independent, indivisible, sovereign, secular, inclusive Federal Democratic Republic State” (UNDP 2010).
The Muluki Ain (National Code), the first legal code of Nepal in 1854, categorized the people of Nepal in terms of caste hierarchy which “served to buttress and sustain high-caste Hindu dominance” (Hangen 2010: 31). After The Muluki Ain was implemented, the caste system became the major instrument of “identity, social status and life chances” of Nepalese people (Bennett et al 2008: 1). According to Chaintanya Subba, the “ethnocidal project of the Hindu State” laid the foundation of “discrimination, exclusion and deprivation on the basis of race, ethnicity/caste, religion, language and culture” (2006: 34), and I would add gender. 
The constitutional discriminatory issues have been pin-pointed by various ethnic groups, specially, the indigenous nationalities and Madhesis in Nepal. Therefore, there has been a strong sense that marginalized, Dalits, indigenous nationalities and women have been too long suppressed, ignored and discriminated against in various forms. Those living in remote, inaccessible regions remain excluded and their needs remain unaddressed in terms of both socio-political and economic developmental processes. 
Thus it is not strange that many of them joined the Maoists movement in late 1990s when it waged a decade long war, raising the voice of marginalized and oppressed communities in rural Nepal against these social problems. The Maoists had several programs against “caste system and ethnic prejudice and resisted imposition of compulsory Sanskrit
 in schools, a language alien to most indigenous groups” (Lawoti 2010: 142). Since Maoists incorporated the issues of indigenous groups in Nepal, there was high participation of the indigenous groups in the Maoist insurgency (ibid, p. 146). Further more, Boquerat states that the ethnic minorities took part in the political movement of the Maoists as an opportunity to express the frustrations for “they had been deeply disappointed by the lack of action from the mainstream political parties against the monarchical paradigm: ‘one nation, one language, one religion, one culture’” (2009: 46).
3.2
How and why have ethnic identities become major political issue in recent Nepali politics?

In recent years, particularly after 2006, ethnicity has become a major concern in the political parties of Nepal. Analysing the current political situation in Nepal, Pokhrel (2010) writes:

Political party organizations and their members are in the phase of decreasing where as the ethnic organizations are increasing on the other hand. Even the political party leaders are running behind the ethnic organizations. There is a trend of leaving the membership of the political parties and joining with the ethnic political organizations in Nepal.

On the other hand, wide range of literature discussed earlier shows that ethnic minorities have been dominated by the state since long time in Nepal. This suppression and marginalization of the ethnic groups by the dominant groups has been brought forward by scholars as the main argument in the rise of ethnic politics in Nepal. Some literature stresses that the political change in Nepal and awareness among the ethnic communities are also the reasons behind the rise of the ethnic politics in Nepal in post 2006 period. Authors also note that there were several ethnic movements in the past which were not sufficiently organized to challenge the state. Most of the mainstream political parties “remained silent on ethnic issue and undermined the ethnic forces that can tilt the power balance in favour of radical forces or non-parliamentary forces” (Subba 2006: 45). Ethnic politics after 2006 came to be more visible though the mainstream political parties did not take it into consideration in 1990. Though the ethnic demands are not resolved, “protests by ethnic political groups, who include the Madhesi peoples from the Tarai, Nepal’s southern plains, as well as the indigenous nationalities, became increasingly vociferous and violent after 2006” (Hangen 2010: 2). Hangen further states that “many of the biggest challenges that the Constitution Assembly faces concerns ethnic political issues” (2010: 2).   
I started interviews asking the interviewees what do they think why and how ethnicity became the major agendas of political parties in Nepal after 2006. It was noticeable from the answers that not all the mainstream political parties in Nepal have clear vision in terms of ethnic issues. UCPN Maoist party of Nepal is quite ahead in terms of ethnic agendas. Nepali Congress leaders said that ethnicity was not on the party’s political agenda. Since Nepal is in the phase of entering a particular form of federal states mentioned in the party documents, manifestos and papers, it is not unusual in Nepali polity that the version of ethnic agenda sometimes differs among the politicians of a single party. There may also be an absence of one voice within a party.  
Many interviewees explicitly pointed to Maoist movement as responsible for bringing up the ‘ethnic question’ into politics, even when they acknowledged that issues of discrimination were not new. For majority of respondents, suppression, domination, marginalization, deprivation, exclusion, inequality, disparity, discrimination, lack of human rights and exploitation from the unitary Hindu government of dominant ethnic groups are the causes of rise in today’s ethnic politics in Nepal. For example, Mr. Krishna Bhattachan, a professor at Tribhuvan University (TU) and an activist in ethnic movements says:

The visibility of ethnic demands after 2006 is the result of 240-year long domination and discrimination. It did not come into surface before because there was an authoritarian regime most of the time. People could not organize themselves and express their opinions. 1990’s people’s movement opened up at one level and moved on. Maoists, during the People’s War, realized that without raising the issues of ethnicity, language, gender, region and religion, the success of People’s War was impossible. Moreover, Madhesis also organized themselves to form Madhesi political parties. 

He clearly means to say that there were ethnic demands in the past and it became more visible only after 2006. Mr. Brikesh Chandra Lal from TMLP said that ethnic voices are heard when there is disparity, inequality and marginalization with intervention in somebody’s right. He adds that pluralism and democracy give space to these agendas. Mr. Govinda Chaudhary, one of the leaders from TMLP says that there had been ethnic issues from the time of King Prithivi Narayan Shah and since the discrimination was in the form of suppression it could not come into surface. He further states his dissatisfaction on the slogan of ‘4 castes and 36 sub-castes’ used by King Prithivi Narayan Shah to describe the people of Nepal. Mr. Chaudhary describes the slogan as political slogan, based on Hindu culture and therefore, a continuous domination over non-Hindus from the state. For him, this is the reason which helped in the rise of ethnic agendas at present. 

To answer how and why ethnicity became relevant, Mr. Bal Krishna Mabuhang, an ethnic activist and a professor at TU, also points to dominance of Hinduism and exclusion of others: 

Till CPA, Nepal continued to be a Hindu nation where King Prithivi Narayan’s reference of Nepal as a common garden of 4 castes and 36 sub-castes is still valued as normatively related to Hindu religion. However, the notion of plurality and diversity in Nepal have never been reflected and accommodated in the state policy. Later, Maoists tacticized and made ethnic issues the political agenda with the demand of ethnic autonomy and self determination rights. They were able to properly articulate dilemmas and discrepancies of the Nepalese people. Then more indigenous nationalities, Madhesis and other ethnic groups, joined in this process. 

Referring to the above statements, it shows that the discriminatory Hindu ruling system as the main reason for today’s ethnic visibility. CA member from Nepali Congress, Mr. Ram Krishna Chitrakar says that there has been lack of human rights in Nepal since long time and there were various kinds of exploitations of the people from the state level. He further states that the exploited class went on raising their voices and specially, the issues of marginalized groups from the remote areas were caught by the political parties. Linking with the role of political parties, he further says that:

During ten years of conflict situation, political parties took the issues of ethnic agenda and ethnic autonomy. People were trying to get independence and political parties went on forming many ethnic organizations against autocratic regime or monarchy. In organizing people and bringing the voices of suppressed people, ethnic agendas came to the forefront. 

More interestingly, the above statements show close relationship with the decade long conflict and political changes as the primary source in paving the ways for ethnic demands. It is also interesting that the respondents belonging to the indigenous nationalities and Madhesi leaders directly brought up Hindu domination of 240 years unitary system as the major root cause of today’s ethnic rise, while those respondents who are not of indigenous background did not think that this was the major reason. Mr. Malla K. Sundar, an activist on the indigenous people’s right and Human Rights, thinks that the rise in the ethnic agendas is the result of resentment towards the long domination from the state: 

Those who were suppressed and affected by exclusion, disparity, discrimination and domination since long, became aware, politically organized and established. The philosophy of ‘One language, one culture, one monarchy, one royalty’ has dominated Nepalese society for long and ethnic issues came as resentment to it. 

Again, the suppression is viewed as the main reason behind the rise in ethnic demands. Some respondents viewed that people became more educated and aware which allowed ethnic groups to raise their voices against suppression and domination. Others opined that real democracy came only after 2006 and people had an opportunity then to express their voices and put forward their demands. Lawoti states that rise in the identity politics in Nepal has to do with “the country’s own contexts, such as the struggle for social justice and the yearning for recognition and self-esteem among various communities” (Lawoti 2010c). Many other elements such as media, education, newspapers, books and FM radios also play an important role on it (ibid.).
Few respondents said that international experiences of indigenous movements and UNDRIP also to some extent played influential role in the increment of Nepal’s ethnic politics. Mr. Bhattachan states the reason for the rise of ethnic agendas as:

Nepal already signed United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People (UNDRIP) and ratified ILO 169. People had an opportunity to better organize themselves and they have become more aware. 

