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Abstract 

This thesis examines the diplomatic, military and economic interventions of three 

external state actors – namely, India, China and the United States – during Nepal’s peace 

process (2005-2015). It identifies three critical junctures in Nepal’s peace process that 

were likely to be influenced by external interventions: the Comprehensive Peace Accord 

(CPA) 2006, the Constituent Assembly (CA) Elections 2008, and the Constitution of 

Nepal 2015. Introducing an external intervention typology framework, this research 

identifies and compares the specific nature of the interventions undertaken by each of the 

three external actors at each of the three critical junctures. By examining the wide range 

of intervening measures used by India, China and the US, it finds that the relative 

influence wielded by each actor varied at each juncture: while India was more influential 

than China and the US during negotiations over the CPA, it was the least influential actor 

during the Constitution promulgation phase.  Similarly, while China and the US failed to 

influence the peace process outcomes during the first critical juncture, their interventions 

corresponded with the peace process outcomes during the third critical juncture. Thus, 

although each of the three external actors influenced the peace process at particular 

junctures, none were influential enough to alter the trajectory of the peace process in its 

entirety, either positively or negatively. 

This thesis thus argues that in cases such as that of Nepal, a relatively small state which 

is subject to the competing interests of great powers and big neighbours can exercise 

agency, defy external powers’ interventions that do not serve the interests of peace, and 

shape the trajectory of its own peace process. It demonstrates that at each of the three 

critical junctures, domestic political actors were able to capitalise on strategic competition 
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between India, China, and the US, to achieve the support of at least one of these external 

actors. Similarly, local actors were also able to resist interventions that appeared to be 

against domestic peace process initiatives, by gaining the backing of one or more of the 

intervening state’s strategic competitors. That is, domestic political actors were able to 

lead and control the peace process by using the complex geopolitical context and the 

competing strategic interests of great powers and neighbours to their advantage. 

With extensive interviews of influential politicians, diplomats, bureaucrats and/or 

scholars from Nepal, India, China and the United States, this thesis not only produces a 

comprehensive, in-depth, and original research study on external interventions in Nepal’s 

peace process, but it also offers insights on how a small power can gain agency to tackle 

major powers and big neighbours to lead and protect its peace process, especially when 

the civil war country has a complex geopolitical milieu and competing strategic interests 

of big powers and neighbours. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

Prithvi Narayan Shah, who unified modern Nepal in the eighteenth century by defeating 

smaller kingdoms to become its first King, famously said that Nepal was a "yam between 

two boulders."1 His comment referred to the difficulty of Nepal's growth being situated 

between two gigantic powers of China and India. Two centuries since this assessment, 

India and China are major competing powers in Asia and rising world powers. The 

strategic importance of Nepal has increased for both countries due to Nepal’s geopolitical 

position between these ‘two boulders’. In addition, as a legacy of the Cold War and the 

growing geopolitical tensions between China and India, the United States (US) still sees 

Nepal as a site of strategic importance.2 Amidst these geopolitical circumstances, Nepal’s 

own internal political instability has provided ample opportunity for external interference. 

Between 1996 and 2006, Nepal was gripped by a protracted civil conflict fought between 

Maoist insurgents who sought to effect major political reforms and State security forces 

charged with resisting and subduing their efforts. The peaceful resolution of the 

communist rebellion, formally established by the 2006 Comprehensive Peace Accord 

(CPA) and followed by Constituent Assembly (CA) elections and the drafting of a new 

constitution, was of immense interest to non-communist India and the USA, as well as 

communist China. This research project investigates the influence of these three external 

state actors: India, China and the US in Nepal’s peace process between 2005 and 2015. It 

will focus on diplomatic, military, and economic dimensions of their external 

interventions during critical junctures of Nepal’s path to peace. 

1 See Karan and Ishii (1996, p. 1); Rose and Fisher (1970, p. 11) 
2 U. K. Bhattarai (2016) 
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There is a broad agreement in the literature that India, China and the US were actively 

involved in Nepal’s peace process, although there are contending views about which 

particular actor had more or less influence.3 Some scholars consider that such external 

actors were important for the success of the peace process.4 Others suggest that their 

presence made the peace process more complicated. They argue that external actors 

presented “different approaches and conflicting prescriptions” in their engagement in 

Nepal and, as a result, the country became “hostage to the national interest of neighbours 

and the agenda of other internationals”.5 These contending views give rise to a puzzle 

about the role of major state external interventions in Nepal’s peace process and their 

influence – negative or positive – on the outcomes of the peace process.   

 

A wide range of external actors were engaged in Nepal’s peace process, both unilaterally 

and multilaterally. Various experts hold that the most influential unilateral actors were 

states, namely, India, the US, China and the United Kingdom (UK), while the multilateral 

actors identified as having played key roles were the United Nations Mission in Nepal 

(UNMIN) and the European Union (EU).6 Other countries – such as Switzerland, 

Norway, Finland, and Germany – also contributed to the resolution of the conflict 

diplomatically and economically.7 Most of the literature, however, presents India, China 

and the United States as the major players in Nepal’s political evolution including its civil 

war and peace process.8 While these three powerful external actors had diplomatic, 

 
3 See A. Adhikari (2017); U. K. Bhattarai (2014); See  K. M. Dixit (2011); Housden (2010); P. Jha 
(2012b); N. Nayak (2008, 2012); Upreti (2009); T. Whitfield (2012) 
4 A. Adhikari (2017); U. K. Bhattarai (2014) 
5 P. Jha (2012b, p. 358) 
6 See U. K. Bhattarai (2014); Housden (2010); N. Nayak (2008, 2012) 
7 Upreti (2006) 
8 A. Adhikari (2017); U. K. Bhattarai (2020); K. M. Dixit (2011); Housden (2010); Upreti (2009) 
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military, and economic influence over the Nepalese peace process, however, the extent 

to which each influenced the outcomes of the peace process remains unclear. With 

existing analysis tending to focus on each of these actors individually, there is 

considerable disagreement in the literature over the relative influence that each exerted 

over the process. In the absence of systematic research examining the roles played by all 

three major actors throughout the entire peace process, this disagreement remains 

unresolved, leaving us with an incomplete understanding of Nepal’s peace process and a 

distorted assessment of the influence that major powers have over the peace processes 

they intervene in.9 

 

This research thesis examines all three major external state actors, India, China and the 

US, to consider the comparative influence of their external interventions in Nepal’s peace 

process. This research project asks the following questions:  

1) How did India, China and the United States individually intervene 

(diplomatically, militarily and economically) during Nepal’s peace process? 

2) To what extent were each of these actors able to influence the outcomes of the 

peace process, individually, and relative to one another? 

 
9 To know how the existing research presents a distorted assessment of external interventions in Nepal's 

peace process, and how this research rectifies this problem, see sections below 1.3, 1.3.1 and 1.5. The 

section 1.3 (India, China and the United States in Nepal's peace process) in general, and more specifically 

the section 1.3.1 (Gap in the literature) elaborate how the literature on external interventions in Nepal's 

peace process is distorted. Then, the section 1.5 (Significance of the research) elucidates how this gap 

will be fulfilled, by explaining the empirical and theoretical significance of this research project. 
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3) What does the case of Nepal tell us about the role of powerful external state 

interventions in peace processes of relatively a small power, especially amidst 

their strategic competition and a complex geopolitical milieu? 

 

In the remainder of this introductory chapter, I present how I have come to propose these 

three research questions to examine the role of external state actor influence in Nepal’s 

peace process. First, I present the existing literature on Nepal’s relationship with India, 

China and United States during the peace process. I conclude that although there is a great 

deal of literature that identifies each individual state’s influence on Nepal’s peace process, 

none examine the three states’ interventions and influence comparatively or across the 

duration of the 10-year peace process. In doing so, I demonstrate that there is a gap in our 

understanding of how and when these three external actors intervened in Nepal’s peace 

process, and the influence these interventions had on Nepal’s path to peace. I then proceed 

to lay out the thesis research design, including justification of a single case study and data 

collection methods. Finally, I present an outline of the thesis chapters. Before I present 

the existing literature on the role of external state actors in Nepal’s peace process, I 

introduce and clarify terminology that will be used in the remainder of the thesis. 

 

1.1. External actors, external interventions and the peace process: clarification of 

terms 

 

1.1.1. External actors 

External actors are actors from a foreign territory who play direct or indirect roles in a 

domestic conflict and peace process. They range from state governments, organisations, 
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and companies to individuals.10 This research project is focused on ‘major’ external state 

actors that have expressed an interest in and exercised influence during Nepal’s peace 

process. Whether a country is a major or great power or not is determined by "the space 

it occupies and within which it is active, the quantity and the quality of implements and 

combatants, and finally the organisation of the armed forces, the quality of military and 

civilian leadership in war and peace, and the ways in which the citizens react to the test 

of war".11 It involves the measures of coercion and persuasion, and can range from strong 

forms such as outright dominance to milder ones like spheres of influence.12 On this basis, 

the list of contemporary major powers are the United States, Russia, the EU-28, France, 

Germany, the United Kingdom, Japan, China and India. 13 Since the major powers have 

greater coercive strength and powers of persuasion in the international system, their 

influence over the peace processes of smaller nations matter more. 

 

Not all major powers involve themselves as major external actors in every country’s 

conflict and peace process. Major powers will therefore be considered as major external 

actors in the peace process of a country if they are 1) major powers and/or their allies 

working to achieve or refuse strategic benefits vis-à-vis a rival major power; 2) 

neighbouring states with their own individual interests; or 3) states that intervene in the 

internal conflicts of another state via military engagement.14 This research examines 

India, China and the US as the three major external state actors in Nepal’s peace process. 

Both India and China meet conditions 1 and 2 due to their geographical proximity to 

Nepal, and the US meets condition 1 due to its longstanding strategic positioning in South 

 
10 Mihai Cătălin Croicu, Stina Högbladh, Therése Pettersson, and Themnér (2011) 
11 Cesa (2017) 
12 Cesa (2017) 
13 Cesa (2017) 
14 See Harbom et al. (2005)  
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Asia. I will further explain the selection of India, China, and the US in the next section 

below. 

 

1.1.2. External intervention 

External intervention15 in the context of this research is the diplomatic, military and/or 

economic intervention of a foreign state in the conflict and peace process of a country, 

with the intention of influencing the conflict dynamics and the peace process outcomes. 

It is not to be confused with humanitarian intervention, which is “the use of force for 

humanitarian purposes without the consent of the host state”.16 Unlike humanitarian 

intervention, external interventions are diplomatic, military and economic tools used by 

external states to influence the domestic affairs of a country irrespective of whether they 

were consented to use them or not.17 While the humanitarian interventions are primarily 

about the external actors’ responsibility to protect populations from crimes against 

humanity, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and genocide, the external interventions aim to 

engage with the domestic actors to support the domestic affairs and/or fulfil the 

interveners’ own interests. 

 

This research project considers external interventions to be made up of one or more of 

these three types of interventions used by external state actors for the purpose of 

influencing the peace process outcomes of other countries. Some of the tools within these 

intervention categories, for instance, are “verbal statements [diplomatic], economic 

assistance or the withholding of economic assistance [economic], initiation or increase of 

 
15 A longer discussion of external intervention is given in Chapter Three.  
16 Bellamy (2015) 
17 See Patrick M Regan (2002); Patrick M. Regan and Aydin (2006); Rosenau (1968); Stern and 
Druckman (2000b) 
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arms supply, deployment of advisers, deployment of combat personnel into a war zone, 

[and] actual military engagement in combat operation [military]”.18 The thesis introduces 

an external intervention typology framework that incorporates a wide range of 

intervening measures under these three intervention categories, drawn from the literature 

on previous studies of external state actor interventions. 

 

1.1.3. Peace process 

A peace process is a process to “reach a negotiated outcome in a violent conflict”.19 It 

involves organised undertakings that aim to facilitate a move from conflict to peace via 

peaceful methods.20 This constitutes “a shift from primarily violent to non-violent forms 

of interaction and implies that actors directly involved in violent conflicts for a period of 

time participate in formalised engagements and reach mutual agreements”.21 The peace 

process therefore refers to the period of time during a violent conflict and its transition 

marked by the negotiating, signing and implementation of peace agreements. It represents 

a series of phases or junctures that a country goes through as it transitions from violent 

conflict to peace. For the purposes of this study, therefore, the peace process is the process 

of a country’s journey from civil war to peace by means of a negotiated agreement and 

its implementation. 

 

Some of the common components of peace processes include ceasefire agreements, peace 

dialogues and negotiations between the parties to conflict; external mediation and 

agreements on political transformation such as demilitarisation and disarmament; 

 
18 Yoon (1997, p. 585) 
19 Özerdem and Mac Ginty (2019, p. 1) 
20 Åkebo (2016) 
21 Åkebo (2016, p. 18) 



8 
 

democratic elections; and the building and reforming of democratic institutions.22 Konrad 

Huber divides peace process into three distinct phases: pre-negotiation, negotiation and 

the implementation of an agreement.23 I adopt this categorisation to study external state 

interventions in Nepal’s peace process from events in 2005 that preceded the signing of 

the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (pre-negotiation) to the promulgation of the new 

Constitution in 2015 (implementation). 

  

1.2. External actors in Nepal’s peace process 

 

A broad range of state and non-state actors were involved in Nepal’s peace process (2005-

2015). While some actors were involved in particular phases of the peace process, others 

were engaged throughout. For instance, the Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue, the Carter 

Center, and the United Nations were involved in dialogues between domestic actors in 

both the pre-negotiation phase (pre–2005) and the negotiation phase of the peace process 

(2005-2006) leading up to the signing of the CPA.24 In the implementation phase of the 

peace process (i.e., after the CPA), the United Nations Mission in Nepal (UNMIN), the 

United Nations Development Program (UNDP), the U.S. Agency for International 

Development (USAID), and the Carter Center (especially through the provision of 

election support) were some of the key non-state international partners.25 Other non-state 

actors were also engaged during the implementation phase – including different UN 

agencies (such as the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees and United 

Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs), the Asia Foundation, the 

 
22 See Bell (2006, 2008); Clapham (1998); Daley (2006) 
23 Huber (2013) 
24 See Teresa Whitfield (2008) 
25 Teresa Whitfield (2008) 
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Department for International Development (DFID), the Center for Humanitarian 

Dialogues, and the International IDEA (International Institute for Democracy and 

Electoral Assistance).26 However, the literature commonly agrees that across both phases 

of Nepal’s peace process there were two key non-state actors: the UNMIN and the EU; 

and four major state actors: China, India, the US and the UK. 

 

1.2.1. UNMIN 

Among the non-state external actors present and engaged during Nepal’s peace process, 

many consider UNMIN to be the most influential player in Nepal’s peace process.27 

UNMIN was formed in January 2007 (after the peace process began) and dismantled in 

January 2011 (before the peace process concluded) amid “uncertainty over how the peace 

process will continue”.28 It was invited to assist the peace process by both parties to the 

conflict and was mandated to monitor the arms and armed personnel of both sides; help 

the parties to implement their agreement on the management of arms and armed personnel 

of both sides; support in the monitoring of the ceasefire arrangements; and provide 

technical assistance for conducting the Constituent Assembly elections in a free and fair 

environment.29 During a peace process that ran for more than a decade, UNMIN served 

for four consecutive years with several extensions (it was originally mandated for one 

year). 

 

 
26 See A. Adhikari (2017); U. K. Bhattarai (2014); K. M. Dixit (2011); Gautam (2018); Housden (2010); 
P. Jha (2012b); Martin (2012); N. Nayak (2008, 2012); Bhojraj Pokharel and Rana (2013); Upadhya 
(2012); Upadhyay (2015); Upreti (2009); Upreti and Sapkota (2017); von Einsiedel, Malone, and Pradhan 
(2012); Teresa Whitfield (2008) 
27 A. Adhikari (2017); See K. M. Dixit (2011); Housden (2010); N. Nayak (2012) 
28 Jolly (2011). This uncertainty existed because army integration was yet to happen and other mandates, 
except the one related to the holding of Constituent Assembly elections, had not yet been accomplished. 
29 United Nations Security Council (2007b) 



10 
 

Despite mandate uncertainty and constriction, UNMIN’s role has been assessed as 

influential. Aditya Adhikari, for example, argues that UNMIN was one of the key actors 

that prevented Nepal’s peace process from spoiling.30 The key contribution of UNMIN 

was to keep the possible spoilers (such as the royalist right) to one side and avoid 

violations of the ceasefire terms.31 Monitoring the cantonments of the rebels and 

enhancing the legitimacy of the election were two crucial tasks undertaken by UNMIN.32 

UNMIN “made a significant contribution by helping to anchor management of the social 

conflict in the political arena”.33 However, there are others who consider UNMIN’s role 

as controversial. Kul Chandra Gautam, a former Assistant Secretary-General of the 

United Nations, for example, is highly critical of the role played by UNMIN.34 He claims 

that UNMIN and its leaders, Ian Martin and Karin Landgren, failed to understand the 

socioeconomic and political realities of Nepal, which led to UN bias during the process.35 

He accused UNMIN of having represented the Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist) (CPN 

(Maoist)) as progressive forces and the Government of Nepal as the regressive party. This 

bias, he claims, undermined UNMIN’s credibility and competence and risked the peace 

process itself. 

 

Other scholars argue, however, that UNMIN’s influence was always determined by the 

interests and interventions of the three external actors in Nepal’s peace process: India, 

China, and the US.36 India and China did not want the involvement of the UN mission in 

 
30 A. Adhikari (2017) 
31 A. Adhikari (2017) 
32 Suhrke (2011) 
33 Suhrke (2011, p. 51) 
34 Gautam (2018) 
35 Gautam (2018) 
36 A. Adhikari (2017); U. K. Bhattarai (2014) 
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Nepal’s peace process.37 China did not want UNMIN to have a longer or wider mandate; 

hence the one year mandate it stipulated as a permanent member on the UN Security 

Council.38 The US, also a permanent member of the Security Council, did not appear to 

openly oppose this limited mandate. As the thesis will examine in Chapters Five and Six, 

while UNMIN mattered in that Nepalese political actors requested its presence, many 

scholars suggest that UNMIN’s role and its contribution was, to a large extent, influenced 

by external actors. While the literature is divided on which actor’s influence proved most 

significant, there is general agreement that the role of UNMIN was limited to that which 

it was permitted to play by the major powers, especially India and China.39 

 

Both India and China tried not only to restrict UNMIN mandates but also to end the 

mission as soon as possible after its first one-year mandate had expired. India's former 

ambassador to Nepal, Manjeev Singh Puri, disclosed that "India had also been active with 

important governments on the Nepali interest to wind up UNMIN" through 2009 and 

2010.40 India was a non-permanent member of the UN Security Council from 2011 to 

2012, when ambassador Puri was India's Deputy Permanent Representative to the UN. 

He precisely said, "India's first major act as a part of the UNSC was to end the UN mission 

in Nepal (UNMIN)".41 India was against UNMIN before it was established and tried its 

best to restrict its mandate when it was formed. Ian Martin, the Head of UNMIN from 

2007-2009, claimed that India was the key actor that attempted to influence actors both 

in Nepal and the UNSC to limit UNMIN’s mandates and resources: UNMIN's alleged 

ineffectiveness has been attributed to the "deference" shown by both Nepali political 

 
37 U. K. Bhattarai (2014, p. 183) 
38 N. Nayak (2008) 
39 U. K. Bhattarai (2014); Gautam (2018) 
40 Puri (2020) 
41 Puri (2020) 
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leaders and members of the UNSC to India's resistance to "a larger UN role" in Nepal.42 

China was also unhappy to see UNMIN’s presence in Nepal and tried to restrict its 

mandate.43 As a result, it also influenced the functioning of UNMIN, as implied by Martin 

above. In UNMIN’s view, it was unrealistic to expect it to play a larger role, given its 

restricted mandates.44 Nonetheless, UNMIN’s performance was widely criticized in 

Nepal when, after four years of work, it had not brought the peace process to an end. For 

its part, the UNSC was divided over the length and breadth of the mission's mandates. 

The US and France said that the mission needed some mandate modifications to make it 

effective, while China and Russia were against the idea.45 As the Nepali actors themselves 

were very critical of the UNMIN and major actors were not satisfied with its role, the 

mission was terminated at Nepal’s request in 2011. 

 

1.2.2. The United Kingdom and the European Union 

While the UK exercised some degree of diplomatic influence in Nepal’s peace process, 

most assessments conclude that, compared to India, China, and the US, it was fairly 

limited in its approach.46 For example, the United Kingdom never declared the Nepali 

Maoists as terrorists,47 unlike India, China,48 and the US. Much of the literature thus 

describes the UK’s role as relatively neutral: “[The] UK mostly remained balanced 

neither to be too close with the royal regime nor with the Maoist.”49 

 

 
42 Martin (2010) 
43 Upadhya (2012) 
44 See Martin (2010) 
45 Security Council Report (2010a) 
46 See U. K. Bhattarai (2014); N. Nayak (2012) 
47 U. K. Bhattarai (2014) 
48 Though China did not officially brand the CPN (Maoist) as a terrorist organization, Chinese officials 
referred to the Nepali Maoists as anti-government elements involving in terrorist activities. 
49 U. K. Bhattarai (2014, p. 203) 
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The UK’s position seemed to centre on the idea that the major catalysts of Nepal’s civil 

war were disparity and marginalisation in Nepalese society. It therefore focused on 

investing in development programs that addressed socio-political grievances.50 It has 

been suggested that this helps to explain why the UK did not declare the CPN (Maoist) 

as a terrorist organisation, unlike India, China and the US.51 While the US (under 

President George W. Bush) understood the Nepali Maoists as akin to Al Qaeda in the 

context of the 9/11 attacks, the United Kingdom chose a “moderate approach” towards 

the Maoists.52  In contrast to China, India, and the US, there is little evidence to suggest 

that the UK made diplomatic and economic interventions with the intention of securing 

their own strategic interests through their involvement in Nepal’s peace process.53 This 

is in marked contrast to China, India, and the US, all described in the literature as having 

particular allies in the conflict and then the peace process on whose behalf they wanted 

to secure a negotiating advantage.54  

 

Another major external actor identified as being present, diplomatically and 

economically, during Nepal’s peace process is the EU and individual non-EU member 

states, such as Norway and Sweden.55 Similar to the UK, there is no evidence to suggest 

that the EU and other European states intervened with the intention of gaining strategic 

advantage in the peace process. The majority of their intervention was in support of 

conflict resolution and the promotion of human rights reform.56 India, China and the US’ 

interventions are described in the literature as markedly contrasting with the motivations 

 
50 A. Adhikari (2017) 
51 U. K. Bhattarai (2014) 
52 U. K. Bhattarai (2014, p. 202-203) 
53 N. Nayak (2008) 
54 U. K. Bhattarai (2014); Lawoti and Pahari (2010); Upreti (2009) 
55 N. Nayak (2012) 
56 R. Bhattarai (2005); See U. K. Bhattarai (2014) 
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of these other external actors during the Nepal peace process. Existing assessments of 

their actions will be further elaborated below. 