These show the exposure and influence of the outside world which promoted the demands of more rights for Indigenous People. Mr. Pushpa Raj Kandel, a leader of CPN-UML and a professor at Tribhuwan University (TU), says that after the Multi Party system in Nepal, the political environment became more open. Moreover, people got more opportunities to express their opinions and simultaneously, lot of organizations came forward and that was the reason the issues of ethnicity slowly got strongly noticed. 

 Some of the respondents particularly linked it to the recent political change and the establishment of democracy in Nepal. They expressed that making demands is possible only in a democratic state. Mr. Parshu Ram Meghi Gurung, a CA member from CPN-UML points that after the end of monarchy system and the reestablishment of democracy, there were times when people felt complete freedom and because of those reasons ethnic agendas received more attention. Mr. Govinda Chaudhary, one of the leaders from LMLP emphasized democracy in answering the question saying: 

After open politics came to Nepal, people got opportunity to demand. It is democracy where all ethnic groups can raise their voices. Democracy is a floor. However, democracy is just a vehicle but not a panacea for everything.   

This part of interview elicits that democracy has to do more with the rise in the voices of people for rights. Some of the indigenous leaders spent more time on explicitly blaming two specific ethnic groups - Bahuns and Chhetris – as those who are dominating Nepal’s political institutions for today’s condition of Nepal. Interestingly, similar accusations did not come from non-indigenous respondents, who, on the other hand, criticized both indigenous and Madhes for their ethnic demands, calling them as “indigenous elite movement,” “provoked from outsiders,” and “vested with selfishness”. Rather than answering how and why the ethnic agendas are rising in Nepal, they first expressed their bitterness towards the ethnic agendas brought up by indigenous nationalities and Madhesi leaders. They think that NGOs supporting ethnic movements in Nepal played some role in promoting ethnic activism to the present level. Therefore, the respondents charged the indigenous leaders as opportunist elites. Mr. Dhruba Simkhada from Himal Khabarpatrika states:

Those ethnic leaders who are carrying the ethnicity issue today are prejudiced and biased. What I feel is that, they think that Bahuns and Chhetris have taken over everything and left them to this condition and therefore, they need to take revenge upon Bahuns and Chhetris. This understanding was supported by European Community providing funding, exaggerating and provoking the ethnic issues more than ever. This is how the ethnic movement in Nepal is being operated. Ethnic leaders took the names of ethnic groups and communities but they came to the cities and turned to material goods, giving luxury lives. 

Similar kind of view is expressed by Dr. Bishnu Raj Upreti, the writer and researcher on conflict transformation and peace in Nepal. He expresses the view that ethnic demands in Nepal are purely motivated by political selfishness: 

Maoists raised the agendas of indigenous issues to make the war success. They used indigenous issues and misled indigenous sentiments for political benefits. Playing with the agendas of indigenous, some elites captured these issues, taking it too far, not even giving the state an opportunity to address it properly. It is natural for indigenous nationalities to raise the issues but the way the agendas are raised is problematic. No indigenous leaders have worked for ethnic liberation and emancipation. They just came to relax working with NGOs. Will NGOs solve the ethnic agendas? Where in the world does it happen?

These two expressions above, different from the indigenous groups, indicate that the primary interest of the indigenous leaders are no more than socio-economic and political benefits which can be linked to the Brass’s constructivist theory that ethnicities are not givens but are socially constructed which are distorted and fabricated by the elites for their own benefits (Chapter 2, section 2.1). Mr. Agni Kharel, a CA member from CPN-UML and a lawyer, states that problems of ethnic issues in the past were not solved. Thus they swell like a bubble which could burst at any time. Even during Multi Party system these issues surfaced to some extent. Later, Maoists practiced ethnic-based autonomous states and promoted class and ethnic issues. These issues were there since long time and it is not true that it just appeared suddenly in the society. Later, international and local NGOs came to forefront to support these issues.  

On the other hand, the respondents from the UCPN-Maoist were proud to inform that it was the Maoist party which played crucial role in promoting ethnic agendas. Almost all the respondents from the Maoist party said that Maoists made it possible for the ethnic agendas to come so far. However, the respondents from the Maoists were reluctant to accept the charge that their party raised the issue of ethnicity but failed in solving the ethnic problem properly. They argued that their major agenda was not ethnicity per se, but in relation to class, caste, regional discrimination and gender. They argued that class issues cannot be addressed without touching upon the ethnic issues. Constituent Assembly member from UCPN Maoist and a member of Committee on State Restructuring and Allocation of State Powers, Dama Kumari Sharma mentions:

Maoist People’s War started with class, ethnicity, gender and regional sentiments which were suppressed by the unitary ruling system in Nepal. After Madhes movement in 2007, it was seen more in the form of ethnic lines. In later days, there were more opportunities from getting out of the unitary dominations which led to more freedom and the issue of ethnicity was heard more than ever in an organized form. 
CA member from UCPN-Maoist and an advocate, Mr. Khim Lal Devkota clarifies:

The fact is that Maoists raised the issues of class, ethnicity, region and gender in parallel. And those who are more inclined towards ethnicity saw Maoists only raising the issues of ethnicity. It’s fault only to notice this. They do not see us talking about class, region, and gender.
Since ethnic issue, at the present political context of Nepal, has been a very controversial issue, it was closely noticeable that the Maoist respondents diplomatically tried in advocating that Maoists not only raised the ethnic agenda but also class, region and gender. The response from the Maoist leaders came that way because of the fact that they are accused by many that they raised the issue of ethnicity but failed to solve it properly. Mr. Malla K. Sundar, came up with a bit different perspective. He said that the ethnic movements in Nepal came into the limelight after the formation of NEFIN in 1991, and was already organized when Maoists appeared.  He further explains:

Maoist insurgency caught the already existing sentiments of ethnic issues. Ethnic movement and political change in Nepal is reciprocal. Because of the political changes in Nepal, ethnic issues came to forefront and because of ethnic issues political changes came. 

This analysis challenges the dominant opinions came from the interviews on how and why the ethnic issues came to the forefront of Nepali politics after 2006. Mr. CK Lal, a columnist at Nepalitimes even states that “ethnic issues may have been raised by design to counter ethnic slogans of Maoist.” 

A paper by Hachhethu (2010) presented at a workshop organized in Kathmandu shows some valuable points on why ethnic and regional identities came first in designing federal units. He states that there have been both ethnicization of politics and politicization of ethnicity, showing both micro and macro reasons (2010: 16-17):

· “62% of CA members and 70% SRC
 members belong to Janajati or Madhesi who favour identity based provinces.

· Disassociation with Hindu religion and Nepali language as their population decreased from 87% in 1991 to 80% in 2001 and from 52% in 1991 to 48% in 2001 respectively.

· Surveys finding (2004 and 2007) show that people’s preference to ethnic/regional identity is on rise and identification with national identity is down (from 58 to 43%)”

Again, this information about the political factors in Nepal presented by Hachhethu take us to different direction of opinion which did not come from any of the interviewees from the fieldwork. Furthermore, Hachhethu also shows the changing preference of identification by Hill and Tarai people from 2004 to 2007 as:  
Figure 1 (Source: Hachhethu 2010: 17)
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Moreover, Hangen states that “with the rise of the Maoist after 1996 and the second people’s movement in 2006, ethnic equality became part of the dominant political discourse” (2010: 152). Furthermore, she also states that there has been increase in the mobilization of ethnic movements which also increased the number and influence of ethnic political parties in recent years (Hangen 2010: 153-154): 
First, ethnic parties could more easily get on the ballot than in the elections in the 1990s. Ethnic parties were allowed to register with the Election Commission. The interim constitution of 2006 maintained the same restrictions against ethnic parties that existed in the 1990 Constitution, but apparently they were no longer enforced…Second, Nepal’s adoption of a new ‘mixed’ electoral system increased the likelihood of small parties, like ethnic parties, gaining representation on the CA. In this system, 240 seats were elected by the first-past-the-post system (FPTP), while 335 seats were elected by proportional representation (PR)…Nine ethnic parties
 received seats via PR elections.
3.3
Conclusion 

This chapter explored a range of possible explanations for the emergence of the ‘ethnic question’ in Nepali politics in recent years. By linking the how and why of this issue to Constitution-making processes to political parties, it is clear that different parties offer different reasons: Some associate the rise with Maoists, others with democracy, and others with the West. Yet most of them point to the long history of discrimination as relevant for dealing with ethnicity. The opinions also show that this rise is differently assessed: some see it as a positive and necessary step into the future democratic society; others see it as a political plot that threatens Nepali society. It is important to stress that the respondents from indigenous communities are the ones who have systematically defended the need for addressing and acquiring ethnic autonomy. Those differences are important for the following chapter that looks at the main arguments in the debate.  

Chapter 4
Political Debates on Federalism and Ethnicity
4.0
Introduction 

In this chapter, brief background of the mainstream
 political parties will be specified. Then the findings of the second research question will be explored with the debates, arguments, discourses on ethnic federalism along with the question of rights. In the meantime, the positions taken by the political party leaders and the respondents of the research in terms of ethnic federalism will be explained and analysed. 

4.1 Brief History of Mainstream Political Parties in Nepal

The 1950 movement installed democracy in Nepal overthrowing the Rana ruling system. The first parliament was elected in 1959 but it was soon dissolved by the then King who also banned all the political parties in 1961. The first kind of multi-party general election was held in 1991. 74 political parties registered with Election Commission of Nepal for Constituent Assembly election in 2008 and among them only 25 political parties
 won seats. The Maoist party of Nepal won the highest seats in the CA followed by the Nepali Congress and the Communist Party of Nepal (United Marxist and Leninist). The history of the political parties in Nepal shows that separation and union within a party is a usual phenomenon. 
The Nepali Congress is the oldest party in Nepal which was established in 1947. NC has been playing an active role in the political history of Nepal. It led Nepal after its victory in the first multi-party general election in 1991. The party fought against the 104-year-old Rana autocratic rule and “succeeded in ushering in democracy in Nepal in 1951, it also successfully led the democratic changes of 1990 and 2006” (Gautam 2008). In between, Nepali Congress had been split into two and again became one. NC is the second largest party in CA.

The Communist Party of Nepal (Marxist) was formed in April 1949 just a year before democracy was established in Nepal. The Communist Party of Nepal (Marxist-Leninist) was established in 1978 (Savada 1991). The United Communist Party of Nepal-Marxist-Leninist (UCPN) was formed by merging the two factions of Marxist and Marxist-Leninist (Szarjkowski 2005). At present, this party is known as CPN (UML). It became the second largest party in terms of the number of seats won in the House of Representatives in the 1991 elections. In the elections of 1994, UCPN had an opportunity to become the largest party winning 88 seats (among 205) (ibid.). At present, CPN (UML) is the third largest political party in the Constituent Assembly after the Maoists and Nepali Congress. 

Maoist Party of Nepal is the largest political party in Nepal today after CA election in 2008. It has a long history of splitting and merging process several times though today’s Maoists party’s origin dates back in late 1960s (RAOnline 2010). Some scholars identify the origin “of the Maoists with the establishment of the CPN- Fourth Congress in 1974” (Lawoti 2010: 8) after spitting several times. CPN-Masal, United People’s Front Nepal (UPFN), CPN-Unity Center (CPN-UC) and CPN- Fourth Congress all the communist parties were led by different leaders (ibid.). In 1995, CPN-UC changed its name into CPN- Maoist and decided to initiate an armed insurgency and in 1996, UPFN presented 40 point demands to the government of Nepal stating that if they were not fulfilled they would start insurgency (Lawoti 2010). The Maoist launched insurgency in Nepal in February 13, 1996 and came to the peace process formally ending civil war in 2006. The Maoist party of Nepal won the highest number of seats in the Constituent Assembly (CA) elections in 2008. Maoist led coalition government was formed in August 2008 and the Maoist leader, Mr. Pushpa Kamal Dahal, the then Prime Minister of Nepal, resigned from the post in 2009 May over the President’s decision of reinstating the dismissed army chief. 

4.2 How have the main political actors positioned themselves in debates around ethnicity? 
In post 2006 period, after Nepal was declared a Federal Republic Democratic State, ‘federalism’ and ‘ethnicity’ are the most widely pronounced words. ‘Ethnicity’ can not be put aside when we talk about federalism. It is because the current debate in Nepali polity is whether Nepal should go for ethnic-based federal states or not. Lawoti states that ethnic politics has been a central part of Nepali politics and the only difference at present from the past is that poly-ethnic politics is challenging the mono-ethnic polity (2010b). Khanal (2007: 171) states that the demands of ethnic groups in Nepal are not with separatist and secessionist motives; rather, their main objective is “to reconstruct the Nepali polity and nation where the ethnic and cultural diversity of the country is properly reflected and the ethnic groups could enjoy identity and autonomy without submission to the values, culture, language or religion of the dominant caste.” Furthermore, he states that the major demands from the ethnic groups are “reservation of proportional quota in the politics and administration, affirmative policy intervention, language and cultural rights, autonomy, including the right to self-determination” (ibid, p. 171). 
However, after the major political shift in 2006, some of the demands have been fulfilled. Recently, the major emphases are on the last two demands: autonomy and self-determination rights. The State Restructuring Committee (SRC) has already proposed 14 federal units “primarily on the basis of identity and secondly on the basis of capabilities
” and names of the provinces are primarily based on ethnic identity (Hachhethu 2010: 17).

The number of ethnic groups demanding autonomous states on the basis of ethnicity has increased during the Constitution-making process in the last few years. They believe that federalism would help to reduce marginalization of “disadvantaged groups and regions by improving self-rule and representation” and to promote “democratization and foster development for all throughout the country” (Topperwien 2009). That was the reason Nepal was declared as the federal state soon after the Comprehensive Peace Agreement was signed, in 2006. This chapter will assess this argument, and the others used in the debate, in relation to the civil society and political actors using them. The engagement with the arguments is crucial as it is already apparent that some actors are gone beyond words in making sure their demands are heard: some of the ethnic/ indigenous groups have formed their own young, militant volunteers, ready to take up arms to defend their cause at any time. Several armed groups have been formed in the South, which escalated violence in the Tarai. There were also several reports on armed ethnic volunteers in the eastern hills of Nepal. Thus, militants are becoming one of the important actors in the debate, next to the already mentioned actors: political parties (among whom Maoists have a very specific place) and civil-political associations and organizations of indigenous groups and groups that explicitly re-defined themselves as ‘ethnic’ (rather than indigenous).  
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In terms of mainstream political parties as actors in the debate, most of the interviewees brought Maoists, and then CPN-UML. In terms of non-political organizations, NEFIN and other ethnic organizations also play important role in the formation of ethnic agendas. Tharus of the Tarai, Limbuwan, Khumbuwan, Tamangsaling autonomy supporting councils, Mongol National Organization etc are also the actors in terms of ethnic discourse. However, Mr. Pasang Sherpa has a different opinion about the actors:  

We can not compare which political party raised ethnic agendas more. People say that Maoists raised this agenda of indigenous nationalities but almost all the parties raised this agenda to capture the state power and become powerful. Once their wish is fulfilled and benefitted enough from it, they forget the raised agendas. Ethnic agendas are given first-priority by the political parties to come into the power since the indigenous nationalities have power and at the same time, the same agendas are given first-preference in leaving once they reached in power. 

Thus, it is important to look both at who are the actors in the debate, and what are their positions in the arguments.

4.3 
Explorations of positions in ethnic-federalism debate

4.3.1
Arguing about violence and disintegration 

As ethnic paradigm has gathered great attention in the present discussions on Constitution and Constitution drafting process, two major positions seem to exist: one warning that ethnic federalism might lead to violence; another, insisting that ethnic federalism will bring more democracy. Those positions, furthermore, are expressed through a variety of arguments, depending on who is seen as the main proponent of exploitation, violence, autonomy and democracy. 

Mr. Ram Krishna Chitrakar, a CA member of Nepali Congress states that ethnic-federalism needs to be looked at from an international perspective. He links ethnic federalism to violent conflict: 
Many of the countries with ethnic divisions went through bloodsheds with huge destructions. International practices show that ethnically-based federal states will not be durable and there will not be equitable society with it. Therefore, we are not in favor of this proposition. However, the identity of ethnicity should be maintained.  

Supporting the argument of Mr. Chitrakar, and standing against ethnic federalism, Mr. Bipin Adhikari states that ethnic federalism will bring fragmentation. According to him ethnic identity is a social construct. Social identity comes today and may not stay tomorrow, it keeps on changing. There will be internal challenge. Marginalized group will come out from the same ethnic group, thus the fragmentation will go on. 