 

1.2.3. India, China and the United States 

1.2.3.1. Strategic interests 

Nepal’s political developments and foreign policy have long been influenced by the fact 

that it is squeezed between two big neighbours: India and China.57 Two rival powers of 

Asia have had national security, their key strategic interest, associated with Nepal.  Right 

after independence, India stated that it considered the Himalayas—the border between 

Nepal and China—as the main barrier between it and China. In 1950, the first Indian 

prime minister, Jawaharlal Nehru, warned in a speech to parliament that India would not 

risk its national security vis-à-vis Nepal. Despite recognizing that Nepal was an 

independent state, the implication was that India would not tolerate China crossing the 

Himalayas: 

Now we have had from immemorial times, a magnificent frontier that is to 

say, the Himalayas... Now so far as the Himalayas are concerned, they lie on 

the other side of Nepal, mostly not on this side. Therefore, the principal 

barrier to India lies on the other side of Nepal and we are not going to tolerate 

any person coming over that barrier. Therefore, as much as we appreciate the 

independence of Nepal and we cannot risk [our] own security to anything 

going wrong in Nepal which permits either that barrier to be crossed or 

otherwise weakens our frontier.58 

 

 
57 R. Bhattarai (2005); U. K. Bhattarai (2020); Muni (2016) 
58 Bhasin (2005b, p. 150) 
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In the aftermath of the Sino-India war of 1962, however, India and China seemed willing 

to use Nepal as a buffer between them, on the understanding that India would have an 

active role in Nepal, and China would remain quiet as long as Nepal abided by its One-

China policy.59 

 

In addition to their own interests, the rise of India and China as major Asian powers has 

also increased the geostrategic interests of other major powers in South Asia,60 including 

Nepal. It is in this geostrategic context that the civil war started in Nepal in 1996, during 

which the major strategic interests of external actors in Nepal centred around security 

issues, natural resources, and balance of power at a regional level.61 During the 10-year-

long insurgency, the country attracted the competing strategic interests of major powers. 

Due to Nepal's geopolitical positioning, major powers took Nepal's domestic affairs 

seriously.62 While all three countries had their own interests in Nepal, India held that 

Nepal was its own sphere of influence and was not comfortable with the involvement of 

other states in Nepal's internal affairs. It wanted to be "consulted by external powers" 

before they engaged themselves in Nepal.63 Despite the fact that high mountains stood 

between China and Nepal, China could not stay aloof, especially given its security 

interests vis-à-vis Nepal. Rajan Bhattarai explains the major security interests of India 

and China in Nepal this way: 

China and India’s paramount concern in Nepal is related to security and stability. 

Any disturbances in Nepal would have spill over impacts on both countries. 

Similarly, both countries are competing regional powers in Asia and their interest 

 
59 Shakya (2019) 
60 J. N. Dixit and Singh (2003) 
61 Upreti (2009) 
62 Klodkowski (2016) 
63 N. Nayak (2008, p. 48) 
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regarding Nepal is to extend their own sphere of influence and contain the other’s. 

Apart from their economic and trade interests, another common interest of both 

these countries is to contain the superpower [the United States] influences in the 

region.64  

Though the history and nature of Chinese leverage in Nepal is limited and different to 

that of India, China—like India—does not feel comfortable to see "hordes of foreigners" 

in Nepal, a state that borders with Tibet.65 The extended leverage of any countries such 

as India, the US, the UK, or any other European nations would be a matter of headache 

for China due to its fear that they could meddle in the Tibet issue.66 As Nepal shares a 

long border with Tibet, and has permitted more than 20,000 Tibetan refugees to live in 

Nepal in the last 50 years,67 China takes Nepal as a region of its strategic importance. 

Moreover, Nepal has been strategically significant for China, which considers Nepal as 

its gateway to other South Asian nations, including India: "In China’s South Asia Policy, 

Nepal forms the entry point for China into the south Asian region. It occupies a unique 

geo-strategic position for China where real politic is seen to be at constant play between 

the two Asian giants to increase their influences."68 

 

The key interests of the US in Nepal were the expansion of its influence to counter two 

rising global powers and curtail the communist influence.69 This latter motivation is 

particularly important in the context of the Nepali civil war since it was a Maoist 

rebellion. The US considered the Maoists to be a terrorist group, instead of seeing them 

 
64 R. Bhattarai (2005, p. 19) 
65 Adhikary (2007, p. 1) 
66 N. Nayak (2008) 
67 Pandey (2010) 
68 B. Singh and Shah (2016, p. 60) 
69 R. Bhattarai (2005); N. Nayak (2008) 
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as a political force. The US position towards the Maoists was part of the US government's 

global counter terrorism initiative in response to the 9/11 Twin Towers attacks.70 As 

Michael Malinowski, a former US ambassador to Nepal, stated, the Nepali Maoists were 

thought to be like the Shining Path or Al Qaeda.71 Thus, the Department of State in its 

justification of budget estimates before a parliamentary hearings in 2006 made it clear 

that the US wanted to save Nepal from a possible Maoist takeover: "Strengthening Nepal 

to prevent a Maoist takeover is key to achieving U.S. regional and bilateral goals, 

including preventing the spread of terror, enhancing regional stability, [and] promoting 

democracy".72 The US wanted to prevent Nepal from being a failed state because that 

outcome "could provide operational or support territory for terrorists".73 Thus, India, 

China and the US had their strategic interests in Nepal and this was reflected in their 

engagements in Nepal's civil war. 

 

1.2.3.2. Strategic competition 

Nepal has been historically significant for both of its neighbours. India has always been 

cautious about the possible use of Nepal as a gateway to India’s borders,  and China is 

concerned about its sovereignty over Tibet being challenged by India and other Western 

actors using Nepali territory as their ‘base’.74  India has consistently relayed its concerns 

to Nepal about other external actors’ influence in Nepal, including China and the United 

States.75 Despite the fact that India considers South Asia to be its traditional sphere of 

influence, this region has been one of the focal points of China’s involvement globally.76 

 
70 U. K. Bhattarai (2014) 
71 Dugger (2002) 
72 United States Congress (2005, p. 972) 
73 Vaughn (2006) 

74 U. K. Bhattarai (2020) 
75 S. D. Muni (2012) 
76 U. K. Bhattarai (2020) 
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As big neighbours, both India and China have their own national interests associated with 

Nepal, and China sees its interests served better when it is able to weaken the influence 

of India in Kathmandu.77 As strong rivals, India and China’s influence in the peace 

process was immense (and competing).78 However, it is not only India and China that 

struggled with each other for influence in Nepal; China and the US have equally been 

seen to compete “to influence the Nepalese approach to the Tibetan issue”.79 Thus, 

Nepal’s peace process has, in fact, been described as an example “of the divisiveness of 

interference by regional actors when those regional actors have vested interests in the 

peace process”.80  

 

India officially branded the Maoists as terrorists, even when Nepal was holding peace 

talks with them in 2003.81 Chinese officials repeatedly called them anti-government 

groups involved in terrorist activities.82 The US identified the Nepali Maoists as a terrorist 

organisation in 2003 and maintained this as its official position until 2012,83 unlike India 

and China which changed their positions much earlier. One US Ambassador even 

compared the Maoists to Al Qaeda,84 and expressed his discontent that European states, 

including the United Kingdom, were “‘soft’ on terrorism”.85 

 

 
77 U. K. Bhattarai (2014) 
78 U. K. Bhattarai (2014) 
79 M. Adhikari (2012) 
80 Strachan (2009, p. 17) 
81 Gautam (2018) 
82 P. Adhikari (2012) 
83 M. Adhikari (2012) 
84 Dugger (2002) 
85 Human Rights Watch (2004, p. 79) 
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With this backdrop of bilateral rivalry and competition, the debate in the literature has 

focused on which external actor – India, China or the United States - was the ‘winner’ in 

Nepal’s peace process.86 Underpinning this is the assumption that Nepal’s peace process 

was not achieved by its internal actors but secured through the interventions of these 

external actors who prevented Nepal’s peace process from spoiling for their own strategic 

gain.87 

 

1.3. India, China and the United States in Nepal’s peace process 

 

Despite significant disagreement in the literature on which state secured Nepal’s peace 

process, there is remarkable consensus across these contending assessments that it was 

primarily influenced by India, China or the US. 

 

1.3.1. The India-Nepal relationship 

The dominant view in the literature is that India was a very influential external actor in 

Nepal’s peace process.88 According to several experts, India not only played “a proactive 

role in facilitating” the peace process,89 but also played a crucial role in preventing the 

peace process from spoiling.90 That said, in the years before the peace process began, its 

approach to the conflict was decidedly inconsistent, with its position shifting dramatically 

at particular junctures. Instances of inconsistency include: India overlooking the civil 

conflict before 2001; starting to show serious concerns about the CPN (Maoist) after 2001 

 
86 K. M. Dixit (2011); Housden (2010) 
87 A. Adhikari (2017) 
88 See A. Adhikari (2017); International Crisis Group (2009); P. Jha (2012b); Martin (2012); Sudheer 
Sharma (2019); Upreti (2009) 
89 Bhojraj Pokharel and Rana (2013) 
90 A. Adhikari (2017) 



20 
 

but still not taking actions against the Nepali Maoist leaders living in India (such as 

arresting and detaining or deporting them) despite Nepal government’s notifications that 

the Maoist leaders were taking shelters in India; arresting some key leaders and detaining 

or deporting them to Nepal in 2003 and 2004; and letting the key Maoist leaders gather 

in New Delhi clandestinely after the royal coup in 2005, without an official policy change 

towards the CPN (Maoist).91 Also demonstrating its contradictory approach, India 

supported the Nepal government in its war against the CPN (Maoist) with arms and 

training, and provided the Maoists with shelter in their territories at the same time during 

the conflict.92 

 

Notably, India was not particularly concerned about Nepal’s civil conflict until three 

events took place in 2001: the Nepali royal massacre on June 1 (in which nine members 

of the royal family, including King Birendra were shot dead), formation of the 

Coordination Committee of Maoist Parties and Organisations of South Asia 

(CCOMPOSA) on July 1 (in which the CPN (Maoist) was an active member), and the 

September 11 terrorist attacks in the United States.93 The royal massacre killed the King 

who had declined to deploy the national army against the Maoists, and the new King was 

known to be politically more ambitious and tenacious, which increased the prospect of 

war intensity in Nepal.94 Since India shares open borders with Nepal, a large-scale war 

could cause a spill-over effect to India, which could be one thing that made India worried. 

In addition, the formation of CCOMPOSA was a warning bell for India because it not 

only included Maoist groups from India but  officially linked them with the Nepali 

 
91 See V. K. Shah (2018); Sudheer Sharma (2019); Upreti (2009) 
92 See V. K. Shah (2018); Upreti (2009) 
93 Upreti (2009) 
94 See Katawal (2016); Sudheer Sharma (2019) 
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Maoists and aimed to establish coordination between the Maoist organisations of South 

Asia to spread the civil conflicts in the region.95 India was particularly anxious about the 

“symbiotic” and “logistics” relationship between the Nepali Maoists and their Indian 

counterparts, which reportedly included Nepali Maoists training Indian Maoists.96 In 

addition, in the aftermath of 9/11, the Indian government became increasingly concerned 

about potential increased military cooperation between the US and Nepal in the pretext 

of the US global war on terror. As a result, India embraced “a more aggressive position 

against the Nepali Maoists” and supported the Nepali government to fight them.97 

 

In 2005, however, “India’s role changed drastically.”98 Although it had previously 

worked to counter the Maoists, it now supported a “collaboration between the Maoists 

and democratic political forces” formed with the aim of toppling the King.99 This shift 

was precipitated by a royal coup, enacted on 1 February that year, in which the King 

suspended multiparty democracy and assumed executive powers. This time, India’s 

support was for the rebels and against the King’s regime. What is more, although the CPN 

(Maoist) had previously been determined to fight “Indian expansionism” by digging the 

“trenches and bunkers across the country to prepare for a supposedly imminent [Indian] 

‘intervention’”, it now started to court New Delhi.100 Frustrated with the King’s 

interference in Nepal’s democratic  process, India played a role in forming an alliance 

between seven parliamentary political parties – organised as the Seven Party Alliance 

 
95 D. Thapa (2002)  
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98 Upreti (2009, p. 223) 
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22 
 

(SPA) – and the CPN (Maoist) in 2005.101 This, in turn, led to the termination of the royal 

regime and the beginning of the peace process. 

 

Yet, as the existing literature reveals, it is not simply the case that India’s position shifted 

from support for one actor in the conflict to another. Rather, much of the literature 

suggests that India exercised a dual approach towards the Maoists during the conflict: 

India was not only the major source of arms for Nepal’s government, but also provided 

shelter for Nepali Maoists’ as well as arms and weapons.102 A Nepali military official, 

according to Sudheer Sharma, expressed his surprise at this: “India’s ultimate aim in its 

security concept vis-à-vis Nepal appears mysterious given its substantial support to the 

government army including military materials, training and funds, and allowing the rebel 

leaders to take shelter in their country at the same time.”103  

 

Others point out that even while Nepal was holding peace talks with the Maoists in 2003, 

India officially branded them as terrorists.104 Yet, as the then-Maoist leader Bhattarai 

indicated, the Maoists would not have joined the peace talks had India not pressured them 

in this way, suggesting that despite designating the Maoists as terrorists, India wanted a 

peaceful resolution to Nepal’s civil war.105 However, it later emerged that India was, at 

the same time, also providing military support to Nepal. 

 

 
101 International Crisis Group (2009) 
102 Sudheer Sharma (2019); Upreti (2009) 
103 See Sudheer Sharma (2019, p. 123) 
104 Gautam (2018) 
105 R. Mishra (2004) 



23 
 

Until 2005, the Nepalese Maoists were considered “untouchable” by the Indian political 

leaders, which suggests that they did not even want to talk to the Maoists.106 In 2003 and 

2004, several important Maoist leaders, such as C. P. Gajurel, Matrika Yadav, Suresh Ale 

Magar and Mohan Vaidya living in India were arrested by Indian police and either 

detained or deported back to Nepal.107 However, in 2005, it was India that played a crucial 

role in devising the 12-point understanding between the SPA and the CPN (Maoist) in 

New Delhi, which formed the basis of CPA.108 Even after the CPA was signed, India 

remained a crucial external actor: 

The period after the People’s Movement was characterized by complex 

negotiations over the peace accord; the drafting of the interim constitution; the 

formation of the interim parliament, interim government, and the electoral system; 

and the development of terms under which polls to the Constituent Assembly 

would take place. India was involved in important aspects of these negotiations.109 

 

The most comprehensive account of the role played by India in Nepal’s contemporary 

politics, including the civil war and the peace process, is offered by Sudheer Sharma in 

his book, The Nepal Nexus.110 It provides a fascinating insight into the relationship 

between the Nepali Maoists, the monarchy and New Delhi during Nepal’s journey from 

conflict to peace. The focus of the book, however, is not on how Nepalese political actors 

pursued the peace process, but on how New Delhi micromanaged Nepal’s domestic 

politics – and peace process – during that period. 
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1.3.2. The China-Nepal relationship 

The literature on the relationship between Nepal and China during Nepal’s peace process 

also presents China as an important actor.111 One narrative suggests that China was 

“highly vigilant” but, unlike India, was “quite silent in the public sphere” about its 

involvement.112 However, China’s strong support for the royal regime after the royal coup 

in 2005 and its vocal criticism of the Maoists from the time they started the civil war until 

the end of 2005 reveal that China’s silence was not absolute. Scholars thus note that China 

continued to support the monarchy even after the royal takeover of 2005, because it 

thought that “it represented a stable and reliable force in Nepal”,113 and regarded the 

Maoists as anti-government elements who “misused” the name of Mao Zedong.114 In 

2005, when other countries, such as the United States and India, suspended their military 

aid to protest against the royal takeover, China thus provided military support to the 

King’s regime to fight the Maoists.115 Although up until 2008 China frequently stated 

publicly that Nepal’s political developments were Nepal’s domestic affairs and claimed 

it did not want to interfere in them, assessments of China’s diplomatic interventions in 

Nepal find that it had actually “been penetrating Nepali politics as well as in society”.116 

 

1.3.3. The United States-Nepal relationship 

The literature on the relationship between Nepal and the US during the peace process 

presents the US as an unyielding actor, especially in terms of its treatment of the CPN 
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(Maoist).117 Scholars argue that the US used tough approaches towards the Maoists, both 

during the civil conflict and peace process, as part of their strategy to push the Maoists 

toward a negotiated settlement.118 Unlike other international actors including India and 

China, the US took a more consistent approach to Nepal’s peace process in at least one 

critical aspect: they consistently imposed the label of ‘terrorist’ on the CPN (Maoist) until 

2012.119 Some scholars claim that this approach prevented the US from playing a key role 

in Nepal’s peace process.120 Even once the formal peace process had started, the US 

remained unconvinced of the Maoists’ commitment to peace and democracy. Then-US 

Ambassador to Nepal, James F. Moriarty, repeatedly asked the Maoists to “disarm and 

renounce violence if their commitment to peace … [was] to be believed”.121 In addition 

to the management of the Maoist combatants, the US was also concerned about human 

rights issues related to Tibet in Nepal.122 

 

Although the US took a tough position on the Maoists from the very beginning of their 

revolt in 1996, its position is presented in the literature as becoming even harsher after 

the 9/11 terrorist attacks.123 In a Congressional budget justification document released in 

2005, the U.S. Department of State said, “Strengthening Nepal to prevent a Maoist 

takeover is key to achieving U.S. regional and bilateral goals, including preventing the 

spread of terror, enhancing regional stability, [and] promoting democracy”.124 To achieve 

that, scholars assert, the US focused more on the military solution of the conflict, thereby 
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contributing to conflict escalation.125 The US held that a military victory over the Maoists 

was possible with an alliance of political parties and the monarchy.126 Their assessments 

indicate that the US strategy in Nepal was to suppress the Maoists and support the 

government, even while Nepali mainstream political parties were negotiating with the 

Maoists to find a way to bring them to democratic politics. The US, according to Baburam 

Bhattarai, was trying to sabotage Nepal’s peace endeavours by listing the CPN (Maoist) 

in its list of global terrorist groups and signing a five-year agreement on anti-terrorism 

with the Nepal government.127 In short, the United States’ engagement in Nepal’s peace 

process has been primarily viewed through the lens of its wider approach to global 

terrorism at the time. 

 

Nonetheless, others note that in addition to taking strong stand against the Maoists, the 

United States contributed in other ways to support the peace process. It provided human 

and material resources in support of the peace process, especially for conflict 

management, peace negotiation, security sector reform and electoral process. 128 

 

1.3.4. Gap in the literature 

The above brief review of the literature on India, China and the United States’ 

engagements with Nepal during the peace process shows that although the individual 

interventions of the three major external state actors have been discussed, they have not 

been examined comprehensively or comparatively. What is lacking is a holistic approach 

that considers the wide range of intervention types that these countries used over the 

 
125 See D. Adhikari (2017); Upreti (2009) 
126 See M. Adhikari (2012); P. Jha (2012b) 
127 B. Bhattarai (2003) 
128 Upreti and Sapkota (2017) 
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entirety of the peace process and their relative influence on Nepal’s peace process 

negotiations amongst its local actors.  

 

Though there is an intense dispute about the roles played by the external actors and their 

impact on Nepal’s peace initiatives, there is at present no study that objectively 

establishes whether Nepal’s path to peace suffered or benefited from external 

interference. While some believe that external actors’ role was marginal,129 others argue 

that they played an immense role.130 Within the group that holds that external actors 

played an immense role, there is further divided opinion between those who view the 

intervention by external actors as positive and others who view it as a negative influence 

on the peace process. Some believe that the external actors in Nepal played a significant 

role in saving the peace process from spoiling and making the conflict parties commit to 

the ceasefire.131 However, critics view the external actors as presenting ‘different 

approaches and conflicting prescriptions’ in their engagements in Nepal, making the 

country “hostage to the national interest of neighbours and the agenda of other 

internationals”.132 Thus, there remains profound contestation about the role played by 

external actors in Nepal’s peace process and the impact they brought about. 

 

Thus, as it currently stands, there is a lack of systematic in-depth research that presents a 

holistic examination of India, China and the United States’ military, economic and 

diplomatic interventions and their influence in Nepal’s peace process. This is the gap that 

this project fills. 