Contrary to the above opinions, referring to the historical fact that not only federal states but even the unitary states disintegrate at certain circumstances, Lawoti, clarifies that ethnic federalism does not necessarily result in  disintegration but in lack of “genuine ethnic autonomy” (2010b). According to him, the division of state integrity starts when the state and the dominant groups persistently discriminate other ethnic groups without accommodating their demands (ibid.).  Furthermore, he strongly claims that ethnic autonomy in Nepal promoted integration as NEFIN “has brought together more than 50 nationalities while the Madhesi movement brought together different religious, linguistic and ethnic/caste groups of the Tarai” (ibid.). 
However, Ms. Minakshi Jha, a CA member from Nepali Congress (NC) states that the party worries about the ethnic issue, acknowledging that it has given space for addressing marginalization of Madhesis, Dalits, female, Marginalized and indigenous nationalities. She clarifies that NC does not raise the issue of ethnicity because it sees it as the seed of violence: 
We are reaching ever further with this ethnic issue. Brotherhood will disappear. If we give a state to one particular ethnic group, what would other remaining groups do then? Ethnic federalism will do no good to Nepal. It will sow the seed of disharmony.  

For her, ethnic federalism clearly means the straight way towards violence among the ethnic groups. She is not alone talking about it that way. CA member from UML, Mr. Agni Kharel is also worried about ethnic federalism: 
It is hard to say whether ethnic-based federalism in Nepal will break up Nepal. It is better if it does not happen, but it will be very bad if it happens. Forming the autonomous federal states could be solved easily had it been purely seen through technical terms. We are not forming the federal states to be separated. 

Refuting the idea that ethnic-federalism will do no good to a nation, Mr. Padma Ratna Tuladhar, the Human Rights activist, questions what is the base for the argument that links ethnic federalism with violence. He says that it is an illusion and false impression to think that ethnic-based federalism in Nepal would disintegrate the nation. According to him, this illusion is like a conspiracy which has created profound fear among the Nepalese people: 
Opting for ethnic federalism does not mean we are going to make 103 states since there is already a limitation that states are to be formed on the basis of identity and capability. Just because ethnic minorities are given rights, does not mean that the rest will be dominated and ignored. If one’s freedom is to dominate others again, then what’s the use of that movement?

Mr. Bal Krishna Mabuhang also criticizes those who are against ethnic federalism, calling them people with old mindset incompatible with today’s thoughts. He mentions that these people are spreading wrong messages as rumor. Moreover, he states:

Yesterday, Nepal was divided into 14 zones. Was it separated into 14 pieces? Let us move back, we have 75 districts, were there 75 pieces? It is not like a cake. Land will be over there, people will be over there and everything will be there. The question is- how to control the resources, how to control people and how to manage resource deprivation, distribution and environment protection?
In this way, while analysing the above opinions, it is quite clear that those who are against the ethnic federalism brought violence, disharmony, fragmentation, disintegration and separation as the future results with ethnic federalism where as, the proponents of ethnic federalism disapprove with such notions. 

4.3.2
Arguing about specific issues and demands:  ‘Ours’ and ‘Theirs’ 
Next to those general arguments about possibility and inevitability of disintegration and violence, there were a number of specific issues that created heated debates among those interviewed. One of them was whether the demands for ‘One Madhes One Autonomous Region,’ or ‘Limbuwan,’ ‘Khubuwan,’ and ‘Tamangsaling’ states, are even possible. All the interviewed Madhesi leaders said that the demand for ‘One Madhes’ is valid and possible, but the other respondents answered that it is impossible to fulfil such demands. In case of demands for autonomous states, some interviewees claim these demands were meaningless. On the other hand, many respondents said that the federal autonomy issue needs solved urgently, for conflicts to diminish.  

The central argument in this section is in line with other research by Hachhethu (2010). His study came to the conclusion that different groups appeared to be ‘deaf’ towards each other’s demands.  This suggested not only conflicting, but sometimes incompatible demands. Hachhethu summarized the key arguments as follows:

Table A
	Choices of Indigenous Nationalities/ Madhesis
	Choices of Hill Castes

	1
	Identity first
	1
	Capability first

	2
	Ethnic name of provinces
	2
	Non-ethnic name

	3
	No need of Sherpa and Jadan States
	3
	Reduce no. of province

	4
	Ethnic/regional autonomy
	4
	National unity/integration

	5
	Political prime rights
	5
	No political prime rights

	6
	Rights to self determination to community
	6
	Rights to self determination to Madhesi/Indigenous Nationalities

	7
	Decentralized federalism
	7
	Centralized federalism


Choices between Indigenous Nationalities/ Madhesis and Non-Indigenous (Hill Castes)

(Source: Hachhethu 2010: 19)

What is clear, from this table, and what also became clear from discussions which are analyzed in this section, is that most resistance to ethnic federalism comes – perhaps not surprisingly - from ethnic-political-elite groups who are already in power and seek to lose their dominance through growing reform towards federal autonomy.  

For example, responding to various ethnic demands, Mr. C.K. Lal said, “Their grievances should be heard and addressed to the extent possible under the constitutional framework of Federal Democratic Republic of Nepal.” Regarding ‘One Madhes One Autonomous Region’ issue, he views that it is a good political slogan, but impractical way of addressing federalist desires. He states that the federal structure of Nepal should be a state “where dignity of all ethnic groups and every common Nepalese is respected.” One of the interviewees state: 

One Madhes One Autonomous Region does not make any sense.  Those who are dreaming about ruling in Limbuwan and Khumbuwan states do not carry any theoretical and practical bases. It is impossible. If they really want to address the ethnic agendas of the people, they should work in creating the opportunities. 

What is clear from this statement is that One Madhes One Autonomous demand is very important for the Madhesi leaders but not for others. Another controversy about ethnic federalism was a debate about naming the proposed states. Main question was whether they should be named following ethnic identity of the population. Therefore, giving the examples of several states of India like Punjab, Maharashtra, Tamil Nadu, and West Bengal which were named based on ethnic identity, Mr. Malla K. Sundar clarifies:

Non-Bengalis also have equal rights in West Bengal as Bengalis; and non-Punjabis have equal rights as Punjabis. If rights are ensured for everyone then it does not matter if we are going for ethnic federalism; and it also does not matter what the name of the state is. Therefore, naming the state should not be the major debate. The major issue should be how the constitution is made and the rights ensured. 

The respondent is in a strong belief that any form of federalism will work better if rights are ensured for all. However, some of the respondents focused on the federal aspect of ‘ethnic federalism’ debate rather than on ethnicity as such. Dr. Bishnu Raj Upreti mentions that lot of people do not understand federalism. Professor Pusha Raj Kandel, a member of CPN-UML states that not only grassroots people but even political leaders do not really understand the concept of federalism properly:

Federalism in Nepal was not declared in a democratic way. It did not come with the strong will of the people of Nepal. If every citizen wants federalism, it should have been the slogan during the Mass Movement II. But there was only the slogan of ‘republic’. A federal system was imposed and therefore, there has not been enough homework done. Federalism is a completely new issue in Nepal.

What he indicates in this comment is that federalism in Nepal may not work properly if all the political leaders work together to make it successful. Finally, specific aspects of the past have been very important in the debate, especially for indigenous peoples. It was noticed during the interviews that indigenous nationalities are very supportive towards identity based ethnic federalism, arguing that it will bring democracy and equality. Moreover, they charged the two dominant ethnic groups - Bahuns and Chhetris - for spreading rumours against ethnic-federalism. Non-indigenous nationalities and other political actors, on the other hand, have been much more against ethnic federalism and have tended to argue that indigenous nationalities are following extreme path without considering the existences of other ethnic groups. It was also found that the demands and requirement of different indigenous movements and the Madhes movement are very different. Indigenous movement talk about ethnic based federal states with self determination rights and autonomy, where as the Madhesi movement was primarily based on the demand for territorial identity but not necessarily ethnic-based identity. However, Madhesi movement is also in the same line of self determination rights and autonomy. Dr. Bishnu Raj Upreti who perceives ethnic federalism as a source of potential conflict (Upreti 2010) warns:

It seems that proponents of ethnic federalism want to reverse the past system in their own favor, which could lead to confrontation and tension…Ethnic radicalization has become so strong that whosoever disagrees on ethnic federalism are viewed by Maoists and ethnic leaders/supporters as anti-federal, anti-change and supporters of the feudal system…Demands of ethnic groups are too one-sided; they deny co-existence, seek special privileges such as prior rights and impose ethnic supremacy over other people (e.g. naming territories  after ethnic groups) and they even threaten to use violence if these demands are not met [sic]…Extreme radicalization of issues and ignoring the existence and identity of others will only create conflict and make the federal system dysfunctional.