 
129 Upreti (2012) 
130 A. Adhikari (2017) 
131 P. Adhikari (2012, p. 31) 
132 P. Jha (2012b, p. 358) 
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1.4. Research questions 

 

Nepal’s peace process was not directly mediated by any external actors. It was, in fact, 

initiated and led by Nepalese actors.133 However, as the review of existing literature above 

shows, the preoccupation has been with the external actor interventions in Nepal’s path 

to peace, the external state actors’ strategic interests and their individual ability to 

influence the peace process in Nepal. It is not entirely clear from the literature, however, 

the precise role that these states played in Nepal’s internal affairs that led to the successful 

negotiation of a 10-year peace process. Due to a lack of systematic research that covers 

the entirety of the peace process, there is a lot of conjecture about the influence of each 

actor at each stage. Therefore, there is need for a comprehensive and systematic study of 

external state actors’ interventions in Nepal’s peace process. In order to so so, this 

research project asks: 

1) How did India, China and the United States individually intervene 

(diplomatically, militarily and economically) during Nepal’s peace process? 

2) To what extent were each of these actors able to influence the outcomes of the 

peace process, individually, and relative to one another? 

3) What does the case of Nepal tell us about the role of powerful external state 

interventions in peace processes of relatively a small power, especially amidst 

their strategic competition and a complex geopolitical milieu? 

 

In order to do so, it also asks a fourth question: What were the critical junctures when 

external state actor interventions were likely to impact the Nepalese peace process? 

 
133 Upreti (2012) 
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This research thesis will examine intervention choices, actions, and influence of these 

three major external state actors – India, China, and the United States, from the royal coup 

in 2005, which triggered the process that led to the Comprehensive Peace Accord in 2006 

to the promulgation of the Constitution in 2015. 

 

1.5. Significance of the research  

 

This research is significant for its empirical and theoretical contribution. 

 

First, this project identifies the Comprehensive Peace Accord in 2006, the Constituent 

Assembly elections 2008, and the Constitution of Nepal 2015, as three critical junctures 

of Nepal’s peace process. The thesis reveals that each stage was vital to secure the next 

process towards peace. This identification of junctures during a peace process is an 

important contribution to the literature on Nepal’s peace process and the critical junctures 

that determined its successful outcome.  

 

This project is empirically significant because it provides an original and comprehensive 

study of how key external state actors (India, China and the US) influenced Nepal’s peace 

process amidst a complex geopolitical milieu. It incorporates primary data, obtained by 

interviewing high-level politicians, bureaucrats, diplomats, and experts from Nepal, 

India, China and the United States, who either had involvement in the peace process or 

expertise about it. As demonstrated above, no existing literature has covered this topic 

comprehensively (by covering the complete decade-long peace process, three possible 

intervention types, and three major powers) or in-depth (a single case study). No existing 
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studies have examined how these countries competed to influence Nepal’s peace process 

in the contemporary complex geopolitical conglomerate, nor how this competition 

influenced each others’ interventions. It is in this gap in which this research project is 

situated. This research is important because it offers an original perspective on Nepal’s 

peace process and its external interventions dynamics. 

 

This research thesis also contributes to the theoretical literature that examines the role of 

external actors in peace processes.  Nepal is a rare example of a successful peace process. 

There was no formal external mediator appointed to manage the ten-year process. The 

UNMIN’s involvement was as a time-restricted political mission. There was complex 

geopolitical competition and interests at play during these ten years.  Few conflicts had 

the attention and engagement of these three powerful states at the same time, which makes 

Nepal’s case a unique context. Therefore, this case study not only provides important 

insights into the role of major powers and neighbours in peace process negotiations, but 

it is also a unique study of the types (diplomatic, military and economic) and phases of 

interventions (critical junctures) of three powerful state actors (India, China, and the US) 

in this peace process. This case study will therefore contribute some new insights into 

how the engagement of external states actors – especially when these actors are big 

powers or big neighbours – can influence the peace processes within a domestic civil war 

context and how complex geopolitics influences their intervening activities.  

 

This project also considers the extent to which small states can have sufficient agency to 

resist or manipulate external interventions that may spoil the desired direction of their 

peace process. The case of Nepal demonstrates how a country can manage and succeed 
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in its peace process despite a complex geopolitical context; it also reveals how major 

external powers balance each others’ interventions. 

 

This research shows how Nepal, as a small power, exercised its agency as a sovereign 

state and did not succumb to all overt external interventions, while nevertheless 

addressing the key concerns of the bigger powers as long as these were not against the 

interest of the peace process. From the perspective of the external actors, this points to 

how a major power may contribute to the peace process of a relatively smaller country 

that has strategic competition among other similar powers and involvement of many other 

countries at the same time. It also demonstrates how excessive interventions (which take 

the success of the interventions for granted) may contribute to more domestic resistance, 

resulting in a failure to influence the peace process outcomes, and how relatively balanced 

interventions (which take the domestic context into consideration while shaping the 

degree and type of interventions) may contribute to the protection of both external actors’ 

interests and the domestic peace process. While this research is a single case study, and 

is therefore not widely representative (and its research outcomes are not claimed to be 

widely generalizable), the theoretical contribution of this research lies in the importance 

of its theoretical insights in this particular context and its potential recommendations for 

the direction of future research. 

 

1.6. Research Design 

 

This section presents the research design of this project, namely the selection of Nepal as 

a single case study and the adoption of an external intervention typology framework to 
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examine the three external state actors’ influence in Nepal’s peace process during three 

critical junctures.  

 

1.6.1. Case study 

This project involves a qualitative research method in the form of a case study. A case 

study is a research design that presents a focused and rigorous examination of a single 

entity, in contrast to comparative designs that investigate two or more than two cases.134 

The key objective of the case study is to develop a deep understanding of the case.135 The 

case can be anything such as a nation-state, a political party, an election, a revolution, or 

an individual, examined at a single point of time or over a delineated period of time.136 

While a case study may look like a history, its “unique strength” is that it can draw from 

a range of evidence such as documents, interviews, artifacts, and observations.137 Thus, 

the research outcome relies on the multiple sources of data. Moreover, case studies, unlike 

histories, are more contemporary in nature. A case study is an empirical study that 

examines “a contemporary phenomenon (the ‘case’) in depth and within its real-world 

context”.138 It provides the researcher with an opportunity to “focus on a ‘case’ and retain 

a holistic and real-world perspective”.139  

 

There are several possible objectives of a case study design, including theory 

development and explanation of a series of events that generated a certain historical 

 
134 See Beach and Pedersen (2016); George and Bennett (2005); Gerring (2004, 2007); Woodside (2010); 
Yin (2014) 
135 Woodside (2010) 
136 Gerring (2004) 
137 Yin (2014) 
138 Yin (2014, p. 53) 
139 Yin (2014, p. 38) 
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outcome.140 While comparative cases or multiple cases are taken as more theory-oriented, 

single cases are more empirically case-focused. There can, however, be a theoretical 

orientation or generalisability of single case studies as well (see below for a further 

discussion in the context of process tracing section). Specifically, where the single case 

study contributes to theory building, this can represent a form of generalisation, even 

where the research findings may not be generalisable to other contexts.141 It means the 

research findings of a single case design may be applied in similar contexts. John Gerring 

asserts that such findings can be used “for the purpose of understanding a larger class of 

(similar) units”. 142 However, the single-case study research cannot be as representative 

as a cross-case research.143 In fact, to take case study findings as a statistical 

generalisation while doing a case study research is a “fatal flaw” because a case is not 

“sampling units” and it cannot “serve as an adequately sized sample to represent any 

larger population”.144 Although statistical generalisation is not achievable from case study 

research, it can use an analytic generalisation, which aims to “expand and generalize 

theories”, though it is not generalisable to populations.145 Derek Beach and Rasmus Brun 

Pederson, in their book Process-Tracing Methods: Foundations and Guidelines, explain 

how a single case design can be theory-oriented, which I will discuss below, along with 

the theoretical orientation and generalisability of this research project. 

 

Some of the advantages of case study research are its chance of attaining high conceptual 

validity; its robust techniques to create new hypotheses; its capacity to study the 

 
140 Gerring (2004) 
141 Bryman (2008); J. C. Mitchell (1983) 
142 Gerring (2004, p. 342) 
143 Gerring (2007) 
144 Yin (2014) 
145 Yin (2014, p. 58) 
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“hypothesized role of causal mechanisms in the context of individual cases”; and its 

strength of resolving causal complexity.146 Since it presents an intensive and rigorous 

study of a single unit, it provides a deep and holistic study of a case. A single case study 

is also advantageous because “it is economical for all resources: money, manpower, time, 

effort”.147 Some of the disadvantages of a case study research, however, are case selection 

bias and lack of representativeness (also called external validity or generalisability).148 

 

A focused and rigorous examination of the Nepal peace process makes it a suitable single 

case study. The necessity with a single case study is to ensure a high level of internal 

validity by triangulating data through the use of different data sources for data collection 

and analysis. 

 

1.6.2. Process tracing 

This research project uses the method of process tracing to examine the intervention 

activities of India, China and the US in Nepal’s peace process in order to establish how 

those activities did or did not influence the peace process outcomes. Process tracing is a 

"fundamental tool of qualitative analysis"149 and an important method used to investigate 

a single case study.150 This tool “can contribute decisively both to describing political and 

social phenomena and to evaluating causal claims”.151 This tool needs analytical evidence 

to give a “basis for descriptive and causal inference”.152 In essence, process tracing 

 
146 George and Bennett (2005, p. 40) 
147 Eckstein (2009, p. 149) 
148 George and Bennett (2005, p. 57); See Willis (2014) 
149 Collier (2011) 
150 Beach and Pedersen (2016) 
151 Collier (2011, p. 823) 
152 Collier (2011, p. 823) 
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examines the “trajectories of change and causation”.153 This method helps to organize 

and analyse the patterns of interventions adopted by each external state actor over the 

course of the peace process with the use of an external intervention typology framework. 

 

Careful descriptions and sequences of variables are the building blocks of process 

tracing.154 For the analysis to be effective, these descriptions and sequences should 

adequately explain the trajectories of change and causation. It should closely present the 

“sequences of independent, dependent and intervening variables”.155 Process tracing has 

two basic purposes: describing political and social phenomena and evaluating causal 

claims. 156 This study presents Nepal’s case by putting both of these notions at its centre. 

By focusing on three critical junctures of Nepal’s peace process, it presents an empirical 

narrative of how external actors (independent variables) used their diplomatic, military 

and economic interventions (intervening variables) to influence the peace process 

outcome (dependent variable). 

 

There are three variants of process tracing which differ depending on the desired goal of 

the research: theory testing process tracing, theory building process tracing, and 

explaining-outcome process tracing.157 The theory testing process tracing is based on a 

hypothesised casual mechanism, while the theory building variant aims to build a theory 

from a casual mechanism.158 In contrast, the third variant, explaining-outcome process 

tracing, seeks to describe “a particularly puzzling historical outcome”; where the purpose 

 
153 Collier (2011, p. 823) 
154 Collier (2011) 
155 Collier (2011, p. 823) 
156 Collier (2011, p. 823) 
157 Beach and Pedersen (2016) 
158 Beach and Pedersen (2016) 
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is not to study "mechanisms that cause war (Y)", but to explain "a particular outcome 

such as World War I".159 While process tracing at the theoretical level uses systematic 

causal mechanisms, explaining-outcome process tracing uses the non-systematic causal 

mechanism (the 'facts' of the case such as the empirical narrative) for explaining the 

outcome at a case-specific level. This causal mechanism is taken as "sequence of events 

and processes (the causal complex) that lead to the event".160 Explaining-outcome process 

training examines the causes behind a particular outcome in a single case.161 This variant 

is chosen when the “existing explanations are patently unable to account for the 

outcome”.162 The non-systematic causal mechanism is used to explain actors' 

interventions during events and the role they played to influence the outcomes of those 

events. While the first two are theory-centred (where the inferences are made to see 

whether the causal mechanisms are present or absent), the third one is a case-centric 

method that “seeks to craft a minimally sufficient explanation of a particular outcome” 

(where the inferences are about the sufficiency of the explanation).163  

 

How, then, is process tracing different from story telling or history? Process tracing is 

different in that it is focused and structured (based on a particular theoretical framework), 

and its purpose is to "provide a narrative explanation of a causal path that leads to a 

specific outcome"164, unlike a typical historical writing or story telling. Thus, instead of 

telling an entire story of Nepal's peace process, it selects its three critical junctures and 

provides a focused narrative of the external actors' interventions during these junctures. 

 
159 Beach and Pedersen (2016, p. 11); Also see Mahoney (2015); Roberts (1996) 
160 Wight (2004, p. 290) 
161 Gerring (2007) 
162 Beach and Pedersen (2016, p. 169) 
163 Beach and Pedersen (2016, pp. 13-19) 
164 Vennesson (2008, p. 235) 
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This study uses the external intervention typology framework to ensure a structured 

analytical explanation of external interventions. Similarly, it provides a narrative 

explanation of causal paths by explaining how India, China and the United States used 

diplomatic, economic and military interventions during three critical junctures and how 

these influenced the trajectory of Nepali peace process towards the promulgation of the 

Constitution in 2015. This makes it evident that this study is not a typical historical 

account but a process tracing-based research. 

 

In the context of Nepal’s peace process, as shown above, the extent of the roles the 

external state actors played and the impact they had in the peace process remain a puzzle. 

Here the purpose of the process tracing is to explain the roles played by three external 

actors in achieving the peace process outcome, i.e., the promulgation of the Constitution 

of Nepal 2015. The narratives of diplomatic, military and economic interventions used 

by the external actors during the three critical junctures constitute the causal mechanisms. 

These narratives trace the intervention behaviours of India, China and the United States 

during three critical junctures and explain how these interventions influenced (or did not 

influence) the peace process and its outcome. For instance, in Chapter Four, I provide a 

narrative account of how India, China and the United States intervened diplomatically, 

militarily and economically during the lead up to the signing of the Comprehensive Peace 

Accord and how their interventions influenced the trajectory of the peace process. I 

provide a similar narrative of external interventions for the remaining two critical 

junctures: the CA election 2008 and the Constitution drafting process. All three focused, 

structured and causal narratives in Chapters Four, Five and Six explain how three external 

actors intervened during the particular critical junctures and how, as a result, they 

influenced the outcome of the peace process. Though there is plenty of literature on 



38 
 

Nepal’s peace process, there is a lack of comprehensive and intense study that analyses 

the external actors’ interventions and influence in the entirety of the peace process.165 

Thus, this project offers a focused and rigorous study of the types of interventions that 

external state actors adopted during Nepal’s peace process by using explaining-outcome 

process tracing. In doing so, I present a comprehensive description of what these external 

actors did and how their actions influenced, or did not influence, the consequent outcome. 

 

The above shows that, in contrast to theory-building and theory-testing variants, which 

are more theory oriented and are thus more generalisable, explaining-outcome process 

tracing is more case-centric and less generalizable. However, the conclusions of a study 

that uses explaining-outcome process tracing can “discuss the lessons that can apply to 

other comparable cases” and the “lessons … that can be investigated in further research 

in other cases”.166 It suggests that explaining-outcome process tracing can have 

theoretical objectives that extend beyond a particular case. This project seeks to 

understand the particular context of Nepal’s peace process and recommend further 

research to validate and widen the findings from this research project. 

 

1.6.3. Data collection methods 

 

 
165 The peace process formally ended when Nepal adopted a new Constitution in 2015, which 
documented political achievements gained as a result of the decade-long conflict and another decade of 
peace process. The promulgation of this Constitution has thus been taken by many as the conclusion of 
Nepal’s peace process that started in 2006. However, one of the important components of the peace 
process, the issue of transitional justice, which was also an integral part of Comprehensive Peace Accord, 
has not yet been addressed. Since the transitional justice process has been in limbo for a long time, there 
are many others who consider that Nepal’s peace process cannot be understood to be complete yet. 
166 Beach and Pedersen (2016, p. 157) 



39 
 

This project uses semi-structured interviews as the main method of data collection. Ethics 

approval (protocol number 2019/303) was sought from Griffith University before leaving 

for fieldwork in 2019. I conducted extensive fieldwork interviews in September and 

October 2019 and January and February 2020 in five cities in Nepal, India and China; I 

interviewed 27 relevant politicians, government officials and experts on international 

relations and conflict and the peace process in Kathmandu, six politicians and scholars in 

New Delhi, and another five in Beijing, Chengdu and Shanghai. As travel to the US was 

not possible due to the Covid-19 outbreak in 2020, I conducted virtual interviews with 

two US diplomats who worked in Nepal during the peace process. In total, I interviewed 

40 policy makers, political leaders, diplomats, academics, journalists and independent 

researchers for this project. All the interviews with Indian, Chinese and the US officials 

and experts were conducted in English. While some of the interviews in Nepal were 

conducted in English, others were done in Nepali as per the respondents’ preference. 

 

The political leaders that I interviewed include two former Prime Ministers, two former 

Deputy Prime Ministers, four former Foreign Ministers, and three former Finance 

Ministers of Nepal who served during the conflict and the peace process. Among them 

was one of the architects of the Maoist rebellion, Dr. Baburam Bhattarai. Other key 

personalities include one of the signatories of the 12-point understanding, Madhav Kumar 

Nepal, the Minister for Peace and Reconstruction Ram Chandra Poudel, and the Chief 

Commissioner of the Election Commission of Nepal during the CA elections (2008) 

Bhojraj Pokharel. I interviewed three Generals of the Nepal Army, including a former 

Chief of Army Staff Rookmangud Katawal. I also interviewed Chief, Foreign and Finance 

Secretaries of Nepal government. In addition, I interviewed Nepali Ambassadors, 

researchers at think tanks, journalists and other experts working on the topic in Nepal. 



40 
 

 

In New Delhi, I interviewed veteran Indian politician Dr. Karan Singh, who was sent to 

Nepal in April 2006 as Indian Prime Minister’s special envoy; a retired General of the 

Indian Army, Ashok Mehta, who is also known as an expert on Nepal; and Professor SD 

Muni, who is a noted scholar on Nepal’s foreign policy and also known as an interlocuter 

between the Maoists and Indian government agencies before the 12-point understanding 

took place in 2005. In China, along with other prominent experts, I interviewed Professor 

Wang Hongwei who, like S.D. Muni in the case of India, seemingly played an important 

role to connect the Communist Party of China (CPC) and the Chinese government with 

the Nepali Maoists in 2006. They all agreed to be named in the work and have their 

statements attributed to them, except on some particular occasions when they asked to 

keep them anonymous, and I have followed this protocol. I use the data from these 

interviews to supplement the data collected from other primary sources. 

 

The project collected a large volume of primary data – foreign policy reports, 

government-produced texts and publications, and government press releases. I examined 

press releases, reports, and policy documents published by the three external actors that 

were involved in Nepal’s peace process. In particular, I obtained data from the websites 

of Nepal’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Ministry of Finance, India’s Ministry for 

External Affairs, China’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the U.S. Department of State, 

ForeignAssistance.gov, and the United States Agency for International Development 

(USAID). I also refer to literature on Nepal’s peace process as additional source of data.  

 

I used a data triangulation approach to enhance the credibility of my research. I first gave 

a careful consideration to the selection of interviewees to make sure the data collected 
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was authentic. I interviewed several politicians, bureaucrats, security officials, and 

scholars in Nepal and compared the information they provided to confirm its credibility. 

I also was conscious about selecting the politicians representing different political parties 

so that the biases in the story could be checked. I did not depend exclusively on the data 

I collected from the respondents in Nepal. To understand the interveners' views and to 

check the validity of the responses of domestic actors in Nepal, I also interviewed 

politicians, diplomats and scholars from all three intervening countries. By putting their 

views together and also drawing on empirical data from primary sources, I sought to 

manage the problems of self-interest and partial perspectives inherent in the interviewees’ 

responses. Drawing from a wide variety of sources and ordering primary report data with 

the interview data, I tell the story of external actors’ interventions in Nepal’s peace 

process by using the method of process tracing.  

 

1.6.4. External intervention typology framework  

Underpinning this research is an understanding of how external actors intervene in 

domestic peace processes and what measures they use to attain their political goals. 

However, there is a lack of existing theoretical frameworks that can be used to identify 

and examine the wide range of external interventions in domestic peace processes. Thus, 

this research builds and applies an external intervention typology framework (presented 

in more detail in Chapter 3) by drawing from the literature on external actor interventions 

in domestic conflicts and peace processes. This framework divides the external state 

interventions into three types (military, diplomatic and economic) and lists various 

intervening measures that external state actors can use. I use this framework (outlined in 

Chapter Three) to study the intervention strategies adopted by India, China and the US. I 

study external states’ interventions during three critical junctures of Nepal’s peace 
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process, as outlined below, and use this framework to identify and process trace all 

intervening measures of these three actors under three categories (diplomatic, military 

and economic) to understand what they did during those critical junctures and how they 

influenced the trajectory of Nepal’s peace process. 

 

1.6.5. Critical junctures 

Critical junctures are short intervals of time “that bring about profound transformations 

and long-term legacies”.167 These are junctures that indicate “heightened contingency, or 

increased causal possibility”.168 These are the moments of “heightened probability” in 

which “agents’ choices will affect the outcome of interest”.169 The decisions made during 

these uncertain junctures influence the incidents, policies and decision-making that have 

long-lasting outcomes.170 The juncture is called “‘critical’ because once an option is 

selected it becomes progressively more difficult to return to the initial point when 

multiple alternatives were still available”.171  

 

Critical junctures may be short periods of time but have a high impact, during which the 

actors’ choices create path-dependent conditions for a future outcome. A critical juncture 

can be both a moment or a period of time that can last for many years.172 This suggests 

that critical junctures can be both points in time and periods of time; however, what is 

more important is that those points or periods of time should be extremely influential with 

a capacity to create or contribute to momentous change(s). 