Pointing towards the proponents of ethnic federalism, he warns against 

retaliatory attitude, arguing that if Chhetri-Brahmin elites had exploited ethnic groups in the past, those groups are ready to retaliate now by imposing conditions likes prior rights or reserving powerful posts only for certain ethnic groups. He furthermore states that “a retaliatory mental attitude” and “vested political interests (to keep their ethnic vote banks intact) could potentially cause social tension, communal disharmony and ethnic conflict” (Upreti 2010).

Mr. Dhruba Simkhada shares his opinion as:
The ethnic leaders who are carrying the ethnic agendas today are prejudiced and biased. They think that Bahuns and Chhetris have taken over everything and left them to this condition. Therefore, they think that they have to take revenge upon them. This is how the ethnic movement in Nepal is being operated. The problems should be sorted out without any bias and prejudice. 

Analysis here would help to see how people’s perspective differs within the same issue. Those arguments are clearly countered by opinions such as this of Mr. Kumar Lingden, the central chairperson of Federal Limbuwan State Council: 


In the ethnic federalism, the names of the states will be on the basis of historic criteria so that historic identities are not forgotten and the rights of indigenous nationalities are ensured. The only thing which will be broken and divided when we go to ethnic federalism is the domination and monopoly of the Bahuns in every sector in police, politics, bureaucracy, business, arts, literature and their presence will be reduced. And a new kind of federal Nepal will take place. 

These two opposite opinions show that both proponents and opponents of ethnic federalism are biased towards each other at some level. On the one hand, it seems that the whole discourse about ethnicity and federalism in Nepal is reduced to the Bahun-Chhetris versus indigenous nationalities. There is lack of constructive debates between these two positions, as well as space for other views. The scenarios that perceive violence could be matched with Gellner’s saying that the ethnic movements in Nepal are primarily driven by anti-Brahmanism
 (2007: 1825). 

As a conclusion, during the interviews, it was often observed that the stakeholders are particularly concerned with their own demands, but often do not pay attention to the demands of the others. For example, Madhesi leaders were clear about their demand of ‘One Madhes One Autonomous Region’ but not really concerned about agendas and demands from other ethnic and indigenous groups – even those living on the same territory. Similar is the case with others. Limbuwan, Khumbuwan and Tamangsaling deal with their own demands, ignoring the effect those may have on the others. And, as the above discussions about retaliating against dominant ethnic groups show, indigenous and non-indigenous groups find themselves on the opposite sides of the arguments. 

This section is more about what the interviewees really think about ethnic federalism as a whole. The following section is more about foundations and bases of for and against arguments on ethnic federalism in relation to various rights. 

4.4 Bases of the Ethnic Federalism Debates: The Question of Rights
While discussing on federalism and ethnicity, many respondents, both those who favored ethnic-federalism and those who were against it, have grounded their arguments in two international Conventions: Self-determination rights, C169 Indigenous and Tribal Peoples Convention (ILO 169) and the proposal for “Special Preferential Rights.” 

The two conventions have become controversial in the discussion of state restructuring process in Constituent Assembly. Those ethnic groups and indigenous nationalities who want ethnic federalism in Nepal are relying on those international Conventions to justify their demands. The non-indigenous groups and those who dislike ethnic-based federalism accuse indigenous nationalities and ethnic leaders that they twisted the norms and meanings of the Conventions. Thus, two different groups are trying to use the same conventions for their own means. 
4.4.1 Debates on Self-Determination Rights

Though the indigenous and ethnic leaders do not claim right to self-determination as secession, the opponents describe it as secession. Malla K. Sundar, speaking at a conference on ‘Right to Self Determination: What does this Mean for Nepal?’ explains that many people in Nepal understand right to self determination as a right to secede. However, he clarifies that “no one has advocated the right to self determination as the right to secede in Nepal” (Sundar 2009).
CA Restructuring of the State and Distribution of State Power Committee’s (RSDSPC) Report on Concept Paper and Preliminary Draft, 2066, has defined the term to reduce further confusion. The Report states that right to self-determination came during the colonial struggle, and new states were formed with autonomy for those communities which had similar language and culture; later it was called right to self-determination (2010). It further elaborates that this right “enables one to make decision about oneself” and “it has become an all-accepted theory that every individual, caste, linguistic and regional community has right to self-determination” (RSDSPC 2009: 122). 

Article 3 in the Concept Paper suggests that indigenous people have right to “freely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural development” (ibid. p. 125). Moreover, Article 4 clarifies that indigenous people, while exercising their self-determination rights also have the right to autonomy (RSDSPC 2009). For further clarity, addressing the Nepalese context, the Report states (RSDSPC 2009: 125-26):

Indigenous, ethnic and Madhesi people have right to self-determination in politics, culture, religion, language, information, health, settlement, social security, economic activities, commerce, land, the mobilisation of resources and means, and environment at the local level. Their rights would be ensured through laws. While the right to self-determination is exercised, this should not hurt the sovereignty, independence, unity and the territorial integrity of the country.

This Concept Paper clearly mentions that all those ethnic communities can be granted self-determination rights with autonomy, but not secession. Since this Concept Paper is just a proposal that is yet to be approved by the CA members, different perceptions on self-determination remain. Many of those who oppose self-determination still perceive it through the lines of secession. 
Mr. Agni Kharel warns that right to self-determination should not be against the unity and integrity of Nepal. He gave an example of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) which was formed with the right to self-determination and which made it easy for the USSR republics to secede. 
Another CA member, Mr. Ram Krishna Chitrakar comes with the opinion that there will be confrontation among the ethnic groups in future with the ethnic demands on the basis of right to self-determination. Mr. Khim Lal Devkota, a CA member from UCPN-Maoist, is dissatisfied with the way indigenous nationalities describe the concept of self-determination rights. He states:

The indigenous nationalities understand self-determination as if it is only theirs, and others do not have the right to touch it. They also think it implies the right to separate. But right to self-determination is not about getting separated. It is not about secession right. They try to follow Lenin’s definition of right to self-determination. 

These opinions clearly state that self-determination means different thing for different people in Nepal. On the other hand, those who are demanding self-determination rights along with autonomous states, have different views. Mr. Brikesh Chandra Lal clarifies:

The principle of federalism is to make the people or community decide themselves what kind of unity they hope to form. There should be autonomy and we call it self-determination rights. People understand it as a secession rights, but it is not necessary to see it this way. For example: East Pakistan was discriminated and dominated for so long. Nobody gave them the rights to secession. People themselves wanted to be independent and nobody could stop it. The true meaning of self-determination right is that others should not force you to decide on something. 

Mr. Krishna Bhattachan furthermore, states that self-determination right is indivisible natural right and it has to work with nation without being disintegrated. He also mentioned that autonomy does not lead to secession, but secession happens if autonomy is not granted fully. He says that if autonomy is given in a truer form, the state becomes stronger. Showing the relationship between autonomy and secession, Ghai mentions that “autonomy does not promote secession; on the contrary, true autonomy prevents secession” (2000). The pros and cons of self-determination discourse from the above statements show that autonomy with self-determination means a better solution in Nepal through the perspectives of indigenous groups where as for non-indigenous groups, it means purely an indirect way of secession. 

Mr. Jit Pal Rai, Vice Chairman of NFDIN says that self-determination right ensures that local people get benefits. He states that local people need to get engaged defying colonial legacy of planning from outside. He provides some examples like Sunkosi Hydro Electricity Project where indigenous people were displaced and instead, they have been living under darkness without electricity. It clearly indicates that since indigenous people are not the ones to benefit from such projects, there is the strong need that self-determination rights are guaranteed for them. 

4.4.2 Debates on ILO 169

Similar is the case with the perception of ILO 169 Convention. Talking to the respondents, it was observed that not everyone has clear understanding of ILO 169. RSDSPC Report on Concept Paper and Preliminary Draft, 2066 has defined ILO Convention on Indigenous People’s right 169 as (2009: 125):

Indigenous and tribal peoples are able to speak for themselves and to take part in the decision-making process as it affects them …To ensure the cultural identity of indigenous, the Convention puts emphasis on protection of their economic, social, cultural tradition and customs, preservation of environment, their rights over natural resources and means, social security and promotion and protection of language.