 
167 Koinova (2018, p. 1291) 
168 Soifer (2012, p. 1574) 
169 Capoccia and Kelemen (2007, p. 348) 
170 Capoccia and Kelemen (2007); Colliers and Collier (1991); Koinova (2018) 
171 Mahoney (2000, p. 513) 
172 Mross (2019) 
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There are two types of conditions that bring about change during critical junctures. 

Permissive conditions are the causal conditions that loosen the “constraints of structure 

and make change possible” by altering “the underlying context to increase the causal 

power of agency or contingency and thus the prospects for divergence”.173 Productive 

conditions, “in [the] presence of the permissive conditions, produce the outcome or range 

of outcomes that are then reproduced after the permissive conditions disappear and the 

juncture comes to a close”.174  

 

Critical junctures do not emerge out of the blue. They have certain conditions or elements 

that play a role in their emergence; one of these conditions is the critical antecedent.175 In 

other words, critical junctures are the decisions and selections that originate from earlier 

incidents and processes known as critical antecedents or antecedent conditions.176 

According to Dan Slater and Erica Simmons, critical antecedents are “factors or 

conditions preceding a critical juncture that combine with causal forces during a critical 

juncture to produce long-term divergence in outcomes”.177 In other words, critical 

antecedents collectively contribute to the emergence of a more substantial event known 

as critical junctures. 

 

As mentioned earlier, critical junctures are the moments of “heightened probability” in 

which interventions are more likely to bring about long-lasting outcomes. Since this 

 
173 Soifer (2012, pp. 1773-1774) 
174 Soifer (2012, p. 1573) 
175 According to Slater and Simmons (2010), there are four types of antecedent conditions: descriptive 
context, rival hypotheses, background similarities and critical antecedents.  
176 Mahoney (2000) 
177 Slater and Simmons (2010, p. 889) 
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project assesses the role of external actors in Nepal's peace process, it is important to 

select critical junctures to determine how influential the actors were in contributing to the 

outcomes of the peace process. This is because critical junctures are the points or the 

periods of time during which interventions have a higher chance of influencing the 

outcomes. As external interventions during normal times (before or after the critical 

junctures) were less likely to lead to "profound transformations", it is important to adopt 

the critical juncture approach to put focus on the key events that contributed to the peace 

process outcome. Moreover, it is neither doable, nor effective to focus on each and every 

event that took place in the entire 10-year timeframe of the peace process. Thus, to 

investigate the influence of the interventions of external actors in Nepal's peace process, 

the critical junctures approach is very apt and useful. 

 

In the field of peacebuilding studies, Janine A. Clark and Marie-Joelle Zahar suggest that 

the concept of critical junctures is taken to mean “transitions from war to peace … as they 

are marked both by local efforts to write new rules of the game and by intensive foreign 

intervention that, at least in principle, seeks to translate the window of opportunity into 

an effective break from past divisions and violence”.178 This definition of critical juncture 

includes the role of external intervenors in a country’s transition from war to peace, 

especially through support provided during these junctures in a way that helps the country 

move to a peaceful state.  

 

The choices made by external actors during critical junctures are assumed to have 

substantial influence and be hard to change. When a country is in the process of a major 

transformation, such as a peace process, critical junctures “significantly determine the 

 
178 Clark and Zahar (2015, p. 3) 
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future development of a country”.179 As a result, if external actors “significantly 

influenced the outcome of a critical juncture, the effect of such engagement can be 

attributed to the overall political process”.180 According to Clark and Zahar, some of the 

instances of critical junctures in the context of transition from war to peace include the 

signing of the peace agreements, the holding of the first post-conflict elections, and the 

death of a key personality.181 

 

1.6.6. Critical junctures in Nepal’s peace process 

 

The Maoist conflict and its peace process lasted for two decades. The direct violence that 

started in February 1996 formally ended in November 2006 with the signing of the CPA 

and the peace process concluded with the promulgation of the Constitution in September 

2015. Despite several attempts at peacemaking during the ten-year-long civil conflict, 

none were able to stop the war. Finally, in 2006, a turning point came with the CPA. It 

not only stopped the direct violence but also created a framework for the future course of 

the peace process. According to the CPA, an election for the Constituent Assembly (CA) 

had to take place to take the peace process to its conclusion, i.e., the promulgation of a 

new Constitution. The signing of the CPA and the CA elections (2008) were watersheds 

both for the Constitution drafting process and for the entire course of the peace process.  

The CPA first created the foundation of the peace process by crafting its blueprint and 

the CA elections established the political environment in which the Constitution would 

be written. The success or the failure of the signing of the CPA, the holding of the CA 

elections, and the Constitution drafting process would determine the success or the failure 

 
179 Mross (2019, p. 196) 
180 Mross (2019, p. 196) 
181 Clark and Zahar (2015) 
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of the peace process. Thus, these moments/periods had "heightened contingency" or 

"increased causal possibility" because these were the decisive moments that steered 

Nepal's peace process towards a new equilibrium. The actions and decisions of domestic 

and external actors during these times would have a significant and long-lasting impact 

on the peace process as a whole. These were, thus, the critical junctures of Nepal's peace 

process. 

 

Clark and Zahar’s notion of critical junctures in the context of the peace process above 

and Mross' selection of critical junctures in Nepal's peace process reinforce my selection 

of critical junctures. According to Clark and Zahar, peace agreements and the first post-

conflict elections can be critical junctures in a peace process. They are the signing of the 

CPA and the CA elections 2008 in Nepal's context. Similarly, in a previous study on 

Nepal, Mross selected the Constituent Assembly (CA) Elections 2008 and the 

Constitution-drafting processes as two major critical junctures of Nepal’s peace 

process.182 Mross said she chose these two junctures on the basis of her consultations with 

several national and international experts. However, excluding the Comprehensive Peace 

Accord juncture in the study of Nepal’s peace process limits it to a partial study of the 

process. Since the CPA was a turning point of the peace process on its own and 

represented a blueprint for the peace process over the next decade, I consider it important 

to include the CPA as a critical juncture. Thus, both theoretical and empirical evidence 

show that there were three critical junctures in Nepal's peace process: the signing of 

Comprehensive Peace Accord (2006); the holding of the CA elections (2008); and the 

Constitution writing process. In addition, my selection of these three critical junctures is 

also endorsed by several research participants whom I interviewed for this research study. 

 
182 Mross (2019) 
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With this, this study will demonstrate that the peace agreement, the first post-conflict 

elections (or CA elections) and the Constitution writing process can be taken as three 

critical junctures of the peace process that includes writing a new Constitution as the goal, 

or at least one of the goals, of the peace process. 

 

As explained above, these critical junctures do not emerge out of nowhere. Instead, they 

have certain conditions or elements that play a role in their emergence, which are called 

critical antecedents. In each of three critical junctures of Nepal’s peace process, this study 

identifies three different critical antecedents to examine the junctures and external 

involvement in them more comprehensively. 

 

The CPA, signed by the Maoist rebels and the Government of Nepal in 2006, set the 

foundation of the peace process by detailing how the peace process should be directed 

and sustainable peace should be established in Nepal. I examine three critical antecedents 

for the emergence of this first critical juncture: the royal coup in 2005, the 12-point 

understanding, and the Jana Andolan II. The royal coup pushed the mainstream political 

parties towards the Maoist rebels to work together against the royal regime for the 

resolution of the conflict. Consequently, the rebels and the mainstream political parties 

signed a 12-point understanding in November 2005, which became the turning point for 

ending the decade-long violent conflict. This agreement created the basis for two rival 

forces to come together to fight against the royal regime. This cooperation continued in 

the form of the Jana Andolan II (April 6–24 2006). Jana Andolan II was the second 

‘People’s Movement’ to emerge in Nepal after Jana Andolan I, which took place in 1990. 

It saw tens of thousands of people take to the streets across Nepal to protest against the 

autocratic royal regime. The nineteen-day-long protest brought about the end of the direct 
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rule of the King and the reinstatement of parliament that he dissolved in 2002. The rebels 

and other political parties then continued to work towards peace and reached an 

agreement on the CPA after months of intense negotiation. Since these three events 

played a major role in the singing of the CPA, these are examined under this juncture. 

 

After the CPA was signed, the process of drafting the Constitution started, for which the 

turning point would be the CA elections. In a move towards that direction, the Interim 

Constitution of Nepal 2007 was promulgated in January 2007 to replace the Constitution 

of Nepal 1990. To assist in the CA elections and support the overall peace process, the 

UNMIN was established in January 2007. However, the proposed elections could not take 

place in June 2007. Among the key reasons for the delay were the political protests 

launched by the Madheshi people. Madhes movements, which were organised against 

certain provisions of the Interim Constitution, delayed the CA elections until April 2008. 

Thus, this study takes the Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007, the establishment of 

UNMIN, and Madhes Movements as three critical antecedents that preceded the holding 

of the CA elections in 2008 – the second critical juncture that I consider.  

 

Table 1.1: Critical junctures and critical antecedents of Nepal’s peace process 

 

Critical junctures Critical antecedents 

 

I) Signing of the 

CPA  

1) Royal coup (February 2005) 

2) 12-point understanding (November 2005) 

3) Jana Andolan II (April 2006) 

 1) Interim Constitution of Nepal (2007) 

2) Establishment of UNMIN (2007) 
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II) CA election 

2008 

3) Madhes Movements (2007 and 2008) 

 

III) Constitution of 

Nepal 2015 

1) UNMIN’s departure (2011) 

2) CA elections (2013) 

3) Constitution promulgation process (2015)  

 

 

Despite four extensions to its deadline, the first CA was not able to finalise the new 

Constitution and was thus dissolved in 2012. In 2013, a second CA was elected. It 

eventually passed a new Constitution - the third critical juncture in Nepal’s peace process 

- in 2015. However, the road to the Constitution was not a smooth one. Domestic and 

international influences tried to sway the Constitution-making process, mainly during its 

three critical antecedents: UNMIN’s departure in 2011, the CA election 2013 and the 

Constitution promulgation process in 2015. Since the Constitution completed the peace 

process that started in 2006, the Constitution-drafting process and the politics of 

Constitution promulgation were crucial events in Nepal’s path to peace. This phase of 

Constitution-drafting and -finalising will thus be examined as the third juncture of 

Nepal’s peace process in this study. 

 

This research project traces India’s, China’s and the US’ interventions during these three 

critical junctures of Nepal’s peace process to show how they influenced the trajectory of 

Nepal’s peace process. The purpose of this study is thus to explain how the three external 

actors intervened during three critical junctures of Nepal’s peace process, and the 

consequent impact they had on its outcome. These junctures are path dependent; they 

each contributed to the final outcome of the peace process. I will examine each critical 
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juncture for the presence of military, economic, and diplomatic interventions by the three 

major external actors. I will examine when external actors supported some domestic 

actors over others, how this influenced the way they applied different intervening 

measures, and the consequent impact of such interventions in Nepal’s peace initiative. 

 

1.7. Chapter structure/scope 

This thesis is divided into seven chapters. The first three chapters are made up of this 

introductory chapter, an overview of Nepal’s civil war and peace process (Chapter Two), 

and a literature review of external interventions in peace processes, where I present the 

intervention typology framework in more depth (Chapter Three); the remaining four 

chapters consist of empirical analysis of the external state actors’ interventions and 

influence during the three critical junctures of Nepal’s peace process.  

 

In Chapter Two, I provide an overview of Nepal’s civil war and peace process in order to 

establish the background of the external actors’ interventions in the peace process. This 

chapter includes an outline of the key events relating to the civil war and peace process 

from 1996 to 2015. Chapter Three examines a wide range of literature on external actors, 

external interventions, and external interventions in peace process, which helps to define 

my choice of external actors in Nepal’s peace process (theoretically) and an external 

intervention typology framework. 

 

Chapter Four examines India, China and the United States’ diplomatic, military and 

economic interventions during the first critical juncture of Nepal’s peace process: the 

Comprehensive Peace Accord (CPA). It argues that India was the most influential actor 

during the first critical juncture while China and India were against the political 
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developments towards the CPA and had to capitulate to the political transformation Nepal 

was undergoing. Chapter Five studies the three countries’ diplomatic, military and 

economic interventions during the critical juncture of the CA elections 2008 and 

demonstrates that all three state actors made significant attempts to influence the 

trajectory of Nepal peace process at this particular juncture. It argues that the actors were 

partly influential in the peace process outcomes. Though they had some contrasting 

approaches in relation to certain issues, they did not try to impede the political processes 

just because their interventions did not work on certain occasions or did not serve their 

interests. 

 

Chapter Six analyses these actors’ interventions during the final critical juncture of 

Nepal’s peace process: the Constitution of Nepal 2015. It argues that the actor that used 

overt interventions (India) failed to influence the peace process outcome and concluded 

that the outcome was against its interests, while the actors that used modest intervention 

approaches (China and the US) did not find the peace process outcome to be against their 

interests. Finally, Chapter Seven presents my overall findings of the three external 

countries’ interventions and their influences in the process, and my theoretical insights 

on big neighbours’ and big powers’ interventions in the peace process of a relatively 

smaller country. 
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Chapter Two: An Overview of Nepal’s Civil War and Peace Process (1996-2015) 

 

2.1. Introduction 

 

Nepal has a long history of war starting from ancient times. Different dynasties such as 

the Kirata, Lichchhavi, Thakuri, Malla, and Shah dynasties ruled over Nepal during the 

ancient, medieval and modern periods.183 As this study belongs to the modern period of 

Nepal’s political history, this chapter starts with a short historical background of war and 

politics of Nepal from the time of Prithvi Narayan Shah, who founded modern Nepal in 

the eighteenth century. The chapter presents a brief general history of war and peace in 

modern Nepal in order to understand where the Maoist civil war stands in the historical 

background of the country’s political conflicts. It explores the root causes of the Nepalese 

civil war and elucidates the political and the socioeconomic conditions that triggered the 

communist rebellion in Nepal towards the end of the twentieth century. 

 

A brief chronology of Nepal’s civil war and its peace process is then presented. The war 

remained a low-intensity conflict limited to a small number of remote districts for the first 

five years, but the 2001 royal massacre changed the political atmosphere by creating a 

situation in which army mobilisation against the Maoists intensified the civil war. While 

the royal massacre worked as a catalyst to intensify the conflict in 2001, the 2005 royal 

coup contributed to its de-escalation. The royal coup pushed the parliamentary political 

parties towards the Maoists to form a political alliance, and subsequently paved a path 

towards the cessation of the civil war via the trajectory of 12-point understanding, the 

 
183 To know a deeper understanding of history and politics of Nepal during the ancient, medieval and 
modern times, see Regmi (1960, 1961, 1965, 1966a, 1966b). 
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Jana Andolan II and the CPA. The CPN (Maoist) was ultimately ready to participate in a 

multi-party democracy if there could be a political consensus to bring about a political 

transformation in the country by way of a constitution drafted by a Constituent Assembly. 

By presenting an account of historical events from the start of the civil war in 1996 to the 

promulgation of the Constitution in 2015, this chapter validates the selection of three 

critical junctures of Nepal’s peace process and their critical antecedents, which will guide 

the process tracing of external actors’ interventions in the remainder of the thesis. 

 

2.2. Context: Nepal’s history of war and peace 

 

Nepal’s political groups have used violent measures against the state at different times. 

The Maoist civil war is probably the most influential violent conflict in the course of 

modern Nepal’s political transformation; however, it is not the only one of its kind in its 

history. The Himalayan country has experienced political violence in different forms and 

of different magnitudes since its establishment as modern Nepal. King Prithvi Narayan 

Shah, who is known as the founder of modern Nepal, used military means in the 

eighteenth century to win various smaller kingdoms.184 His successors followed his path 

and extended the country’s territory further through violent wars. Unlike other countries 

in the region, Nepal did not have an independence movement as it was never colonized. 

Nonetheless, it fought a series of battles with British East India Company, known as the 

Anglo-Nepalese War (1814–1816), to secure its territories.185 Nepal also fought a series 

of wars with Tibet (China), first from 1788 to 1792, then from 1855 to 1856.186 

 

 
184 Kafle (2008) 
185 See Michael (2012); Pemble (1968, 2009); Rana (1970) 
186 B. Acharya (2013) 
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Some two hundred years after the series of wars that achieved modern Nepal’s 

unification, the 1940s saw the formation of two political parties. The Nepal Communist 

Party (NCP) and the Nepali Congress were established in 1949 and 1950 respectively.187 

The Nepali Congress was formed by unifying the Nepal Democratic Congress and the 

Nepali National Congress. The unification of these parties took place in India because 

pro-democracy activities were banned in Nepal by the then-Rana rulers of Nepal.188 

Though these two parties were formed to fight for Nepal’s democratic evolution, they 

also used violent means to eradicate the autocratic systems. The Nepali Congress, for 

instance, launched a brief guerrilla war in 1950 by establishing the Nepal Liberation 

Army (Mukti Vahini) to liberate Nepal from the Rana oligarchy.189 The political 

settlement reached following the rebellion ousted the Rana family, who had ruled Nepal 

for over a century, and established a constitutional monarchy. The King announced an 

election for a Constituent Assembly (CA), which would be responsible for writing a 

democratic constitution. However, the CA election became the victim of political 

instability and the King’s ambitions.  

 

The Nepali Congress won a landslide victory in the general elections in 1959 and formed 

a government led by its leader BP Koirala. Koirala was the first democratically elected 

Prime Minister of Nepal. However, King Mahendra dissolved the parliament and 

overthrew the elected Prime Minister in 1960 to start the autocratic Panchayat regime,190 

which ruled the country for the next three decades (1960–1990).191 The Panchayat regime 

 
187 Onta and Tamang (2013) 
188 See Sinha (2019) 
189 For details, see Sinha (2019, pp. 126-130) 
190 The Panchayat system remained until it was overthrown by the democratic movement (known as Jana 
Andolan I) in 1990. For more information, see Khadka (1986); Savada (1993, pp. 44-47) 
191 Sinha (2019) 
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was a system of governance “based on the traditional village councils”.192 It was a 

partyless system which banned political parties and gave the king “a more direct and 

unchallenged role in government”.193 In ten years, the King “reclaimed the unlimited 

power exercised by Prithvi Narayan Shah in the eighteenth century”.194 Koirala was 

arrested in 1960 and detained without trial until 1968.195 In 1961, while Koirala was in 

prison, the Nepali Congress started launching armed attacks in Nepal from their bases in 

India.196 

 

As the Panchayat regime focused on controlling the open activities of the Nepali 

Congress, this period saw the covert expansion of the communist movement represented 

by different communist factions in the country.197 A noted but brief communist rebellion, 

known as the Jhapa Revolt, took place in 1969 with the beheading of several landlords 

considered to be “the foundation of a regressive bourgeois regime” by the communists.198 

In 1978, the same group of young communists founded the Communist Party of Nepal 

(Marxist Leninist), which was unified with the Communist Party of Nepal (Marxist) in 

1991 to form the largest communist faction called the Communist Party of Nepal (United 

Marxist Leninist) (CPN(UML)).199  

 

The Panchayat system remained in place until it was overthrown by the democratic 

movement, known as Jana Andolan I, which started on 18 February 1990. The key 

 
192 Ganguly and Shoup (2005, pp. 131-132) 
193 M. Joshi and Mason (2007, p. 403) 
194 Savada (1991) 
195 B. L. Joshi and Rose (2021) 
196 D. Thapa and Ramsbotham (2017) 
197 Lawoti and Pahari (2010) 
198 Rai (2018) 
199 Lawoti and Pahari (2010) 
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players in the Jana Andolan I were the Nepali Congress and the United Left Front (ULF), 

which consisted of some leftist and communist parties. As other smaller parties also 

joined the movement, it later took the form of a Joint National People’s Movement. The 

main objectives of the Jana Andolan I were to restore constitutional monarchy and 

multiparty democracy that King Mahendra had overthrown to start an absolute monarchy. 

Political parties, students, professional unions, and human rights organisations took part 

in protests against the Panchayat system. In response, the government started to arrest 

local and national party leaders and used coercive methods to suppress the protests.200 In 

particular, the key leaders of the main political parties were arrested the day before the 

Jana Andolan began and kept under house arrest.  

 

In her book, The Challenge to Democracy in Nepal: A Political History, Louise Brown 

explains the nature and impact of the Jana Andolan I:  

[O]ne-day strikes were called frequently during the Movement... Shops, 

factories and the education and transport sectors remained closed in the valley, 

in Pokhara (the other major urban area in the hills) and in the towns of the 

Terai… Groups of housewives demanded change by drumming on their pans 

and artists protested by tying black scarves around their mouths to symbolise the 

lack of artistic and intellectual freedom. By far the most original of the anti-

panchayat protests, and by far the most productive, was the lights-out campaign 

which began on 29 March… On 6 April the Jana Andolan reached its climax. A 

giant demonstration was held in Kathmandu… Thousands of people assembled 

on the tundhikel, the parade ground in the centre of the city, and then began to 

march along a main thoroughfare towards the royal palace where their passage 

 
200 Brown (1996) 
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was blocked by riot police. The crowd was unarmed but was in an ugly mood. It 

surged against the police lines, breaking through first one and then another. At 

this point the demonstrators were around 300 metres from the gates of the royal 

palace. Protesters climbed the statue of King Mahendra and, in a show of 

defiance, placed the flags of the Congress and Communist Parties in its hands... 