It also refers to the UN definition for right to self-determination as people having right to determine freely without any interference from outside and it “does not include the right to secession” (RSDSPC: 125).
Mr. Pasang Sherpa, the chairperson of Nepal Democratic Indigenous Nationality Committee agrees that indigenous nationalities are not able to make others understand the ILO 169 concept. He also accepts that in some cases indigenous nationalities are being extreme and selfish, involved in illegal works, creating tensions like raising taxes in stone and sand. He further says that ILO 169 has been used as a tool of conflict management in some parts of the world and we should be able to use it in that way in Nepal too.  Mr. I. B. Gurung, a CA member from NC states that Nepal hurried in rectifying and signing internationally binding agreement but does not implement it. Similar view is shared by Mr. Bal Krishna Mabuhang, who states that Nepal’s political organization has been weak:  

People do not understand the Convention 169 well. It has been ratified by the Nepal government but it has not been implemented and has not been properly pursued. Soon after ratification, there should have been efforts to make people aware of it. But how can we expect this in Nepal, where even the simple public acts are not being implemented. When there is no concern for dealing with such a Convention, there will be confusions and misunderstandings. 

He means to say that lot of people do not have clear understanding on ILO 169 concept and at the same time, the governments pay no attention in implementing it. On the other hand, Dr. Bishnu Uprety claims that ILO 169 is a controversial document and indigenous nationalities are misusing it. He states:

Making ILO 169 the base of indigenous claims, the idea is that if not given autonomy, they will go for separatist movement and establish their separate state. Then who will support them? If you start saying, ‘I am going to rule over you and you have to support me, if not we will go for war’, then who will support you?
Again, it shows that there is no straight way of understanding the concept of ILO 169 in a similar way which is further creating controversy over the ethnic debate in Nepal. 

4.4.3 Debates on Special Preferential Rights

There has been also a debate on the political preferential rights (agradhikar) in the CA State Restructuring Committee (SRC) which has been already a proposition in the SRC. The Concept Paper on State Restructuring Committee states (RSDSPC 2009: 126):
This political prerogative should be provided to the autonomous region to be created under the special structure. As per this provision, the political parties need to give priority to those caste/communities that are dominant in the provinces built on the ethnic line, in the key leadership level during the elections and the formation of government. The provision of this political privilege will be for two terms. Then after, this provision will expire automatically. 

It was also stated that the provision was to ensure that those suppressed people who have no role at the state level will be able to ascend at the leadership levels (RSDSPC 2009). Dr. Bhattachan states that political preferential right is necessary for minority/marginalized communities so that they have sufficient “access to political rights and development of leadership” (Centre for Constitutional Dialogue 2010b). He also mentioned that several terminologies are used to refer political preferential rights. They are affirmative action, affirmative discrimination, positive discrimination, reserve discrimination, equal opportunity, justice, race targeting, special treatment/measure, reservation etc (ibid.).  

Mr. Agni Kharel, a CA member from CPN-UML doubts about political preferential rights. He questions:

What would happen when political preferential right is given to those who have the states with their names? In the name of uplifting a particular ethnic group, it is not good to deprive rest of the groups. In one way, dividing the states with ethnic lines and on the other hand, giving political preferential rights to a particular ethnic group, minority will be able to legally suppress the majority which would be a rare case in the world. 

Mr. Dhruba Simkhada, a journalist states that the proposition of political preferential rights have startled many of the political leaders. This issue made them afraid and therefore, they are trying to make this proposition weak within the political parties internally. Dissatisfied with the present draft proposal, he further states:

Indigenous leaders are saying that Bahuns and Chhetris are already ahead and they will not be able to compete with Bahuns and Chhetris. Therefore, indigenous people should be made eligible first to compete, only then they can compete. To make it happen so, Bahuns and Chhetris should not run elections for 2-3 terms. 

However, Mr. Pasang Sherpa, a CA member, states that political preferential rights should be perceived as compensation for the past. Mr. I. B. Gurung, a CA member from NC conveys that there should not be such kinds of conditions further clarifying that NC rejected that proposal of special rights for two terms. Similarly, Mr. Jit Pal Rai, expressed that there should not be an establishment of the system of ruler and the ruled giving special political rights for two terms. Former Secretary of NEFIN, Mr. Om Gurung, elucidates that the special right has scared many (ekantipur 2010). He also states that it can be seen as reservations and quotas:
Many countries practiced (sic) special rights, including the US and India. There are some special provisions to bring those at the bottom of a hierarchical society further up which have been practiced, starting in the US in the form of affirmative action for the blacks. Now, it is being understood to mean that if a particular group is given special rights other groups in the same region will have no rights. But as I said, it should be understood as special opportunities for the communities at the bottom rung of the social hierarchy to bring them on a level playing field with the rest (ekantipur 2010). 

4.5
Conclusion:


It was clearly noticed from the above analyses that the interviewees belonging to the indigenous groups are in favour of ethnic federalism, supporting self-determination right, ILO 160 and special preferential rights. On the other hand, the non-indigenous respondents are against the ethnic federalism, and the mentioned Conventions. Is this merely a coincidence or a deliberate opinion influenced by their historical position in the structures of social, cultural, political and economic powers and marginalization – so strongly present in all of the discussions analyzed in this research? Given the small number of the respondents, it is not possible to give a definite answer to this question. However, the clear line can be drawn in the opinions between indigenous and non-indigenous groups regarding ethnic federalism debates. 
Chapter 5: Conclusion
Today, Nepal is in a transition phase of peace process. Along with many other political debates and discussions in the ongoing Constitution writing process, debates about ethnicity are taking place time and again. Nepal’s present staggering political peace process needs to seek its way out so that Constitution writing process would go forward without being delayed. Many political discussions, along with designing better federal model (whether through ethnic lines or not) in Nepal would come to safe landing if the Constitution is drafted in such a way that justice and rights of minority groups are respected. It is also true that all the discussions, arguments and discourses regarding ethnic federalism would be able to contribute in the decision making process within Constitution making process in Nepal
. 
No single reason is given as an answer to the research question of how and why ethnic agendas came to forefront in the political arenas of Nepal, especially after 2006. Clearly, the socio-political history of Nepal and the discriminatory practices from the state are significant. However, the historic political change in 2006 and international influence are also important. The increase in the awareness, establishment of ethnic organizations and ethnic political parties, support from the NGOs and INGOs also played crucial role in highlighting the ‘ethnic agendas.’ Some respondents view that it was not true that the ethnic agendas are being raised only after 2006. However, they agreed that the ethnic issues became more visible after 2006. Similarly, Nepal’s proportional representative and inclusive electoral system in 2008 played important role in giving platform to many underrepresented ethnic communities, indigenous nationalities, Dalits and women.

On the other hand, majority of the studies, researches, articles and even the interviewees in this research credited Maoists party of Nepal in promoting ethnic agendas in Nepali politics despite some of the Maoist leaders diplomatically saying that they did not raise the ethnic issue but the class issue. It is also clear that the majority of indigenous groups and their leaders promote ethnic federalism along with the right to self determination and autonomy, whereas non-indigenous leaders are strongly against the concept of ethnic federalism with the perception that it would provide a space for fragmentation, disintegration and violence. 
It is my strong conviction that neither indigenous nor non-indigenous perspectives, being two extremes, can seek common points for durable solutions. Resentment and retaliation should be given up for the further benefit of the whole population. There should be more dialogues between all the stakeholders. Concepts and ideas need to be discussed further for better understanding and consensus. Federalism debates should not only be reduced to naming and bordering of the states, but it should cover wider and overall mechanisms within the federal systems. Instead of neglecting the demands from various ethnic groups, they need to be addressed properly. The ‘ethnic agendas’ should not be discarded by accusing the indigenous minority group leaders that their agendas are imported from the West and instigated by the Westerners. All the ethnic demands can not be put into the same basket, and dismissed. 
On the other hand, ethnic leaders should not provoke ethnic communities to follow the path of militancy and extremism. There should be awareness programs about understanding the concepts of self-determination rights and ILO 169 for social harmony among all the ethnic groups since everyone does not understand them in the same way. There should be respect for the existence of other ethnic groups, too. It is necessary to pay attention that, while demanding for rights, the rights of others should not be violated. More open dialogues could bridge the gaps between various stakeholders. While discussing, one needs to leave the bias of ones origin and belonging (indigenous or non-indigenous). CA members should be more informed about the conflicting issues in the federal proposal with consultation of various experts and concerned civic groups. And the most important thing is that there should be the guarantee of representation of all classes at the state level. The rising ethnic questions need to be dealt with in a proper way which would benefit the nation as a whole, preventing future ethnic conflicts.
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Appendixes and Tables

Table 1

	Ethnic and Caste Mobilization and Rebellions in Nepal before 1990*

_________________________________________________________________________

Year

Event




Locality/Region

1770
Ten Limbuwan rebellion and expulsion                   Pallo Kirant (far east)

1773-81
Majh Kirant rebellion

                      Dudhkisi-Arun region**

1778
Limbu language repression

                      Pallo Kirant

1792-93
Nepal-China War: Limbus and Bhotes                    Arun-Tista (Limbus)   

                                    and  Assist China

                      Nuwakot (Bhotes)**

1793
Tamang (Murmi) rebellion


       Nuwakot


1790s
Jumla rebellion led by Sobhan Shahi

       Jumla**

1808
Khambu rebellion (two executed, 

       Bhojpur



       Properties of 15 confiscated)

1858             Sukhdev Gurung rebellion


       Lamjung



        (killed after 17 years in Jail)

1867
Dashain boycott (Ramlihang and Ridima killed)     Dhankuta

1870             Limbu language repression (Sirithebe exiled)          Pallo Kirant

1876
Lakhan Thapa Magar rebellion (seven hanged)
       Gorkha


         1877
Supati Gurung rebellion

                     Gorkha (execution at  

                                                                                                            Tundikhel)


         1908            Atal Rai, Bharatsing Rai and Kanthbir
        Manjh Kirant***


              Rai executed




         1925           Chiring Norbu Lama and four Buddhist
       Patan


              monks expelled



         1926           Nepal Bhasa Sahitya Mandal (Newar 
                     Calcutta


               language movement)
         1927           Buddhist monks expelled


        Kathmandu

         1941           Four rebels given capital punishment (three Newars) Kathmandu

         1947           Anti-untaouchability movement-failed
  Bhagat Sarbajit    

                                                                                                              Biswakorma***

         1950-51      Kiranti movement

                                      Majh and Pallo Kirant



                                                                                         (east)

         1954           Dalit temple-entry movement

  
             (Pashupati and Shaileshowri)
                        Kathmandu and                   

                                                                                                               Doti***

1956            Movement against making Nepali the
                        Terai****

               only language of instruction

1961            Tamang rebellion



          Nuwakot

1964             Kirant movement against elimination of 
          Eastern hills*****



Kipat (indigenous land ownership)


1965
Dalit temple entry at Sidhakali-failed                         Bhojpur***

1979
Nepal Bhasa Manka Khalah (The Association             Kathmandu,           

                                   of Newar Speakers) established                     ****** Larger  

                                                                                               public rallies, etc. organized

Source: Gurung (2004: 136, Table 35).

Notes: *Non-public protests and individual resistance are not included in this list.

            **from Regmi (1995: 17, f.n. 30),

            ***from Neupane (2001)

            ****from Gaige (1975)

            *****from Caplan (2000)

            ******from Shrestha (1999)

	 Source: Lawoti (2007: 32)


Table 2

	List of Interviewees following party and other affiliations

	· Madhesi leaders (2 from TMLP and 1 from Madhesi Janadhikar Forum)

· 3 from Communist Party of Nepal-United Marxist and Leninist Party- (CPN-UML)

· 3 from United Communist Party of Nepal-Maoists (UCPN-M) 

· 3 from Nepali Congress (NC) 

· 1 Constitutional Lawyer (Chairperson of Nepal Constitutional Foundation)
· 1 from South Asia Coordination Office (Regional Coordinator) and writer on Peace and Conflict in Nepal
· 2 Professors from Tribhuvan University Nepal  

· 3 activists from various indigenous nationalities

· 2 journalists (one from Himal Magazine and the other one is from Nepalitimes)
· 1 from National Foundation for Development of Indigenous Nationalities (NFDIN), chairperson
· 1 from Nepal Federation of Indigenous Nationalities (NEFIN), former chairperson and advisor (Constituent Assembly Member, Indigenous Nationalities Caucus group)

The total number of interviewees is 23 among them the total number of CA members is 9. 


Table 3

	Indigenous Nationalities enlisted by the government of Nepal

	1. Kisan


2. Kumal

3. Kushwadiya

4. Kushunda


5. Gangai

6. Gurung

7. Chepang


8. Chhantyal

9. Chhairatan

10. Jirel



11. Jhangad

12. Dolpo

13. Tangbe


14. Tajpuriya

15. Tamang

16. Tin Gaunle Thakali

17. Topkegola

18. Thakali

19. Thami


20. Tharu

21. Thudam

22. Danuwar


23. Darai

24. Dura

25. Dhanuk (Rajbansi)

26. Dhimal

27. Newar

28. Pahari


29. Free

30. Bankariya



31. Baramo


32. Bahra Gaunle
33. Bote

34. Bhujel


35. Bhote

36. Magar

37. Majhi


38. Marphali Thakali
39. Mugali

40. Meche (Bodo)

41. Yakkha

42. Rai

43. Raute


44. Rajbansi (Koch)
45. Rajhi

46. Larke


47. Limbu

48. Lepcha

49. Lhopa


50. Lhomi (Shingsawa)
51. Walung

52. Byasi


53. Sherpa

54. Satar (Santhal)

55. Siyar


56. Sunwar

57. Surel

58. Hayu


59. Hyolmo


(Source: NFDIN Bulletin 2005, Issue 3, November, p. 7)
Table 4

	Organizations which used violence in the Tarai

	• Janatantrik Tarai Mukti Morcha (JTMM) – Jwala Singh faction

o Leader Nagendra Kumar Paswan aka Jwala Singh, did not contest elections

• Janatantrik Tarai Mukti Morcha (JTMM) – Goit faction

o Leader Jaya Krishna Goit, did not contest (aka Akhil Terai Mukti Morcha (ATMM))

• Janatantrik Tarai Mukti Morcha (JTMM) – Bishfot Singh faction

• Madhesi Mukti Rashtriya Morcha (Madhesi National Liberation Front), leader Prabhu Shah

• Madhesi Mukti Tigers (Maoist splinter, leader Sher Singh Rajput, chairman Rajan Mukti)

• Nepal Janatantrik Party (pro-King, leader Rana Bahadur Chanda 'Samrat')

• Terai Tigers (leader alias ‘Arjun’)

• Tharu Mukti Morcha, leader Laxman Tharu, President

• Chure Bhawar Ekata Samaj (demands the establishment of a Chure Bhawar state. Pro-Pahadi, UML-supported, early splinter group from MJF. Leaders Somnath Lama & Keshav Mainali)

• Janajati Mahasangh, leader Pasang Sherpa

• TM Don Group (operating in western Terai)-leader undisclosed

• AASK Group-leader undisclosed

• Terai Army (Leader ‘Mr. John’/’Mr. Deva’)

• Terai Utthan Sangat, leader Rajendra Singh, coordinator

• Samyukta Janatantrik Tarai Mukti Morcha (SJTMM), leader ’Mr. Pawan’

• Liberation Tigers of Terai Elam, President Ram Lochan Singh

• Terai Cobras (pro-Terai independence, leader Nagraj)

• Madhesi Virus Killers, Mr. Sanket

• Nepal People’s Army-leader undisclosed

• Nepal Defence Army (pro-King, leader 'Parivartan')

• Madhesh Raksha Bahini (Madhesh Security Brigade): Leader Shiva Patel

• Terai Baagi, leader Shyam Baagi

• Samyukta Jankranti Party, coordinator Kishan Mandal


 (Source: http://www.prio.no/sptrans/1048688851/Nepal%27s%20Terai%20%28South%20Asia%20Briefing%20Paper%201%29.pdf)
Table 5

	2008 Constituent Assembly election results for ethnic parties in proportional representation elections in Nepal

	Party name                                           Total votes              Number of seats in CA

	1
	Madhesi Jan Adhikar Forum          
678,327                        22

	2
	Tarai Madhesi Loktantrik Party

338,930

          11

	3
	Sadbhavana Party


167,517

           5

	4
	Sanghiya Loktantrik Rastriya Manch
 71,958

           2

	5
	Nepal Sadbhavana Party (Anandidevi)
 55,671

           2

	6
	Rastriya Janmukti Party


 53,910
                        2

	7
	Dalit Janajati Party


 40,348                          1

	8
	Nepa: Rastriya Party


 37,757

           1

	9
	Churebhawar Rastriya Ekta Party Nepal     28,575                          1

	10
	Tamsaling Nepal Rastriya Dal                     20,657                         0

	11
	Mongol National Organization                    11,578                        0


(Source: Hangen, S. I. (2010) ‘The Rise of Ethnic Politics in Nepal: Democracy in the margins,’ Routledge Contemporary South Asia Series. Page no. 156)