What happened next is subject to different interpretations. It is an undisputed 

fact that the security forces blocking Durbar Marg, the main road to the palace, 

opened fire on the demonstrators and then lathicharged them. The protesters fled 

in panic, leaving many dead and injured. 201 

 

After dozens of protesters were killed and several hundred others were injured, the King 

revoked the ban on parties and, by dissolving the Panchayat cabinet on 16 April 1990, 

cleared the way for the formation of an interim government.202 The new government, 

headed by the Nepali Congress leader Krishna Prasad Bhattarai, formed a Constitution 

Recommendation Commission to draft a new Constitution. The new Constitution, which 

was promulgated on 9 November 1990, weakened the King’s powers and strengthened 

that of the political parties by including the provisions of constitutional monarchy and 

multiparty democracy in it.203 The Nepali Congress and the CPN (UML) emerged as the 

two largest political entities after the 1991 parliamentary elections, making them key 

political players in the country. The new political system was, however, challenged by 

the CPN (Maoist) in 1996 with the initiation of an armed conflict in 1996. 

 

 
201 Brown (1996, pp. 128-129) 
202 L. R. Baral (1994) 
203 L. R. Baral (1994) 
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As the above discussion shows, violent means were not only used for territorial 

unification and independence in eighteenth and nineteenth century Nepal (e.g., Prithvi 

Narayan Shah’s unification campaigns in the eighteenth century and Anglo-Nepalese 

War in the nineteenth century) but continued to be used for political goals in the twentieth 

century, by way of the Nepali Congress’ guerrilla war against the Rana oligarchy and the 

civil conflict (1996–2006). 

 

2.3. Root causes of conflict 

Many scholars have associated the inception and evolution of the Maoist rebellion in 

Nepal with different causes, including poverty, inequality, the failure of the existing 

political system to represent its diverse peoples, and the Maoists’ key ideological motive 

to establish a communist authoritarian regime in Nepal.204 Most, however, hold the view 

that its inception was due to a mixture of political and socioeconomic grievances. The 

following sections reveal the political and socioeconomic causes linked to the civil war. 

 

2.3.1. Political causes 

Nepali people have struggled for political changes for a long time, both through peaceful 

movements (for example, Jana Andolan I, Jana Andolan II, Madhes Movement I and 

Madhes Movement II) and violent wars (for example, the Nepali Congress’ guerrilla war 

in 1950 and Maoists’ armed struggle from 1996–2006). As outlined above, even though 

the stirrings of democracy could be seen in the 1950s, they were not sustained for long. 

Similarly, in the aftermath of the Jana Andolan I, which ended the absolute monarchy by 

establishing multiparty democracy and constitutional monarchy, Nepal did not enjoy 

peace and stability but was plunged into a new phase of instability. Ongoing political 

 
204 See U. K. Bhattarai (2014); K. M. Dixit (2011); Upreti (2006) 
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instability together with the failure of political leaders to fulfil the promises that they had 

made to the people helped create the conditions for the Maoist insurgency to emerge,205 

as did the “cumulative effect of more than 245 years of exploitation.”206 

 

In November 1990, King Birendra promulgated the country’s new Constitution, 

establishing multiparty democracy and abandoning the absolute monarchy his father had 

introduced three decades earlier. Two weeks after the new Constitution was announced, 

however, a new political party named the Communist Party of Nepal (Unity Center) was 

formed by unifying three existing communist parties, the CPN (Fourth Convention), the 

CPN (Mashal) and the CPN (Masal), to fight the newly established political system.207 

This party – which in 1995 became the CPN (Maoist) – believed that the shift to 

democracy in 1990 did not go far enough to fulfil their social and political aims and there 

was a need for an armed conflict.208 While the party believed in armed struggle and was 

thus largely underground, it did have an open political front named the United People’s 

Front (UPF) which was involved in parliamentary politics.209 The UPF contested the 

parliamentary elections in 1991 and won nine out of 205 seats. Dismissing its relatively 

poor result, however, it argued that fighting the election was only a tactic intended to 

highlight “the contradictions and limits of the parliamentary system”.210 This provides 

some evidence that the civil war was a carefully designed strategy, planned long before 

it started, and that it was not entirely in response to the limitations of the political system 

introduced in 1990. Nonetheless, the contradictions and limitations of the political 

 
205 U. K. Bhattarai (2014); Onta and Tamang (2013); Upreti (2006) 
206 U. K. Bhattarai (2014, p. 75) 
207 Lawoti and Pahari (2010) 
208 The Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist) (1995a) 
209 Verma and Navlakha (2007) 
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system, as well as people’s dissatisfaction towards the parties and the leaders made it easy 

for the Maoists to argue for the necessity of a civil war and to gain support for their 

position. 

 

There are scholars who suggest that other domestic and international political reasons 

were also key factors in precipitating Nepal’s civil war. Significant “triggers and 

catalysts” of the war include the Palace’s dissatisfaction with the 1990 political changes, 

the Maoists’ ideological aims, inherent problems in the 1990 Constitution, the royal 

massacre of 2001, the 9/11 Twin Tower attacks, and the interests of international 

actors.211 Among them, the CPN (Maoist)’s main purpose looked to be the establishment 

of a communist regime in Nepal. The party concluded in 1995 that armed rebellion was 

“the only path for the successful completion of the New Democratic Revolution which 

would entail the encirclement of the cities from villages, and in this process, guerrilla 

warfare would play a strategic role”.212 It aimed at beginning “the new democratic 

revolution … then immediately moving towards socialism, and, by way of cultural 

revolutions … marching to communism”.213 The CPN (Maoist) tried to justify the need 

for violence against the state before starting the civil war during its third planum of the 

Central Committee by asserting that the Nepalese people loved to fight for their rights; 

the reforms that had already taken place were the result of their struggles; there were 

domestic and international conspiracies against Nepali people’s right to fight; and it was 

thus “the greatest responsibility [of] the revolutionaries to initiate armed struggle … 

against feudalism & imperialism and to complete the New Democratic revolution by 

 
211 Upreti (2006) 
212 Verma and Navlakha (2007, p. 1841) 
213 The Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist) (1995b) 



61 
 

representing that great historical legacy”.214 This shows that the CPN (Maoist) were not 

happy with the existing multiparty democracy and constitutional monarchy, and therefore 

launched the civil war with the aim of establishing authoritarian communist rule in Nepal 

which, they said, was necessary to resolve the socioeconomic conditions. 

 

2.3.2. Socioeconomic causes 

Many scholars also consider socioeconomic conditions to be responsible for the initiation 

and expansion of the Maoist insurgency in Nepal.215 The major impetuses here were 

poverty and economic and social inequalities. Existing economic inequality allowed for 

the initiation of the civil war, while other social inequalities influenced its expansion.216 

 

Although Nepal made some progress in its national economic indicators in the 1990s, it 

was still one of the poorest countries in the world with increasing numbers of poor people. 

Few had access to the benefits of development, and there was an increase in inequality 

despite some improvements in the national economic indicators.217 Though economic 

growth and economic liberalisation took place in Nepal during 1990s, it did not raise the 

overall living standard of the people. This was because it focused primarily on the service 

sector, which accounted for less than 10 per cent of the total workforce and was 

concentrated in a few cities.218 Instead, economic liberalisation widened “the gap between 

both the rich and the poor, and cities and villages, which was reflected in a rise in the 

 
214 The Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist) (1995a). The reference to feudalism was directed at domestic 
players, and ‘imperialism’ to the international players; the Maoists were aware that they had to fight both 
to achieve their goals. 
215 See U. K. Bhattarai (2014); Lawoti and Pahari (2010); H. Sharma and Gibson (2020); G. Thapa 
(2017); Tiwari (2010); Upreti (2006) 
216 Tiwari (2010) 
217 Lawoti and Pahari (2010) 
218 G. Thapa (2017) 
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country’s Gini Index (a measure of inequality) from 0.3 to 0.35 between 1985 and 

1995”.219 Rather than poverty in and of itself, increasing inequality was the main 

socioeconomic factor that contributed to conflict escalation, which was more pronounced 

in areas where economic disparity and caste-based discrimination were more prevalent 

than in poorer regions.220 Nepal’s civil war demonstrates that “an unequal local society 

breeding [contributes to] a sense of unfairness that plays a role in heightening social 

tension and provoking violence”.221 

 

In short, the key socioeconomic causes that ignited the Maoists rebellion in Nepal were 

the inherent weakness of the feudal structures that persisted after the transition to 

democracy; a lack of public empowerment; rampant poverty and widespread 

unemployment; a lack of sustained economic growth and development; injustice, 

inequalities and discrimination related to class, caste, gender, ethnicity and geography; a 

centralised, biased and corrupt system of governance; and constitutional failure.222 This 

does not mean that the government’s failure to address these mentioned structural causes 

of conflict was wholly responsible for the initiation and growth of the civil war in Nepal. 

Democracy was established in 1990 after a three-decade long Panchayat system. It would 

not be practicable to expect that the democratic system would start to address all the 

socio-economic problems right after its establishment. The Maoists announced the armed 

struggle in 1996 not because the democratic system established in 1996 failed to deliver. 

The key factor behind their revolt was political. However, the socioeconomic causes 

assisted the political reasons. 

 
219 G. Thapa (2017, p. 89) 
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2.4. Synopsis of the civil war and peace process 

 

2.4.1. Civil war 

The CPN (Maoist)’s political wing, the United People’s Front (UPF), submitted its 40-

point list of demands to Prime Minister Sher Bahadur Deuba on 4 February 1996, warning 

the government that they would start an “armed struggle” against the state if it did not 

respond to them positively within two weeks time.223 Their demands were related to 

nationalism, democracy and livelihood of people. Of the 40 demands, there were seven 

on each of nationalism and socio-cultural matters, and the political and economic 

categories had 13 demands each.224 Some of the key demands included the abolition of 

Nepal’s “discriminatory treaties” with India, the control of Nepal-India border, the ending 

of Gurkha recruitment, the banning of NGOs and INGOs (which they called “colonial 

and imperial elements”), the drafting of a Constitution by the representatives of the 

people, the declaration of Nepal as a secular state, a guarantee of employment for all and 

a minimum wage, and the abolition of special privileges of the royal family including the 

King.225 The government ignored their demands. On 13 February, four days before the 

ultimatum was due to expire, the CPN (Maoist) attacked police posts in remote districts 

of Nepal, thus starting the armed struggle against the state.226  

 

 Until 2001, however, “the Maoist rebels remained a small band of under-equipped 

guerrillas raiding weakly defended police posts in remote villages. Their presence was 
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limited mainly to six districts in the mid-western hills”.227 As the rebellion was not all 

that influential during this period, it was not a significant matter of international concern. 

Even the government did not take the insurgency seriously and depended upon the poorly-

equipped Nepal Police to manage counterinsurgency activities until 2001.228 

 

Two operations launched by the Nepal Police, Operation Romeo (1995–1996) and 

Operation Kilo-Sierra-2 (1997–1999), were unable to wipe out the Maoists.229 The key 

reason why these operations failed was that the police did not have the training and 

equipment to conduct anti-insurgency warfare.230 While the Maoist guerrillas were 

“motivated”, the Nepal Police force was “underfunded” and “demoralized”.231 The 

operations also turned abusive and “resulted in gross violations of human rights” by 

police officers, rather than the curtailment of the Maoists’ activities.232 As a result, people 

became more sympathetic towards the Maoists. The Maoists started to attack not only 

police and army posts in remote areas, but also district headquarters. One such attack, 

often viewed as a turning point in the civil war, was the Dunai (Dolpa District 

headquarters) attack in September 2000, when the CPN (Maoist) conquered a district 

headquarters.233 One of the surviving police officers told the reporters, “We fought till 

dawn and they (the soldiers) came only in the morning to pick up the corpses”;234 the 

Royal Nepal Army (RNA) did not go to help the Nepal Police. This lost battle made the 

police “defensive vis-à-vis the Maoists”.235 It was not until January 2001 that Nepal 
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formed the Armed Police Force (APF), a paramilitary unit, as part of its strategy to fight 

the Maoists. 

 

In 2000, Prime Minister Girija Prasad Koirala had tried to deploy the RNA to crush the 

Maoists after several serious attacks by the CPN (Maoist). However, his attempt failed 

because King Birendra, who was the Supreme Commander of the RNA, did not want the 

army to be mobilised.236 Some believe this was because King Birendra had a “tacit 

working understanding” with the rebels.237 Whether there was an understanding as such 

has not been verified but Birendra’s refusal to mobilise the army despite the Prime 

Minister’s willingness to do so shows that the King had a soft spot for the Maoists. 

 

Shortly after this disagreement, an unfortunate event, which has had a lasting impact on 

Nepal’s politics in general and the ongoing civil conflict in particular, took place in Nepal: 

the royal massacre. Considered by many as “the single most important turning point in 

the history of the monarchy”,238 the royal massacre on 1 June 2001 saw all the immediate 

family members of King Birendra killed. According to reports, the heavily drunk Crown 

Prince Dipendra, whose mother had not permitted him to marry the girl of his choosing, 

Devyani Rana, shot nine family members dead.239 Although an official investigation later 

endorsed this account, many questioned its credibility. For instance, some argued that 

“The Probe Commission report is misleading. It only tries to give an official stamp to 

what had already been published in a calculated manner”.240 The new King, King 

Birendra’s younger brother, Gyanendra ascended the throne after the royal massacre. 
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Unlike his deceased brother, however, he did not have a very good public image. In 

addition, the way he was “catapulted … to the throne seemed more like an elaborate 

conspiracy”,241 and many believed that he was behind the massacre. This had a negative 

impact, not only on the reputation of the new King, but also on the overall image of the 

monarchy. Likewise, this had a marked effect on the trajectory of the conflict, as King 

Birendra – who did not want to deploy the army, even though the elected Prime Minister 

did – was killed and the new King was politically more ambitious and assertive. Before 

King Gyanendra started to take tougher actions, however, there was a round of peace talks 

that took place in 2001. 

 

In July 2001, the Maoists declared the first ceasefire after Girija Prasad Koirala resigned 

and Sher Bahadur Deuba was elected Prime Minister.242 Three rounds of peace talks took 

place between August and November that year. The talks eventually collapsed in 

November when the Maoist rebels unilaterally pulled out. The key deadlock was the 

government’s refusal to hold the CA elections to elect representatives to write a new 

constitution.243 Some scholars, however, suggest that both the Maoists and the 

government used the ceasefire as a ‘strategic pause’ at this and other times to strengthen 

their military capabilities, rather than as a genuine tool to establish peace.244 Whatever 

their motives were, the peace talks failed to produce a negotiated outcome. Consequently, 

the Maoists launched fierce attacks on the army barracks and police posts, killed several 

soldiers and police officers, and looted a large number of arms and ammunition.245 One 

such battle was the Dang attack, in which the CPN (Maoist) killed 14 soldiers and 7 
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police, and looted “many heavy weapons, including 81mm mortars, rocket launchers, 

SLRs and lots of ammunition”.246 Rookmangud Katawal, Chief of Army Staff of the 

Nepal Army (2006-2009), stated in his autobiography, Rookmangud Katawal: My Story, 

that he was “shocked” by the attack and that it was “a great political, military, and 

psychological setback” as it was the first Maoist attack against the army.247 The 

government, in response, announced a national state of emergency, declared the CPN 

(Maoist) a terrorist group and mobilised the national army against them, which intensified 

the conflict.248 

 

It is evident that the Maoists were in contact with the Palace before the royal massacre in 

an attempt to forge a deal with King Birendra by sidestepping other political parties.249 

After the King was killed, however, any possible deal between the Palace and the Maoists 

fell apart, as King Gyanendra appeared significantly less sympathetic towards the 

Maoists. There was a clear difference between the ways two Kings viewed the civil war 

and the ways to address it. Unlike his deceased brother, King Gyanendra believed in 

military solutions. This proved a turning point in the trajectory of the civil war. After the 

peace talks collapsed in November 2001, King Gyanendra himself ordered the RNA to 

crush the rebels.250 Instead of containing the rebellion, however, the army’s involvement 

in the civil war intensified the violence further, and saw civilians killed and properties 

destroyed throughout the country. In response, King Gyanendra, who had publicly stated 

that he would not be a lenient King like his brother, started to take even tougher actions 

in the name of establishing peace in the country. 
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Table 2.1: Fatalities in Maoist Insurgency 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by author with data from Armed Conflicts Report - Nepal251 

 

After the deployment of the RNA, the conflict further intensified. Attacks and counter 

attacks continued with huge casualties on both sides. On 16 February 2002, for instance, 

the Maoists stormed the Mangalsen town in Achham district and killed more than 100 

soldiers, policemen and civilians in the “bloodiest” attacks since the beginning of the civil 

war.252 On 4 May 2002, the government security forces reportedly killed nearly 350 

Maoist rebels by attacking a Maoist training centre in Rolpa district.253 On 14 November 

2002, 37 security personnel and 55 Maoist rebels were killed in intense clashes in Jumla 

 
251 This report by Ploughshares is available at 
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S.N. Year  Number of deaths (Approx.) 

1.  1999 400 

2.  2000 400 

3.  2001 600 

4.  2002 4500 

5.  2003 1800 

6.  2004 2700 

7.  2005 1500 

8.  2006 480 
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district.254 As the table above shows, 2002 had the highest number of casualties 

throughout the civil war. 

 

True to what he had stated about his own nature and ambition, King Gyanendra assumed 

executive powers in October 2002 by sacking the elected Prime Minister Sher Bahadur 

Deuba, and indefinitely adjourning the general election (which had been scheduled for 

November of that year).255 He accused the political parties and their leaders of being 

incompetent and claimed that he took powers to establish peace and security. However, 

these moves only made the political situation worse. The deployment of the army, which 

was meant to control the insurgency, led to “a dramatic escalation of the fighting and an 

increase in rights violations by both sides”.256 King Gyanendra’s approach not only 

contributed to an intensification of the violence, but also saw a decrease in support for 

the monarchy. After the royal massacre, there was a rapid expansion in the Maoists’ 

“influence across the country, and the rapid growth of the insurgency coincided with the 

fracturing of the legitimacy of the monarchy”.257 As the conflict continued to intensify, 

however, further attempts to establishing peace took place. 

 

The second ceasefire was announced by the CPN (Maoist) in January 2003. Another three 

rounds of peace talks followed. On 27 April 2003, the CPN (Maoist) put forward their 

proposal to end the civil war by organising a political roundtable to write an interim 

constitution, form an interim government in their leadership and hold the CA elections to 

write a new constitution.258 The party presented a proposal for negotiations with the 
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government, according to which the CPN (Maoist) would help to “establish a new, strong 

and democratic national unity and to defend national independence and sovereignty by 

upholding democracy and nationalism as indivisible, independent and interrelated 

ensembles”.259 Though the government was ready to fulfil many of the Maoists’ demands, 

it did not agree with the idea of the CA elections. Both sides agreed to continue the talks 

in future. While this positive development was taking place, however, an RNA operation 

killed 18 Maoists and two civilians at Doramba in Ramechhap district. In response, in 

August 2003 the Maoists withdrew from the seven-month long truce and with this the 

second attempt to establish peace failed.260  

 

Prime Minister Surya Bahadur Thapa, who was appointed by the King in June 2003, could 

not resolve the ongoing conflict. Furthermore, five major political parties were protesting 

on the streets for restoring multiparty democracy after the King adjourned the system in 

2002. Amidst such political turmoil, Prime Minister Thapa resigned in June 2004. Then, 

the King appointed Sher Bahadur Deuba, whom he had dismissed from the same post in 

2002, as Prime Minister. Deuba’s appointment was not endorsed by other political 

parties; they thus continued the street protests. Deuba government established a 

committee to begin peace talks, but the CPN (Maoist) rejected its proposal. The war 

intensified further in 2003 and 2004. During this time, however, the CPN (Maoist) began 

to realise that they could not win the war to establish communism by military means 

alone. By 2005, the Maoist Chairman Prachanda had started to advocate for the 

establishment of a true multiparty democracy by means of a “bourgeois democratic 

revolution”.261 
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After axing parliamentary democracy in 2002, the King appointed and sacked three Prime 

Ministers over the next three years.262 These steps did not improve the security situation 

in the country. Rather, the situation kept deteriorating, with violent battles between the 

Maoists and the government causing substantial damage to the lives of ordinary people 

and their properties. The Maoists, who claimed that they controlled 80 per cent of the 

country’s territory, mainly dominated the rural areas, while the government security 

forces were based in district headquarters.263 During this period, the Maoists attacked 

numerous army barracks, plundered their modern weapons, and used them to attack 

district headquarters.264 This was how the movement which “was initially regarded as a 

minor problem of law and order in a distant part of rural Nepal developed into an 

entrenched and often brutal armed conflict that affected the entire country”.265  

 

2.4.2. The Comprehensive Peace Accord  

On 1 February 2005, the crisis intensified once again, when the King Gyanendra 

dismissed the government, put the senior politicians under house arrest, took control of 

the media, and mobilised the army. He declared an absolute monarchy and imposed a 

state of emergency. The King then announced himself as the Chair of the Council of 

Ministers with a promise to return to democracy within three years after establishing 

peace and security.266 This marked the second time in three years that he had dismissed 

the government; he had already sacked the Prime Minister, postponed the general 

elections, and assumed executive power himself once before, in October 2002, after 
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having dissolved the parliament in May 2002. After he took power in 2005, a new form 

of political polarisation emerged that brought the political parties and the Maoists together 

and alienated the King. This polarisation led to the process of de-escalation by leading 

the political course towards the CPA. 

 

In his televised statement on 1 February 2005, King Gyanendra accused politicians of 

tainting democracy by being involved in petty politics and denounced the Maoists as 

terrorists.267 With the administration became increasingly militarized under the King’s 

direct rule, human rights violations rapidly increased and killings by the security forces 

and the Maoists escalated.268 Within a year of the coup, more than 6,500 political activists, 

journalists, students, women’s rights activists and trade unionists had been arrested and 

imprisoned.269 The regime also cracked down on peaceful demonstrations and issued at 

least 35 ordinances designed to consolidate the autocratic regime, restrict freedom of 

expression, limit human rights, and intimidate the population.270  

 

The King also took a tougher stance against the Maoists and looked for a military solution 

to the civil war instead of showing an interest in peace talks. As a result, the conflict 

continued. In the end, the decade-long civil war killed more than 17,000 people, injured 

tens of thousands more and displaced millions.271 It had a huge impact on development 

activities and compelled many unemployed youth to leave the country for overseas job 

opportunities.272 The war caused “large-scale disruptions to education, health and basic 

 
267 See International Crisis Group (2005) 
268 Asian Forum for Human Rights and Development (Forum-Asia) (2005) 
269 Asian Forum for Human Rights and Development (Forum-Asia) (2005) 
270 Asian Forum for Human Rights and Development (Forum-Asia) (2005) 
271 Nepali Times (2016); While some organisations estimate that there were approximately 17,000 
casualties during the decade-long conflict, some others estimate it to be less than that (at least 13,000). 
272 Nepali Times (2016) 



73 
 

government services across the country; economic hardships were further exacerbated by 

the conflict; and instability and a climate of fear were widespread”.273 The state lost 

control of all the rural parts of the country,274 while the war “traumatized” the whole 

Nepali population.275 The revolt seriously convulsed the political system that the 1990’s 

political change established.276 There were “serious violations and abuses of international 

human rights and humanitarian law – including unlawful killing, torture, enforced 

disappearance, sexual violence and long-term arbitrary arrest”.277 

 

After the royal coup and as the civil war continued, the King became further isolated. As 

he had ordered most of the key political leaders to be placed under house arrest upon his 

takeover, he became politically alienated. His “absolutist and authoritarian politics” led 

to his isolation,278 and consequently, other political forces started deeper dialogues with 

the rebels in order to fight the monarchy as a collective. The Maoists – who had wanted 

direct talks with the King and not with the political parties because they thought the 

parties did not have political authority – started to shift their attention from the King to 

the mainstream parties.279 Given the King’s openly-declared policy of crushing the rebels, 

the Maoists felt that it would be safer for them to join with the political parties instead of 

talking to the King, not least of all because the parliamentary political parties had also 

been isolated by the King after he took over. 
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As a result of the King’s actions, in November 2005, after months of negotiation, the 

Seven Party Alliance (SPA) and the CPN (Maoist) came together and signed a 12-point 

understanding to fight the monarchy together.280 The parties agreed that the autocratic 

monarchy was the main obstacle to a democratic, peaceful, prosperous and sovereign 

Nepal.281 Thus, they decided to establish “full democracy” by “bringing the autocratic 

monarchy to an end”, reinstating the parliament, signing the peace agreement and having 

a constitution written by a CA.282 The CPN (Maoist) expressed its commitment to 

multiparty democracy and key democratic norms, including human rights and rule of law. 

This deal had huge significance in the political course Nepal took throughout the peace 

process; it laid the path for the political events that followed, because in addition to 

providing a roadmap for the CPA, it also created the foundation of the Jana Andolan II. 

It grew hope for the resolution of the conflict and consolidation of democracy and 

suggested that the future of Nepal’s monarchy was uncertain. As General (Retd.) Katawal 

said, “The royal massacre shook the foundations of Nepal’s monarchy and the 12-point 

agreement was another powerful jolt”.283 

 

As per the roadmap of the 12-point understanding, in April 2006, the CPN (Maoist) and 

the SPA organised a nation-wide general strike, known as the Jana Andolan II.284 This 

was a part of Nepal’s larger democratic movement.285 Originally planned for 4 days, the 

people’s movement lasted for 19 days, from 6 to 24 April 2006, and demanded the King 
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restore democracy. The royal regime imposed a daytime curfew in Kathmandu targeting 

the protestors, but tens of thousands of people on the street defied it. Various sectors 

supported the Andolan and participated in it by bringing “economic life to a standstill”.286 

The protestors waved the Nepali flags, chanted anti-monarchy and pro-democracy 

slogans, and marched throughout the country. In addition to the SPA and the CPN 

(Maoist), several civil society organisations participated in the protests.287 The royal 

government used excessive force to suppress the protests, killing 18 people and injuring 

a further 4,000.288 

 

Despite these crackdowns, on 21 April 2006, hundreds of thousands of people flooded 

the streets of Kathmandu. In response, the King, via a television announcement, declared 

that “the Executive Power of the Kingdom of Nepal, which was in our safekeeping” was 

“returned to the people” and asked the SPA to recommend a name for the post of the 

Prime Minister.289 The parties refused the royal proclamation and asked the King to 

reinstate the parliament that he had dissolved in 2002. When the protests further 

intensified, the King made a second proclamation three days later, in which he not only 

reinstated the parliament but also vowed to accept the roadmap of the SPA to “resolve 

the on-going violent conflict and other problems facing the country”.290 

 

Girija Prasad Koirala, the commander of the Jana Andolan II and President of the Nepali 

Congress, became the Prime Minister. In the new political atmosphere, the Maoists 

announced a unilateral three-month ceasefire in April 2006. The government declared a 
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ceasefire after a week and decided to revoke the terrorist tag imposed on the Maoists. 

This ceasefire served as the final push needed to end the decade-long civil war in Nepal. 

On 18 May 2006, the reinstated parliament unanimously passed a bill – the Nepali Magna 

Carta – designed to weaken the institution of the monarchy by bringing the national army 

under the control of the parliament, cutting the royal allowance and imposing a tax on the 

royal family, while also removing King Gyanendra from the position of the Supreme 

Commander of the NRA.291 In November 2006, the government and the CPN (Maoist) 

signed the Comprehensive Peace Accord (CPA), which finally paved the way for the 

decade-long peace process that followed. The CPA presented a roadmap towards the 

writing of a new constitution by an elected Constituent Assembly (CA). The CPA had 

provisions related to matters such as political, economic and social transformation and 

conflict management, management of army and armament, ceasefire, the termination of 

war, and human rights.292  

 

2.4.3. The CA Election 2008 

After the signing of the CPA, the next important milestone of the peace process was the 

CA election 2008 since the elected CA needed to write the Constitution to complete the 

peace process as per the provisions of the CPA.  The process was to start with the 

formation of an interim legislature and government with the participation of the Maoists. 

On 15 January 2007, Nepal’s House of Representatives and the National Assembly were 

transformed into a unicameral interim legislature-parliament, with 73 seats given to the 

CPN (Maoist). On the same day, the interim parliament promulgated the Interim 

Constitution of Nepal 2007, with a section on the CA, including procedures for its 
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formation and its term (two years with a possible extension of six months). The Interim 

Constitution replaced the Constitution of the Kingdom of Nepal 1990 and transformed 

the Nepali state from a constitutional monarchical Kingdom to “an independent, 

indivisible, sovereign, secular, inclusive and a fully democratic State”.293  

 

The Interim Constitution transformed the country from a Hindu state to a secular one.294 

Though the monarchy remained, King Gyanendra was deprived of all state roles and was 

compelled to transfer his responsibilities as head of state to the Prime Minister. The 

Constitution stated that “No power regarding the governance of the country shall be 

vested in the king”, and “Notwithstanding anything contained elsewhere in this 

Constitution, the Constituent Assembly shall decide by a simple majority at its first 

meeting about whether or not to continue the monarchy in existence”.295 In December 

2007, the parties agreed to amend the Interim Constitution to read: “Nepal shall be a 

federal democratic republic” and it “shall be implemented by the first meeting of the 

Constituent Assembly”.296 The Interim Constitution therefore clearly signaled Nepal’s 

departure from its prior monarchical rule. These constitutional changes were crucial steps 

towards the holding of the CA election in 2008. 

 

Preparations to invite the UN mission to assist in the peace process started before the 

CPA was signed. On 16 June 2006, the SPA and the CPN (Maoist) reached an 8-point 

agreement, in which they decided to request UN assistance in the peace process.297 On 9 
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August 2006, Prime Minister Girija Prasad Koirala sent a letter to the UN asking it to 

assist in the monitoring of the ceasefire code of conduct, provide support in the 

management of arms and armies of both sides, monitor the ceasefire, and to observe the 

CA election.298 The CPN (Maoist) sent an identical letter to the UN on the same date.299 

Then the SPA and the CPN (Maoist) agreed, in the CPA, to keep the armies of both sides 

“under the United Nations or a reliable international supervision” during the CA election 

to ensure that the elections are held “in a free and fair manner”.300 Consequently, the UN 

Security Council established the United Nations Mission in Nepal (UNMIN) on 23 

January 2007 and gave it a mandate to monitor the arms and armies of both sides; help 

implement the Agreement on Monitoring of the Management of Arms and Armies 

(AMMAA); provide technical support to the CA election; and help the parties to monitor 

the ceasefire agreement.301 The UNMIN was established as a focused political mission to 

support the peace process led by the Nepali political parties. The UN mission was “always 

intended as a supportive rather than a decisive actor”, in other words, there was no 

mandate for peacekeepers to enforce the agreement or protect civilians.302 In fact, the 

peacekeepers were themselves civilians. However, on the mandated responsibilities of 

overseeing the ceasefire, monitoring arms and armies, and observing the CA election, the 

UN mission’s responsibilities as a neutral observer were crucial. 

 

Along with the UNMIN, the Nepal Peace Trust Fund (NPTF) was established in January 

2007 as a funding instrument of the Government of Nepal and a group of donors “to 

support critical peace activities and the implementation of the Comprehensive Peace 
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Accord (CPA)”.303 NPTF’s primary responsibility was to finance peace-related activities 

under four categories: a) cantonment management and rehabilitation of combatants; b) 

conflict-affected persons and communities; c) security and transitional justice; and d) 

Constituent Assembly and peacebuilding initiatives on national and local levels. It was 

an initiative that provided a system for donors to financially support the peace process. 

The external donors to the NPTF were the US (via USAID), the UK (via DFID), 

Switzerland (via SDC), Germany, Norway, Finland and Denmark.304 India and China 

were not among the donors to the NPTP because they wanted their economic engagement 

with the peace process to be as bilateral partners. 

 

At this juncture in the peace process, two major protests took place in Madhes, known as 

Madhes Movement I (2007) and Madhes Movement II (2008). Madhes Movements I and 

II were crucial events in relation to the CA election because the Madhes-based parties 

protested to ensure their demands were fulfilled before the election took place. The CA 

election was postponed twice, from June 2007 to November 2007, and again from 

November 2007 to April 2008.305 While the reason behind the first postponement was the 

Madhes protests, the second was caused by the CPN (Maoist)’s withdrawal from the 

government in September 2007 by demanding an announcement of Nepal as a republic 

before the CA election.  

 

Madhes Movement I took place in opposition to the provisions of the Interim Constitution 

of Nepal 2007. Madhesi Janadhikar Forum, Nepal (MJFN) accused the state of ignoring 
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their demands for federalism and proportional representation in the Interim Constitution 

2007, and started a protest by burning copies of the Constitution in January 2007. The 

party demanded “the inclusion of ‘federalism’ as an abiding promise towards the state 

structuring that would take into account ethnic identity, proportional representation for 

Madhesis and increased representation” for them.306 The protests – which lasted three 

weeks and saw more than three dozen protestors killed – concluded after Prime Minister 

Girija Prasad Koirala announced an amendment to the Interim Constitution, ensuring 

federalism and electoral constituency demarcation.307 However, the unrest resumed in 

Madhes in March 2007 after disputes between the MJFN and the CPN (Maoist) cadres 

resulted in the Gaur massacre in which 29 Maoist cadres were killed.308 The protests 

concluded on 30 August 2007 with a 22-point agreement between the Government of 

Nepal and the MJFN that agreed to ensure the proportional representation of Madhesi and 

other minority communities, to establish a commission of experts for state structuring, 

and to form a federal governance system with autonomous provinces.309 

 

Madhes Movement II, which was led by Madhes-based political parties under the 

umbrella of the United Democratic Madhesi Front (UDMF), took place in February 2008 

with demands of federalism, proportional representation and election constituency based 

on population. They told the government that the Madhesi parties would not participate 

in the CA election without having their demands met. The government and the UDMF 

signed a deal in which they agreed to make Nepal a “federal democratic republic by 

accepting people’s aspiration for a federal structure with autonomous regions, including 

 
306 Sen (2016) 
307 Sudheer Sharma (2019) 
308 Sudheer Sharma (2019) 
309 See Wakugawa et al. (2011, pp. 98-101) 
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the Madhesi people’s aspiration for an autonomous Madhesh state”, ensure inclusive and 

proportional representation of Madhesi people in all state bodies, and proportional, 

inclusive group entry of Madhesi people into the Nepali Army.310 This agreement ensured 

the participation of Madhesi parties in the CA election. 

 

The CA election was held in April 2008 to elect a Constituent Assembly which would be 

tasked with writing the Constitution of Nepal. It marked a milestone of the peace process 

and was a key aspect of the CPA. The CA was elected for a term of two years and 

consisted of 601 members. The CPN (Maoist) became the largest political party by 

winning 220 out of 575 seats, while the Nepali Congress, the CPN (UML), the MJFN 

won 110, 103, and 52 seats respectively.311  

 

2.4.4. The Constitution of Nepal 2015 

Though the Constitution-writing process was meant to be completed in two years, 

political instability caused by disputes over the constitutional provisions and power-

sharing meant that it actually took seven years. Seven Prime Ministers led the 

governments over the seven years from the first CA election in 2008 until the 

promulgation of the Constitution in 2015.  

 

The first meeting of the CA on 28 May 2008 abolished the monarchy and declared Nepal 

a federal democratic republic. However, there was a delay in the formation of the new 

government due to power-sharing tussles between major political parties. The Maoist 

Chairman Prachanda was elected Prime Minister on 15 August 2008. However, after his 

 
310 See Wakugawa et al. (2011, pp. 111-113) 
311 While 575 seats were open to elected members at the CA, another 26 were appointed by the 
government.  
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attempt to sack the Army Chief Rookmangud Katawal failed when the President 

intervened, Prachanda resigned on 4 May 2009. Then, the CPN (UML)’s General 

Secretary Madhav Kumar Nepal was elected the Prime Minister. Due to the ongoing 

stalemate in the Constitution drafting process, he resigned in June 2010. Along with the 

political tussles in power-sharing and Constitutional provisions, there were disputes over 

the role and tenure of UNMIN. 

 

Established on 15 January 2007 for one year, UNMIN’s mandate was extended seven 

times (four times for six months each, and three times for four months each).312 Though 

the mission served in Nepal for a total of four years, it departed in 2011 before the peace 

process completed. The UN, however, had started to downsize its mission in Kathmandu 

within two years of its establishment.313 After the first CA election was successfully held, 

the mission was downsized from 800 to 300 personnel.314 The departure of UNMIN took 

place amidst “uncertainty over how the peace process will continue”;315 there were doubts 

about the future of the peace process because one of the most contentious issues – army 

integration and rehabilitation – was still pending. Despite the CPN (Maoist) still 

supporting UNMIN’s presence until the resolution of the army integration issue, political 

disputes among the domestic political actors led to the decision to terminate the UNMIN’s 

mandate. Major parties and some key political leaders accused the UNMIN of favoring 

the CPN (Maoist).316 Ram Sharan Mahat, former Finance Minister of Nepal, for example, 

accused UNMIN of playing a “controversial” and “biased” role. Mahat, in his book 

 
312 The UNMIN’s mandate was extended for seven times by the UNSC Resolutions 1796 (23-01-2008), 
1825 (23-07-2008), 1864 (23-01-2009), 1879 (23-07-2009), 1909 (21-01-2010), 1921 (12-05-2010), 1939 
(15-09-2010). 
313 United Nations Security Council (2009) 
314 Security Council Report (2009b) 
315 Jolly (2011) 
316 See U. K. Bhattarai (2014); Gautam (2018); Mahat (2020); Bhojraj Pokharel and Rana (2013) 



83 
 

Trials, Tremors, and Hope: The Political Economy of Contemporary Nepal, argued that 

the UNMIN was unsuccessful to play an impartial role because it “failed to restrain the 

widespread pre-election threat and intimidation by the Maoist cadres against candidates 

of other political parties”, kept silence on the Maoist Chairman Prachanda’s “infamous 

videotape” in which “he proudly revealed the way he had shrewdly outmaneuvered 

UNMIN into accepting several times more combatants compared to the approximately 

7,000 militia that they actually had”, and pointed out “minor act of violation of the CPA 

and the code of conduct by the Nepal army” but ignored that by the Maoist rebels.317 

 

Since there was a lack of consensus among the key political parties to extend UNMIN’s 

term further, the Nepali government sent a request for the UN to terminate its mandate.318 

Consequently, UNMIN ceased its operation from 15 January 2011. The Special 

Committee for Supervision, Integration and Rehabilitation of the Maoist Combatants (the 

‘Special Committee') took charge of the integration and rehabilitation of the Maoist 

combatants after UNMIN’s departure. 

 

After seven months of political wrangling after Madhav Kumar Nepal resigned as Prime 

Minister in June 2010, the CPN (UML)’s leader Jhala Nath Khanal was elected Prime 

Minister in February 2011. Khanal resigned in August 2011 after he was unable to forge 

a political consensus, especially on the integration and rehabilitation of the Maoist 

combatants. Then, Baburam Bhattarai from the UCPN (Maoist)319 was elected Prime 

 
317 Mahat (2020, pp. 63-64) 
318 United Nations Security Council (2010) 
319 The CPN (Maoist) was named the Unified Communist Party of Nepal (UCPN (Maoist)) after the CPN 
(Maoist)’s unification with the Communist Party of Nepal - Unity Centre (CPN (Unity Centre)) on 13 
January 2009. 
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Minister. In November 2011, political parties reached an agreement to integrate a 

maximum of 6,500 Maoist combatants into the NA.  

 

The first CA worked for four years to finalise the Constitution, but the political parties 

were unable to reach a consensus on several issues. One of the major contentions towards 

the end of the tenure of the first CA concerned the restructuring of the state, including the 

nature and number of federal states. The political parties could have extended the tenure 

of the CA again; however, the Supreme Court had denied any more extensions. As a 

result, it was dissolved on 28 May 2012, two years after its original mandate and an 

additional four terms of six months each. Prime Minister Baburam Bhattarai announced 

a fresh round of elections for the second CA to be held on 22 November 2012. However, 

due to a lack of agreement among the political actors, the election could not take place as 

planned. On 13 March 2013, the Nepali Congress, CPN-UML, UCPN (Maoist), and 

UDMF reached an 11-point agreement to conduct the second CA election. In the 

agreement, they decided to form an Interim Election Council of Ministers with the Chief 

Justice of the Supreme Court as the Chairperson of the Council. The election was slated 

for 21 June 2013, which could be postponed until 15 December with political consensus. 

The Council announced 19 November 2013 as the new date for the second CA and it was 

successfully conducted. 

 

While the CPN (Maoist) was the largest party in the first CA election, Nepali Congress 

became the largest party this time, winning 196 out of 601 seats. The CPN (UML) and 

the UCPN (Maoist) won 175 and 80 seats respectively. The second CA held its first 

meeting on 21 January 2014 and vowed to complete the Constitution-writing process 
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within a year. On 28 March 2014, the second CA decided to adopt the agreements reached 

by the first CA and complete the remaining tasks of the Constitution-writing.320 

 

The second CA passed a working calendar on 4 April 2014 which stated that the drafting 

of the Constitution would be completed by 22 January 2015. However, due to disputes 

about the judiciary, electoral design, forms of government, and federalism, the parties 

could not reach a consensus and thus the Constitution could not be promulgated.321 

Amidst this uncertainty, a devastating earthquake hit Nepal in April 2015. The 7.8 

magnitude earthquake of 25 April 2015 was followed by a series of aftershocks including 

one with a magnitude of 7.3 on 12 May 2015. The earthquake killed nearly 9,000 people, 

injured 23,000 people, destroyed 600,000 homes and affected almost one-third of the total 

population of the country.322 This disaster put pressure on the political leaders to finalise 

the Constitution so that they could focus on the reconstruction of the country. As a result, 

on 8 June 2015, four major political parties – the Nepali Congress, the CPN (UML), the 

UCPN (Maoist) and the MJF (Democratic) – reached a 16-point agreement that gave 

momentum to the Constitution drafting process. On the contested issue of federalism, 

they agreed to form eight provinces based on identity and capability, and constituted a 

federal commission to provide recommendations on the demarcation of the provinces.323 

However, the agreement on federalism continued to be contested and the parties again 

signed agreements for a six-province model on 8 August, and a seven-province model on 

21 August, with which Madhes-based parties and ethnic groups had reservations.324 

Finally, on 20 September 2015, the Constitution of Nepal 2015 was promulgated. The 
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321 International IDEA (2015) 
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Constitution was endorsed by 90% of the total legislators (538 out of 598 legislators) in 

the CA. It replaced the Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007 and completed the peace 

process by ending the transition period which lasted almost a decade.325  

 

2.5. Conclusion 

 

This chapter shows that there were several root causes behind the violent wars in Nepal, 

including the civil conflict (1996–2006). The communist revolt that cost a poor country 

so much continued for a decade until 2006. The peace process lasted almost another 

decade, ultimately resulting in the Constitution of Nepal 2015.  Although the impact of 

the civil war during its early years was relatively mild, it gained momentum after the 

national army became involved in 2001 before the process of de-escalation started in 

2005. The 2005 royal coup caused new polarization in Nepal by pushing the political 

parties and the CPN (Maoist) together on one side, with the royal regime on the other. 