Table 6

	Caste/Ethnicity population of Nepal as per the 2001 Census 

	Serial Number
	Caste/Ethnicity
	Percentage

	1
	Chhetri
	15.80

	2
	Brahmin (Hill)
	12.74

	3
	Magar
	7.14

	4
	Tharu
	6.75

	5
	Tamang
	5.48

	6 
	Newar
	5.48

	7
	Muslim
	4.27

	8
	Kami
	3.94

	9
	Yadav
	3.94

	10
	Rai
	2.79

	11
	Gurung
	2.39

	12
	Damai/Dholi
	1.72

	13
	Limbu
	1.58

	14
	Thakuri
	1.47

	15
	Sarki
	1.40

	16
	Teli
	1.34

	17
	Chamar/Harijan/Ram
	1.19

	18
	Koiri
	1.11

	19
	Others 

(85 other caste/ethnic groups have less than 1 percent population)


(Source: Central Bureau of Statistics Nepal: http://www.cbs.gov.np/Population/Caste%20Ethinicity%20Population.pdf)

Table 7

	List of Political Parties Representing in the Constituent Assembly of Nepal

	Serial Number
	Name of the Political Parties
	Number of Seats

	1
	Communist Party of Nepal (Maoists)
	220

	2 
	Nepali Congress
	110

	3
	Communist Party of Nepal (UML)
	103

	4 
	Madhesi Janadhikar Forum
	52

	5
	Tarai Madhes Loktantrik Party
	20

	6
	Nepal Goodwill Party (Sadbhavana)
	9

	7
	Communist Party of Nepal (Marxist Leninist)
	8

	8
	Rastriya Prajatantra Party (RPP)
	8

	9
	Janamorcha Nepal
	7

	10
	Communist Party of Nepal (Samyukta)
	5

	11
	Rastriya Prajatantra Party (RPP-N)
	4

	12
	Nepal Workers and Peasants Party
	4

	13
	Rastriya Janamorcha
	4

	14
	Rastriya Janshakti Party
	3

	15
	Rastriya Janamukti party
	2

	16
	Communist Party of Nepal (United)
	2

	17
	Nepal Sadbhavana Party (Anandidevi)
	2

	18
	Nepali Janata Dal
	2

	19
	Sanghiya Loktantrik Rastriya Manch
	2

	20
	Sanghiya Prajatantrik Janata Party Nepal
	1

	21
	Dalit Janajati Party
	1

	22
	Nepal Pariwar Dal
	1

	23
	Nepa: Rastriya Party
	1

	24
	Nepal Loktantrik Samajbadi Dal
	1

	25
	Chure Bhawar Rastriya Ekta Party
	1

	26
	Independents
	2

	Note: 26 CA members were nominated by the Constituent Assembly to reach the total number 601


(Source: http://www.nepalnews.com/election/vote1.php)

Map 1

The proposed 14 Federal States by the State Restructuring Committee




(Source: http://www.ekantipur.com/the-kathmandu-post/2010/02/10/Oped/Divide-and-rule/5029/)










Emergence of ‘The Ethnic Question’ in Nepal since 2006


 






























































































































































































































































� See Map 1 


� Maoists’ war is more often connoted as ‘People’s War’


� The creation of nine autonomous regions was outlined: six on an ethnic basis (Tharuwan, Magarant, Tamuwan, Tamang, Newar, Kirat) and three on a purely territoriabasis where there was no dominant group (Seti-Mahakali, Bheri-Karnali, Madhes) (Boquerat 2009: 53). These autonomous regions were formed in 2001.


� See Table 1 in the Appendixes


� The Southern part of Nepal which is also called Tarai


� People from Madhes or Tarai which represent ethnic groups


� This was the period in Nepal “during which control of the government lay in the hands of the Rana family. � HYPERLINK "http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/308220/Jung-Bahadur" \o "Jung Bahadur" �Jung Bahadur� (1817–77) seized power in 1846 and made himself permanent � HYPERLINK "http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/476331/prime-minister" \o "prime minister" �prime minister�. He was given the hereditary title of Rana. Under the Ranas, Nepal maintained relations with the British, who provided it with support. When the British withdrew from India in 1947, the Rana family was exposed to new dangers. They faced a revolution in 1950, and in 1951, under pressure from India, Nepal’s King Tribhuvan took the throne with restored sovereignty.” 


(Source: � HYPERLINK "http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/490919/Rana-era" ��http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/490919/Rana-era�)


� People from the hills


� See Table 4 in the Appendixes with the list of organizations which used violence in the Tarai


� Terai and Tarai are used interchangeably to refer southern part of Nepal which is also know as Madhes


� One of the ethnic groups from the South


� Tharu kalyankarini Sabha, Thakali Samaj Sudhar Sangh, Pichadieko Bargiya Sangh, Samyukta Janakalyan Sangh, Kirat Dharma Tatha Sahitya Utthan Sangh, Nepal Bhasa manka Khala, Kirat Yakthung Chumlung and Tharu Kalyan Karini Pariwar (Hangen 2010: 35-36).


� Some of them are: Federal Limbuwan State Council, Tamangsaling Autonomous State Council, Tharuhat Autonomous State Council, Khambuwan Autonomous State Council affiliated to Federal Republic National Front (Sanghiya Loktantrik Rastriya Manch), Chure Bhawar Unity Society, and Newar National Liberation Front.


� (Source: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ekantipur.com/np/gallery/gallery-images.php?gallery_id=313&image_id=4496" ��http://www.ekantipur.com/np/gallery/gallery-images.php?gallery_id=313&image_id=4496�)


� The Federal Limbuwan State Council (FLSC) has been demanding for the nine districts in the far east- Illam, Taplejung, Panchthar, Jhapa, Dhankuta, Sunsari, Morang, Terhathum and Sankhuwasbha which lie east of the Arun River, to be declared as Limbuwan State (Housden 2009).


� Nepal Adibasi Janajati Mahasangh in Nepal and it was called Nepal Federation of Nationalities- NEFEN  when it was first established


� See Table 2 in the Appendix with the list of interviewees following party and other affiliates


� “Jat is rendered in the literature as both ‘caste’ and ‘ethnic group’. The distinction between caste and ethnic group as Hofer notes was introduced by Western researchers and administration, but in general usage both ethnic group and caste were referred to as jat. See A. Hofer, The Caste Hierarchy and the State in Nepal (Innsbruck: Universistatsverlag Wagner, 1979).” Foot note from � HYPERLINK "http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/992064_751317144_713631225.pdf" ��http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/992064_751317144_713631225.pdf�


� See Table 6 in the Appendixes and Tables


� In an interview during the field work


� For example: Pradhan and Shrestha (2005) in Ethnic and Caste Diversity: Implications for Development frequently refer ‘janajatis’ as ‘ethnic groups.’ (Page 3 second paragraph)  (Source: � HYPERLINK "http://www.adb.org/Documents/Papers/NRM/wp4.pdf" ��http://www.adb.org/Documents/Papers/NRM/wp4.pdf�)


� The government of Nepal has recognized 59 indigenous nationalities in 2002. However, the report presented by Task Force formed by the Nepal government in 1996 identified 61 indigenous nationalities (see Table 3 in the Appendixes for the list of indigenous nationalities)(Source: NFDIN Bulletin 2005, Issue 3, November, p. 7)


� “Kipat is land collectively owned and cultivated by the Limbu community in the hills of eastern Nepal for their own purpose. Kipat land could be sold, or rights to it transferred to members of the same community but not outside it.” 


(Source: � HYPERLINK "http://www.angoc.org/dmdocuments/SRL_Nepal.pdf" ��http://www.angoc.org/dmdocuments/SRL_Nepal.pdf�)


� The estimated population of census 2001 according to Central Bureau of Statistics is 23,151,423. However, 22,736,934 is the enumerated population in the census. 


� Despotic direct ruling system of the king without any political party (1960-1990)


� 7th Amendment (Interim Constitution 2007) 


� The language which is the origin of Nepali language


� State Restructuring Committee


� See Table 5  in the Appendix for 2008 CA election results for ethnic parties in proportional representation elections


� I tried to locate only three political parties of Nepal as the “mainstream” political parties in terms of the highest number of seats they represent in the Constituent Assembly


� See Table 7 in the Appendixes and Tables


� The Concept Paper on State Restructuring Committee states that capability includes “economic interdependence, economic capability, status of infrastructures and their viability, availability of natural resources and administrative accessibility” (RSDSPC 2009: 17). 


� (Source: � HYPERLINK "http://nepalitimes.com/issue/2009/04/24/Nation/15889" ��http://nepalitimes.com/issue/2009/04/24/Nation/15889�)





� ‘Brahman’ is an English word for ‘Bahun’ (Hindu higher caste) and Brahminism is “the doctrines and practices of Brahmans and orthodox Hindus characterized by the caste system” (Source: � HYPERLINK "http://www.thefreedictionary.com/Brahminism" ��http://www.thefreedictionary.com/Brahminism�)





� The interim Constitution needs to be drafted by 28 May 2011. 
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