Collaboration between the legitimate political parties and the CPN (Maoist) resulted in 

the 12-point understanding, on the basis of which the Jana Andolan II took place to end 

the King’s direct rule. The Jana Andolan II not only ended the King’s direct rule, but also 

led Nepal’s peace process towards the CPA. King Gyanendra, who was one of the key 

reasons for the sudden rise in the intensity of war from 2001, was also (unintentionally) 

a driving force that facilitated the cessation of hostilities in 2005; he motivated the rebels 

and parliamentary parties to reach a consensus, which gave way to the peace deal. Thus, 

the 2005 royal coup, the 12-point understanding and the Jana Andolan II were the three 

critical antecedents for the signing of the CPA in November 2006. 

 
325 A key remaining issue of the peace process is the matter of transitional justice, which remains 
unresolved six years after the promulgation of the Constitution in 2015. 
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The adoption of the Interim Constitution 2007, the establishment of UNMIN, and the 

Madhes Movements I and II led the trajectory of Nepal’s peace process towards the CA 

election 2008. These were, thus, three critical antecedents that preceded the CA election 

2008. Afterwards, the UNMIN’s departure, the CA election 2013 and the Constitution 

promulgation process were crucial events in the Constitution making process; these were, 

therefore, three critical antecedents for the final critical juncture of the peace process. 

This research project focuses on three critical junctures: CPA 2006; CA 2008; and 

Constitution 2015, and their respective critical antecedents to examine whether three 

external state actors did or did not intervene during these events and how they did or did 

not influence the trajectory of Nepal’s peace process. 
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Chapter Three: The Role of External State Interventions in Peace Processes 

 

3.1. Introduction 

The peace process of a civil war can be instigated by internal and external actors. While 

internal actors are players from within the territory, external actors are from beyond the 

territory of conflict and range from individuals to state governments.326 Despite the fact 

that many contemporary peace processes are said to have been driven domestically rather 

than externally, virtually all of them have needed external support to start a negotiation 

or reach a negotiated settlement.327 External actors can contribute to peace process 

outcomes either positively or negatively, and it is important to understand the nature of 

their involvement and their influence over the peace processes they are involved in. Thus, 

this chapter examines the literature on external actors – particularly external state actors 

– and their role in peace processes. It will identify the concept and scope of external actors 

and external actor intervention, a theoretical understanding that underpins this research 

project, which examines the role of external actors in Nepal’s peace process. 

 

A peace process328 is a process of transition from conflict to peace. It includes phases of 

both conflict and post-conflict peace initiatives. It is the progression of a country from a 

state of violent conflict to peace by means of a negotiated agreement, and the 

implementation of the agreement in a peaceful way.329 Some of the initiatives that make 

up the peace process include attempts to make direct contact between the parties to 

conflict; to establish dialogues and negotiations between them; to come to external 

 
326 Croicu, Högbladh, Pettersson, and Themnér (2011) 
327 C. Mitchell (2008); von Hehn (2011) 
328 A broader definition of the peace process is provided below in the next section.  
329 See Åkebo (2016); Özerdem and Mac Ginty (2019) 
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mediation, ceasefire and peace agreements; to reach agreement on political 

transformation such as disarmament, elections, and democratisation; and to undertake 

other activities undertaken as a part of the implementation of an agreement.330 A more 

precise definition is offered by Huber who divides peace processes into three phases: pre-

negotiation, negotiation and implementation.331 In each of these phases, an external state 

actor may use different measures to try to influence the outcome of the peace process.  

 

This thesis examines external state actors’ interventions in the three stages of Nepal’s 

peace process from 2005 to 2015. First, it is necessary to establish the roles external state 

actors adopt in peace processes and examine the existing typologies of interventions. The 

first section of this chapter examines how the literature has defined the role of external 

state actors in peace processes. This section considers who external actors are, the nature 

of external interventions, and what external interventions look like in the context of peace 

processes. The second section examines how external state actors can support and/or spoil 

the peace processes, and examines the different forms of interventions that external state 

actors adopt. This section details the different types of diplomatic, military and economic 

interventions external state actors might use. The chapter’s third section outlines the 

methods adopted to date to examine the role and interventions of external state actors in 

peace processes. The final section of the chapter presents an external intervention 

typology framework, based on the external intervention literature, to examine the types 

of intervention adopted by external actors during Nepal’s 10-year peace process. 

 

 
330 See Bell (2006, 2008); Clapham (1998); Daley (2006); Darby and Mac Ginty (2008); Huber (2013); 
Saunders (1996) 
331 Huber (2013) 
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This chapter finds that while the peacebuilding literature has examined the role of external 

state actors’ contribution in post-conflict transition, few studies compare the different 

roles and types of intervention practices adopted by external state actors, or consider the 

impact of these interventions for the duration of a peace process. Little is known, for 

example, about the long-term roles played by external state actors in peace processes, 

from the cessation of civil conflict to the peace agreement and its implementation. There 

is a need to examine how external state actors’ interventions in a peace process change 

over time, along with what events within the peace process determines these changes, and 

the different forms intervention can take. 

 

3.2. Conceptual definitions of external actors, external intervention and the peace 

process: clarification of terms 

 

As civil wars can have both benefits for and adverse impacts on external stakeholders, 

states and other actors often choose to intervene in other state’s conflicts in an attempt to 

influence its outcomes. Although this is a frequent occurrence, however, scholars do not 

have a singular way of looking at external actors and their interventions. In the following 

three subsections, I review what existing scholarship says about external actors, their 

interventions, and peace processes. This discussion serves to locate these concepts in the 

context of this research project. 

 

3.2.1. External actors 

 

External actors are players from outside of the territory of a state who employ a range of 

tools to intervene in a country’s transition from civil war to peace. In addition to the 



91 
 

parties to the conflict, there are other internal and external actors who might try to 

influence the outcome of a peace process. Who are these actors? Actors in conflict can be 

understood as those parties that play a direct or indirect role to influence the conflict 

situation.332 Domestic actors are those that come from within the territory of the state in 

civil war; those that are from a foreign territory are known as external actors. In the 

context of a peace process, external actors can span from an individual to an international 

organisation or a state. A person can exert their influence in conflict resolution or support 

a peace process in their individual capacity, while an international organisation, such as 

the United Nations, can intervene according to its organisational policy. 

 

The Uppsala Conflict Data Program offers an extensive definition of external actors. It 

states that the external actor “can be a state government, a diaspora, a non-state rebel 

group, an organization such as an NGO or IGO, a political party, a company or a lobby 

group, or even an individual”.333 Regional organisations such the African Union (AU), 

the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), the European Union (EU) and the 

South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC), can also act as external 

actors. 

 

External actors can be divided into state and non-state types. When a country intervenes 

in a conflict or peace process of another country, it is a state actor that is intervening. All 

other interventions undertaken by organisations, groups or individuals are non-state 

interventions. For Rioux, a ‘state-centric’ intervention is one that has states as external 

actors; all other types can be called either ‘international community’ or ‘UN-centric’ 

 
332 Mwagiru (2006) 
333 Croicu et al. (2011, p. 6) 
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interventions.334 Among the external state actors, neighbouring countries and major 

powers play an influential role. This is because “[i]mmediate neighbours are likely to 

have direct interest in the conflict in question”.335 They may provide arms and political 

backing to one of the parties to the conflict, offer shelter in their territory, use the 

opportunity to obtain resources, or try to destabilise the peace process by other tactics.336 

 

Lotta Harbom and Peter Wallensteen have provided a more succinct classification of 

external state actors. When defining external state actors, they take into account physical 

proximity, the strategic interests of external state actors, and any major/non-major power 

disparities in their interventions in a conflict-ridden country. For them, the external actors 

are i) major powers and/or their allies working to achieve or refuse strategic benefits vis-

à-vis a rival major power; ii) neighbouring states with their own individual interests; and 

iii) major powers intervening in the internal conflicts of a non-major power via troop 

engagement.337 

 

External actors are therefore players from beyond the territory of a state experiencing 

conflict who come to influence the process. The actors can range from an individual to a 

global or a regional organisation and can be divided into state and non-state actors. The 

most influential non-state actors are international, regional and multilateral organisations 

such as the UN, the EU, the AU, the World Bank, and the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO), while the most dominant state actors are major powers, regional 

powers, and neighbouring countries. Neighbouring countries are mainly concerned about 

 
334 Rioux (2003, p. 11) 
335 T. Whitfield (2010) 
336 T. Whitfield (2010) 
337 Harbom et al. (2005) 
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securing their own interests, whereas other major powers can act to secure or deny 

strategic advantages vis-à-vis a rival major power. 

 

This research project is predominantly focused on state actors’ interventions in a civil war 

and its peace process. The survey of the literature below therefore focuses on state actors. 

Neutral third-party interventions or other humanitarian interventions – like UN 

peacekeeping operations and political missions, or any other non-state interventions – are 

thus not the focus of this project. However, I will discuss what humanitarian intervention 

is below while discussing external interventions in the context of the peace process. 

Following this brief discussion on external actors, I consider the debate over the concept 

of external intervention. 

 

3.2.2. External intervention 

 

The way a country engages with another country is a complex matter in the contemporary 

world of interdependence and rivalry. While international influence (or interference in 

general) may refer to the usual engagement of one country in the domestic affairs of 

another, external intervention mainly relates to the former’s role in the context of the 

conflict and peace process with an intention of influencing the outcome. The literature 

therefore has a tendency to differentiate between usual acts of international influence and 

external intervention in the context of civil wars. 

 

There are two extremes in the way external intervention is commonly understood. One 

view portrays intervention as everything that takes place between two states,338 and the 

 
338 E.g. Guelke (1974); Paquin and Saideman (2017) 
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other understands it purely as military intervention. Neither version helps us. What most 

scholars agree on and, what is perhaps more helpful for present purposes, is an 

understanding that external intervention is a state’s involvement in the domestic affairs 

of another state through the use of military, economic and/or diplomatic means.339 

 

External interventions can be divided into two types based on the number of actors 

involved: unilateral and multilateral. While a single actor can be involved in a unilateral 

intervention, for an intervention to be multilateral there is a need for “the practice of 

coordinating national policies in groups of three or more states, through ad hoc 

arrangements or by means of institutions”.340 Thus, when there are various external actors 

but no coordination or a common approach, there will be multiple unilateral interventions, 

not a multilateral intervention. 

 

3.3.3. The peace process 

 

A peace process is a country’s route of transition from violent conflict to peace; however, 

the point at which a peace process is considered to have begun is contested. Some 

consider the peace process to cover the whole phase of a civil war from the beginning, 

arguing that its start can also be considered to be part of the peace process because the 

resolution of the violent conflicts including civil wars are not always the result of a 

negotiated settlement – it can also be the victory of one party and/or the annihilation of 

the other.341 However, since this project is about Nepal’s peace process, the outcome of 

which was a negotiated settlement, I tend to focus on a more precise definition of the 

 
339 Lemke and Regan (2004); Rosenau (1968); Stern and Druckman (2000b) 
340 Robert O. Keohane (1990, p. 731) 
341 Bell (2003) 
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peace process that focuses on the phase when the parties to conflict expressed their intent 

to participate in a peace process through peaceful means. Drawing from the peace process 

studies, I discuss below what the peace process is and what it constitutes. 

 

A peace process is a process to “reach a negotiated outcome in a violent conflict”.342 It 

involves an organised sequence of negotiations that aim to facilitate a move from conflict 

to peace via peaceful methods.343 This constitutes “a shift from primarily violent to non-

violent forms of interaction and implies that actors directly involved in violent conflicts 

for a period of time participate in formalised engagements and reach mutual 

agreements”.344 The peace process refers to the entire transition period that can begin 

during a violent conflict, continue when ceasefire and political agreements are being 

negotiated, then signed and implemented. 

 

Common components of peace processes include ceasefire agreements, dialogues and 

negotiations between the parties to conflict; external mediation and significant 

agreements on political transformation such as demilitarisation and disarmament; 

democratic election; and the building and reforming of democratic institutions.345 Most 

peace processes do not have a linear trajectory, because each peace process will be made 

up of different components; this is why “[t]here is no standard model of a peace process. 

All will vary according to context and type of conflict, timing, the strength of parties, the 

national and global economic climate, and factors like natural disasters”.346 A peace 

process thus involves a “cycle of activities aimed to produce a just and lasting agreement 

 
342 Özerdem and Mac Ginty (2019, p. 1) 
343 Åkebo (2016) 
344 Åkebo (2016, p. 18) 
345 See Bell (2006, 2008); Clapham (1998); Daley (2006) 
346 Özerdem and Mac Ginty (2019, p. 2) 
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[that] stretches both backward and forward from the actual period of negotiations, and 

that the steps involved are not linear but often occur simultaneously and at different 

speeds”.347 

 

According to Harold Saunders, peace processes generally go through five phases where: 

citizens and officials attempt to make direct contact with the other party; relationships 

and issues are mapped; a pre-negotiation phase where logistical preparations are made 

for negotiations takes place; a negotiation phase to reach an agreement occurs; and the 

implementation of the agreement takes place.348 John Darby and Roger Mac Ginty divide 

the process into four phases: preparation for peace, negotiations, peace agreement, and 

implementation and post-war reconstruction.349 While the first phase is about creating a 

conducive environment for negotiations (because this phase tends marked by intense 

mistrust among parties to conflict), the second phase is related to negotiations themselves. 

During this phase peace initiatives such as communication between the parties, 

framework and content of negotiation and the role of third parties are important.350 The 

third phase is the peace agreement, and includes the identification of strategies to tackle 

the main causes of conflict, while the final phase is made up of peace agreement 

implementation and post-war reconstruction deals including plans for demobilisation, 

democratisation and human rights, amongst other things.351 Since the negotiation phase 

leads to a ceasefire/peace agreement, and these agreements do not themselves represent 

a period of time but are often a result of negotiation,  the negotiation and peace agreement 

phases can be studied together.  

 
347 Darby (2001, p. 11) 
348 Saunders (1996) 
349 Darby and Mac Ginty (2008) 
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3.3. External state interventions in civil wars and peace processes 

 

Although there are different views as to how external actors intervene in peace processes 

and the level of influence external actors can exert in civil wars, most scholars agree that 

external actors play an important role in civil war outcomes.352 The discussion below thus 

starts by explaining why external state actors matter in the context of civil wars and their 

peace processes. I then proceed to explain how the existing literature understands external 

interventions in the context of civil wars and peace processes, the types of external state 

interventions, and the elements these intervention types include. Some scholars, such as 

Jonathan Paquin and Stephen Saideman, define interventions as all types of bilateral 

relational activities between two states,353 while others explain it more precisely in terms 

of military, economic and diplomatic activities354 used with an intent to influence the 

local actors355 for fulfilling the motives of stopping the war or spoiling the peace 

process.356 

 

3.3.1. Conceptual definition of external state intervention 

 

External state interventions can be of different forms and intensities depending on the 

context of intervention. While it may be subtle and small-scale in ordinary times, it is 

likely to be more intense and complex in the fragile conditions brought about by civil 

wars and the resulting peace processes. This is because civil war in one country may have 

 
352 See Åkebo (2016); Bell (2003); Dayton (2009); Gartner and Bercovitch (2006); C. Mitchell (2008) 
353 See Paquin and Saideman (2017) 
354 Patrick M Regan (2002); Stern and Druckman (2000a) 
355 Lemke and Regan (2004); Stern and Druckman (2000b) 
356 See Lemke and Regan (2004); Patrick M. Regan and Abouharb (2002); Stedman (1997) 
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direct and/or indirect repercussions for neighbouring, regional and major powers, which 

are key potential external state interveners. There is an extensive literature on external 

state interventions, which I review below to understand the forms in which interventions 

take place during civil war and their peace processes, and how they influence the outcome 

of the process. 

 

Jonathan Paquin and Stephen Saideman state that external interventions can mean 

anything that happens between an external state and the actors in an ethnic conflict.357 

This definition seems to have been derived from Adrian Guelke’s definition of external 

intervention, in which he said intervention incorporates everything that happens between 

two countries.358 MY Yoon defines external intervention as various kinds of military and 

non-military measures applied by external actors in the civil conflict.359 Other scholars 

add that it is equally important to incorporate the idea of influence into the definition of 

intervention. Douglas Lemke and Patrick Regan, for example, define external 

intervention as any kind of effort from outside actors that tries to influence the local actors 

to a conflict.360 There is therefore agreement across these definitions that external 

interventions can include a broad range of activities that a foreign state actor can apply to 

influence civil wars and the peace process. 

 

James Rosenau’s definition of external intervention as convention breaking and 

authority-oriented differentiates between regular kinds of support during periods of non-

conflict and special assistance provided during conflicts and peace processes. This 
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358 Guelke (1974) 
359 Yoon (1997) 
360 Lemke and Regan (2004) 



99 
 

delineation is important to understand not only the nature but also the goals of external 

interventions. In particular, intervention of a convention-breaking nature helps 

differentiate between the general understanding of international influence and particular 

kinds of political influence called ‘interventions’. Convention breaking can be seen 

“whenever the form of the behaviour constitutes a sharp break with then-existing forms”, 

while authority-oriented intervention takes place “whenever it is directed at changing or 

preserving the structure of political authority in the target society”.361 The intervention 

becomes ‘convention breaking’ since it is not a regular kind of international engagement, 

and it is authority-oriented because it aims to change the conflict dynamics. Lemke and 

Regan explain the nature of external interventions as any kind of effort that intends to 

influence the local actors of a civil war to stop the fighting, in order to “alter their current 

and/or anticipated future behaviour”.362 

 

An important type of external intervention that is intended to stop war and save lives is 

humanitarian intervention. It is “the use of force for humanitarian purposes without the 

consent of the host state”.363 Humanitarian interventions are military interventions 

undertaken by external actors that range from the UN to other states who are guided by 

humanitarian intentions.364 Holzgrefe says humanitarian intervention is:  

the threat or use of force across state borders by a state (or group of states) aimed 

at preventing or ending widespread and grave violations of the fundamental 

human rights of individuals other than its own citizens, without the permission of 

the state within whose territory force is applied.365 
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Humanitarian interventions might refer to the external actors’ responsibility to protect 

populations from crimes against humanity, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and genocide. 

Humanitarian interventions are considered illegitimate if they are not authorised by the 

United Nations Security Council under Chapter VII of the Charter, and scholars agree 

that illegitimate interventions have a higher chance of an abuse of power.366 The notion 

of the responsibility to protect (R2P) principle, as Pattison argues, is broader than 

humanitarian intervention.367 While humanitarian intervention is predominantly military 

intervention, the R2P principle involves multiple responsibilities: the responsibility to 

prevent, the responsibility to protect, and the responsibility to rebuild.368 This form of 

intervention "seeks to ensure that the international community never again fails to halt 

the mass atrocity crimes of genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against 

humanity" and entails three pillars in it: i) each state has a responsibility to protect its 

peoples from these four mass atrocity crimes; ii) the international community has the 

responsibility "to encourage and assist" the states to fulfil that responsibility; and iii) the 

international community must be ready to collectively respond "in a timely and decisive 

manner and in accordance with the UN Charter" if an individual state is obviously 

failing to protect its populations.369 Some of the measures under these pillars of 

intervention are early warnings, development aid, foreign investment, economic 

incentives, rapid police responsiveness, technical assistance, fact-finding missions, the 

deployment of peacekeepers, the imposition of arms embargoes, the application of 
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diplomatic and economic sanctions, the creation of no-fly zones, and military 

intervention with authorization of the UN Security Council if all other measures fail.370  

 

Humanitarian intervention is the most extreme end of external actor intervention and 

defined as a military intervention, though less extreme military interventions can occur 

such as supply of arms and training to combat groups (see below). There are other types 

of intervention other than military. Non-military intervention can take different forms of 

economic and diplomatic interventions, and these are two types of intervention widely 

used in the contemporary world as major types of external interventions.371 I discuss the 

three categories of external interventions – diplomatic, economic, and military – in further 

detail in the next section. 

 

The above discussion indicates that there is consensus among scholars that external state 

intervention constitutes any kind of action, ranging from a verbal statement to military 

intervention, taken by an external state actor vis-à-vis a country in civil conflict in order 

to influence the conflict situation. While the intervener’s main intention may be to stop 

the fighting (as is usually in the case of humanitarian interventions), they can also have 

their own interests and motivations. For example, the external actor(s) may find that 

resolution of conflict secures their strategic interests – or they may find their interests are 

better secured by intensifying the conflict or spoiling the peace process. Thus, in the 

context of this study, irrespective of what the motive or consequent impact of an 

intervention is, everything that the external state actors do in the form of military, 

economic or diplomatic interventions in the civil war and peace process of a country with 
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the intention of influencing the peace process dynamics is be taken as external 

intervention. However, there is a need for further clarity on what these intervention types 

include to understand external state interventions more precisely. This section below does 

so by exploring the existing scholarship on the role and scope of external state 

intervention on civil wars and peace processes. 

 

3.3.1. The role of external state actors 

 

Parties to a conflict and other local actors are obviously important players in civil wars 

and peace processes; however, the literature also reveals that studying external actors is 

vital to understand the dynamics of civil wars and their peace process outcomes. Christine 

Bell, for example, asserts that the agreements reached between the parties to a conflict 

during the peace process, unlike other agreements, should be understood by considering 

both local and external factors.372 Similarly, Darby and Mac Ginty opine that “it is no 

longer possible to understand specific local conflicts and peace processes [. . .] without 

realizing how they are affected by regional and international developments beyond their 

control”.373 Despite the fact that many contemporary peace processes are said to have 

been driven domestically rather than externally, virtually all of them needed external 

support to start a negotiation or reach a negotiated settlement.374 The leading role of the 

external actors in a domestic peace process should not be underestimated since the 

national government usually possesses inadequate resources and may have weak political 

leverage depending on the outcome of the conflict.375 External state actors have a 
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significant role to play because they can influence the parties to conflict using their 

leverage in the forms of carrots and sticks.376 It means that studying the role of external 

state actors is important to understand the peace process dynamics of a country. However, 

external actors can support or spoil a peace process. 

 

External intervenors can change the conflict dynamics by contributing either to stop the 

war or to intensify it. For some scholars, the key motive behind any external intervention 

is to stop the fighting.377 Peace processes involve cooperation among adversaries to reach 

a peaceful settlement of a civil war.  For a peace process to succeed, mutual trust plays a 

crucial role. However, creating trust among adversaries is not an easy task, and this is 

particularly the case in times of civil war and its fragile aftermath. In such situations, 

external state actors can work as a ‘guarantor’ whom the conflict parties can trust when 

they feel a higher level of mistrust among themselves.378 The former can play a key role 

to “restore the confidence and build trust” among the conflict parties.379 They can also 

use their “leverage and coercion” “in order to facilitate a settlement between conflicting 

parties” in multiple ways.380 

 

Regional powers and big neighbours can therefore encourage the success of the peace 

process; when support comes at the right time, their help can reinforce a successful peace 

process outcome.381 However, external state actors are not always guided by the motive 
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of stopping the war; they may also want to spoil the peace process.382 When an external 

state actor concludes that the establishment of peace will be detrimental to “their power, 

worldview, and interests”, they may opt to spoil the process by undermining the efforts 

of gaining peace through violence.383 A major condition identified in the literature on the 

causes of failed peace processes is the involvement of neighbouring countries who 

directly oppose the peace accord and the intervention of external ‘spoilers’ who seek 

financial or political relationships with different combatant groups.384 If a neighbouring 

country or countries believe that the implementation of an accord is not going to secure 

their interests, there is a high possibility they will intervene to oppose a peace accord. 

Likewise, if the neighbouring countries do not have a good relationship with the 

government of a country, they might try to develop political or economic relationships 

with the rebels in order to fulfil their strategic interests. This is a particularly common 

tactic used by small- or medium-sized neighbour states who do not have the power to 

intervene directly but will take on the role of spoilers.385 

 

Violence is not always needed to derail a peace process; there are other subtle and non-

violent ways of spoiling,386 such as economic sanctions or other diplomatic tools. An 

external actor can also “supply weapons and political support to rebel groups or to 

repressive or unpopular governments, host them on their territory, extract resources for 

their own gain, or deliberately seek to undermine a peace effort by other means”.387 

Furthermore, regional, neighbouring and big powers may not only engage in formal 
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activities, but they might also take part in covert or informal actions and secret 

consultations designed to influence the peace process. As shown above, since external 

state actors can alter the outcome of the peace processes, studying their role in civil wars 

is of great importance. Having discussed the role of external state actors in peace 

processes, I now turn to external state intervention in the context of civil wars and peace 

processes. 

 

3.3.2. Scope of external state intervention  

 

As the following discussion shows, almost all intervening measures can be 

accommodated into the tripartite typology of military, economic and diplomatic 

interventions.388 This section therefore explores a broad spectrum of intervention 

possibilities under these three intervention types to establish the ways in which an 

external state actor can intervene in civil wars and their peace processes. 

 

Military intervention refers to both direct intervention that involves the deployment of 

military troops, and indirect interventions such as the threat of force and defensive 

alliances.389 It can include “the supply or transfer of troops, hardware, or intelligence and 

logistical support to the parties in conflict, or, as may be the case, the cutoff of any such 

aid currently in place”.390 In addition, military intervention can involve providing access 

to territory, weapons, military training and intelligence materials.391 Other kinds of 

military intervention include establishing and expanding an arms supply, sending military 
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advisors to the field, the aerial bombing of targets, and the provision of naval 

assistance.392 MY Yoon offers further examples of military intervention and lists 

“dispatch of combat personnel to the conflict zone, actual combat action, aerial bombing 

of targets, or naval assistance” as direct interventions, and beginning or expanding the 

arms supply or disposition of military advisors as indirect interventions.393  

 

Economic intervention involves measures such as economic sanctions and material 

incentives like the provision of grants, credit, loans, and non-military equipment.394 

Providing economic support is a form of intervention, but so too is withholding it, since 

this can influence the situation of the warring parties on ground.395 The threat of sanctions 

and aid conditionality are also tools that constitute economic intervention.396 Economic 

sanctions can prevent the parties to conflict in behaving in a particular way by limiting 

their access to resources. Similarly, economic incentives can often help the parties to a 

conflict to implement a peace agreement:  

The level and type of international support can play an important role in terms of 

offering resources as incentives for the warring parties to behave in certain ways. 

It should also be noted that the question of resources is not only related to the 

willingness of parties to make changes, but also their capacity to do so. For 

example, whether or not it is possible to implement measures undertaken as part 

of an agreement can largely depend on the resources available to do so.397 
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Economic resources from external state actors can be used to tackle the root causes of 

conflict and create foundations for economic growth.398 In addition to direct economic 

resources, external actors can also contribute human resources such as “management 

capacity, and qualified personnel experienced in rebuilding rule of law systems after 

conflicts”.399 They can also help to fund UN missions and pay for other aspects of the 

peace process. Furthermore, they can provide support such as “electoral supervisors, 

conflict observers, [and] fact finders and guarantors”,400 which can be taken as economic 

support because these involve economic costs. 

 

Diplomatic interventions are outside actors’ initiatives “to transform a conflict by 

enhancing communication between warring parties and providing information about the 

conflict that can help generate movement toward negotiated outcome”.401 External 

mediation can play a significant role in impacting the expected duration of a civil conflict, 

particularly when combined with other kinds of intervention; “when controlling for 

diplomatic efforts, economic interventions can also reduce the expected duration”.402 

Some forms of diplomatic external intervention are mediation, international forums, the 

recall of ambassadors, and overt offers to mediate.403 Similarly, verbal statements, which 

can be in the forms of backing and denunciation, are additional diplomatic interventions 

that external state actors can use.404 Diplomatic pressure is another intervening tool in this 

respect,405 as is power mediation and bargaining as a trade-off of interests.406  
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Similarly, the position of the external state actors towards parties to a conflict also plays 

an important role in civil wars and peace processes. Whether the big powers and/or the 

neighbouring countries consider the parties to conflict to be revolutionary, reactionary or 

terrorist forces has a huge impact on the peace processes and their outcomes. As Akebo 

asserts, 

external actors can also play a central role in extending recognition and legitimacy 

to a conflict party, in particular international actors who are perceived as 

possessing the power to exert influence. Indeed, for separatist movements striving 

for independence, recognition from nation states within the contemporary nation 

state system is crucial.407 

 

Similarly, as a part of diplomatic interventions, external state actors can play various 

mediation roles in the post-conflict transition of a civil war country. These include “the 

reframing of disputed issues, identifying alternatives, suggesting options, identifying and 

testing possible trade-offs, to packaging and sequencing tasks, changing adversaries’ 

perceptions of costs, risks and benefits involved, setting agendas and drafting 

documents”.408 Likewise, diplomatic interventions can play an important role in 

monitoring and implementing the peace deal.409 When doing so, external state actors can 

help as an international guarantor and also can push the conflicting parties to execute the 

schedules and address the criteria as agreed.410  
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The above discussion shows that external state actors can use military, economic, and 

diplomatic interventions in their attempts to influence the outcomes of civil wars and 

peace processes. Having explained what external state intervention is, why states 

intervene and in what forms they intervene, I now examine below the methods scholars 

have used to study and document interventions in civil wars and peace transitions. 

 

3.4. External actor intervention theory building  

 

The above discussion on external state interventions on civil wars and their peace 

processes reveals that there is a great deal of existing literature on this topic. Scholars 

have considered what external interventions are and how these interventions can 

influence the trajectory of a country’s transition from civil war to peace. Rosenau and 

Guelke’s early theorisations of intervention, developed in the context of the Cold War, 

are important not only to understand what intervention means but also to differentiate it 

from other kinds of political influence.411 Many scholars follow their conceptualisation 

of intervention to examine the cases of interventions. Most of these studies are 

quantitative and analyse cases from the Cold War period. MY Yoon, for instance, presents 

a quantitative study of unilateral external interventions conducted by the US in the civil 

wars that took place in ‘Third World’ countries’ between 1945 and 1989 to analyse the 

causes of the US interventions.412 It is thus focused on the Cold War strategic interests of 

the US. Similarly, Patrick Regan, by selecting cases from almost the same period (1944–

1994), focuses on the timing of external interventions in civil wars and the conditions 

under which the interventions are likely to end civil wars,413 in a quantitative study that 
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examines 138 civil conflicts in which unilateral and multilateral external interventions 

had taken place. Likewise, Regan and MR Abouharb explore the impact of external 

interventions on the duration of civil war by examining 150 conflicts that took place 

between 1944 and 1999, in which they conclude that unilateral or biased interventions 

are likely to prolong the duration of civil war while neutral or multilateral interventions 

are likely to shorten the conflict duration.414 Their study specifically examines military 

and economic forms of external intervention. 

 

Using J. David Singer’s ‘inter-nation influence model’, Lemke and Regan have 

conducted a quantitative study on interventions as influence and established that countries 

“with continuing interests in civil war states are more likely to intervene in those civil 

wars”.415 By reviewing the existing literature on foreign interventions with a focus on 

ethnic conflicts, but not civil wars, Paquin and Saideman have examined the motives 

behind external interventions.416  Their study limits the concept of intervention to focus 

to military support and invasion, economic sanctions and diplomatic recognition. 

Although it is a comparatively recent study, however, it does not consider many of the 

wide-ranging intervening tools identified in the above discussion. 

 

In his work, Saunders argues that peace processes are about “building constructive 

relationships in a civil society, not just negotiating, signing and ratifying a formal 

agreement”.417 He thus conceived peace processes in terms of five cyclical phases, with 

a focus on pre-negotiation or circum-negotiation. Although he discusses peace processes 
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as following certain phases in finer detail, his focus is not on external actors’ interventions 

in peace processes. Similarly, other scholars focus on particular phases of the peace 

processes. For instance, Malin Akebo focuses entirely on ceasefires, while peace 

agreements form the locus of Arist von Hehn and Christine Bell’s work.418 Hehn’s study 

mainly concentrates on the role of internal actors in peace agreement implementation, 

while Bell’s focus in both studies is not on external interventions and their roles on peace 

agreements, but rather on the relationships between peace agreements and human rights 

and legal status respectively.419 Although they do not examine peace processes in their 

entirety, these studies are nonetheless crucial to understanding the peace agreement phase 

of peace processes. 

 

Other studies focus instead on a particular intervention type during a particular phase of 

the peace process. Patrick Regan and Aysegul Aydin, for instance, conducted a 

quantitative study that examined 102 civil conflicts that took place between 1945 and 

1999.420 Their study measured particular military, economic and diplomatic tools used by 

external actors in various civil wars. Focusing on interventions during periods of violent 

conflict, it does not deal much with the intervening measures applied during the 

implementation phase of the peace agreement. In this sense, it is of limited utility in 

understanding interventions in the peace process specifically. Similarly, Regan, Aydin 

and Richard Frank’s article focuses only on the role of diplomatic interventions in civil 

wars.421 
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Ricardo Real Pedrosa de Sousa, in a case study of Somalia, examined the role of external 

interventions in civil war.422 His scope of external interventions is, however, limited to 

military and diplomatic categories, and his focus is on the impact of external interventions 

on civil war intensity rather than the negotiated settlement of civil war. This study does 

not cover the comprehensive intervening tools and various phases of peace processes. 

Similarly, Adam Lockyer presented a comparative examination of external interventions 

in Angolan and Afghan civil wars.423 His concept of external intervention, nonetheless, 

incorporates the military and economic resources provided by external actors to a party 

of conflict in a civil war state. It excludes diplomatic interventions and focuses 

exclusively on how foreign intervention influences the warfare in civil war. There are 

case studies on the peace processes; however, they mostly either focus on the external 

spoilers424 or external support on peacebuilding,425 instead of examining wider range of 

external interventions and their influences in the peace process outcomes. 

 

The above literature reveals that existing studies on external state interventions on civil 

wars and peace processes have identified a range of intervention types and intervening 

tools that external actors use to intervene at different phases of the peace process. 

However, there are few studies that trace the role and intervention actions of external state 

actors across an entire peace process, from conflict to ceasefire to peace agreement to 

implementation of the peace agreement, particularly in a single case study research. Thus, 

this project will use the literature’s wide range of intervention types, tools, and phases to 
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identify and compare the different interventions adopted by different external state actors 

during one peace process. 

 

The final section of this chapter presents the particular tools of intervention that external 

actors use, which informs the intervention model that will be applied to study the role of 

external actor interventions during Nepal’s peace process. 

 

3.5. External State Intervention Typology Framework 

 

There is a spectrum of intervening tools that external state actors use in civil wars and 

related peace processes, but these tools can be grouped into three broad categories – 

military, economic, and diplomatic. Military interventions, as defined in the scholarship, 

covers a wide category of actions including the supply of military troops into a war zone, 

materials/logistics, and a cut-off of any military aid currently in place;426 actual combat 

action or use of force;427 aerial bombings of target and naval assistance;428 access to 

territory, weapons, military training and expertise support, as well as intelligence 

materials;429 and arms supply to rebel groups or the repressive or unpopular 

governments.430 Similarly, the initiation or increase of arms supply, the provision of 

military advisors,431 the creation of defensive alliances, and threats of force432 constitute 

other forms of military interventions.  
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Economic interventions include intervening measures like economic sanctions and 

material incentives like grant, credit, loan, and non-military equipment;433 the 

withholding of economic support;434 and financial support to the combatant groups.435 In 

addition, the threat of sanctions and aid conditionality;436 management capacity and 

human resources;437 and electoral supervisors, conflict observers, fact finders and 

guarantors438 are other types of economic interventions.  

 

Finally, diplomatic interventions can include mediation, international forums, the recall 

of ambassadors, and overt offers to mediate by third parties that were rejected by both 

parties to conflict;439 verbal statements for backing and denunciation;440 diplomatic 

pressure;441 and power mediation and bargaining as a trade-off of interests.442 Other 

diplomatic intervening tools include “reframing of disputed issues, identifying 

alternatives, suggesting options, identifying and testing possible trade-offs, packaging 

and sequencing tasks, changing adversaries’ perceptions of costs, risks and benefits 

involved, setting agendas and drafting documents”;443 monitoring and implementing the 

peace deal;444 and supporting as international guarantor and in executing the schedules 

and addressing the criteria laid out in the agreement.445 Similarly, intervening measures 

such as declaring the parties to conflict as a revolutionary, reactionary or terrorist force;446 
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and covert or informal actions and secret consultations to influence the peace process447 

are other forms of diplomatic interventions. 

 

Informed by these existing studies, I have constructed an external state intervention 

typology framework as follows:

 
447 Teresa Whitfield (2010) 
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Table 3.1: External State Intervention Typology Framework 

 

Military intervention Economic intervention Diplomatic intervention 

1. Supply of military troops 
into a war zone 

2. Actual combat action 
3. Aerial bombings of target 
4. Naval assistance 
5. Access to territory 
6. Military training and 

expertise support 
7. Intelligence materials 
8. Materials/logistics 
9. Arms supply 
10.  Cutting-off any military 

aid currently in place 
11.  Arms supply to rebel 

groups or the repressive or 
unpopular governments 

12. Initiation of arms supplies 
13. Increase of arms supplies 
14. Disposition of military 

advisors 
15. Defensive alliances  
16. Threats of force 

1. Economic sanctions 
2. Economic support (grants, credits, 

and loans) 
3. Cut-off of any economic aid 

currently in place 
4. Non-military equipment 
5. Fund for UN mission 
6. Financial relations/support to the 

combatant groups 
7. Aid conditionality 
8. Threat of sanctions 
9. Management capacity and human 

resources, including:  
10. Electoral supervisors 
11. Conflict observers 
12. Fact finders and guarantors 

1. Verbal statements either as backing or denunciation 
2. Deployment of advisers  
3. Enhancing communication between warring parties 
4. Recall of ambassadors  
5. Overt offers to mediate by third parties that were rejected by both 

warring parties 
6. Bargaining as a trade-off between interests  
7. Diplomatic pressures 
8. Directly opposing the peace accord 
9. Holding a firm position impeding progress towards settlement  
10. Monitoring and implementation of the deal 
11. Mediation activities 
12. Reframing of disputed issues 
13. Identifying alternatives 
14. Suggesting options 
15. Changing adversaries’ perceptions of costs, risks and benefits 

involved 
16. Setting agendas and drafting documents 
17. Political relationships to/ support with the combatant groups 
18. International guarantor 
19. Listing a non-state conflict party as a terrorist organisation 
20. Listing a non-state combatant as a terrorist 
21. Taking the parties to conflict as revolutionary, reactionary or 

terrorist 
22. Covert or informal activities of neighbours and big powers 
23. Secret consultations 
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This framework will inform my empirical study of three external state actors’ 

interventions (India, China and the United States) in a single case peace process (Nepal). 

I examine the types of intervention adopted by each external actor during each phase of 

Nepal’s ten-year peace process, and the interactions between the external actors and with 

the country undertaking the peace process. The above framework will help identify the 

wide-ranging tools of interventions used by external actors during the process to 

understand how and when external actors adopt particular interventions during a peace 

process. 

 

3.6. Conclusion 

 

The examination of external intervention scholarship above has provided an extensive 

study of how external state actors intervene in peace processes. The discussion presented 

a wide range of intervention types and phases that can exist, particularly in the forms of 

military, economic and diplomatic interventions. 

 

The literature review demonstrated a knowledge gap in literature that single case studies, 

examined from point of ceasefire to agreement, are rare. This means there are few studies 

that document the different types of intervention practices adopted by external state actors 

and study the impact of these interventions for the duration of a single peace process. 

There is therefore a need to examine how external state actors’ interventions in a peace 

process change over time, what events within the peace process determines these changes, 

and to what extent positive or negative interventions (supporting or spoiling) in the form 

of military, economic, and diplomatic activities, sustained. Over the next three chapters, 
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Chapters Four, Five and Six, I will examine the type of interventions that China, India, 

and the United States undertook during critical junctures in Nepal’s peace process: the 

signing of the Comprehensive Peace Accord (2006), the holding of the Constituent 

Assembly (CA) Elections (2008), and the passing of the Constitution of Nepal 2015. 

 

I conduct this examination with the use of first-hand accounts and experiences I collected 

through fieldwork interviews, as well as primary and secondary materials. This thesis 

contributes to this gap in knowledge, by examining the military, economic and diplomatic 

interventions of India, China and the US in Nepal’s peace process, from the time of 

negotiation to when the peace agreement was implemented. To trace the intervention 

types and phases of external state actors, this study adopts an external state intervention 

typology framework adapted from existing research on the types of interventions adopted 

by external state actors. 
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Chapter Four: The Comprehensive Peace Accord (2006) 

 

4.1. Introduction 

 

The Comprehensive Peace Accord (CPA) was signed on 21 November 2006, although 

the political course towards it started in February 2005 when King Gyanendra took over 

direct rule. The mainstream political parties were unhappy with the King after he 

dismissed the elected Deuba government in 2002 and started to appoint Prime Ministers 

at will. The Maoists had had some contact with the political parties, but at that stage 

wanted to negotiate directly with the King. The Maoist Supremo Prachanda once said 

they would talk to the “master himself”, instead of talking to the “servant”, implying that 

they wanted to talk to the King rather than talking to the political parties (who they saw 

as lacking authority).448 The Maoist leaders returned to Nepal from their bases in India in 

2004, declaring India their principal enemy and expecting to collaborate with the King. 

However, the royal coup stymied that possibility; the new King adopted an approach of 

direct rule and publicly condemned the Maoists. 

 

The new polarized political landscape that emerged after the royal takeover, as outlined 

in Chapter Two, brought the Maoists and the constitutional parties together against the 

King, with some very significant international support (as I will discuss in this chapter). 

Thus, in November 2005, the Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist) (CPN (Maoist)) and 

the Seven Party Alliance (SPA)449 signed a 12-point understanding to fight the royal 

regime. This led to massive protests, known as the Jana Andolan II, which compelled the 

 
448 See Pant (2008) 
449 The Seven Party Alliance (SPA) was a coalition of seven political parties in Nepal formed in response 
to King Gyanendra’s 2005 coup and aimed at ending his autocratic rule. 
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King to give up his direct rule and follow the roadmap set out by the political parties. This 

created an environment to negotiate a key milestone of the peace process, the CPA. In 

short, the royal takeover triggered cooperation between the mainstream political parties 

and the CPN (Maoist), which led to the 12-point understanding and the Jana Andolan II. 

As these events are the three critical antecedents to the signing of the CPA, this chapter 

examines the role of India, China, and the United States throughout these events up to the 

CPA. 

 

The chapter proceeds in three sections. The first section presents the story of India’s 

military, diplomatic and economic interventions during 2005 and 2006. It discusses how 

India used strong diplomatic and military measures against the royal regime after the royal 

coup. When the King did not cede to India’s pressure, it informally backed an alliance 

between the SPA and the CPN (Maoist) that led Nepal’s politics to the 12-point 

understanding and the Jana Andolan II, which were crucial events for leading Nepal’s 

peace process to the CPA. The second section of this chapter examines China’s 

diplomatic, military and economic interventions during this period, and finds that China 

played a crucial role during the juncture by consolidating the royal regime with diplomatic 

and military measures while also indirectly supporting Nepal’s path to the CPA. China’s 

support for the monarchy intensified India’s position against the King, which indirectly 

helped the SPA to consolidate power with the help of India. Crucially, China did not stand 

against the political developments that led to the CPA despite its earlier support for 

monarchy.  

 

The final section examines the United States’ interventions. It establishes that the US 

interventions were particularly focused on pushing the Maoists to stop pursuing violent 
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means, pressing the political parties not to collaborate with the Maoists, and urging the 

King to restore multiparty democracy. The US interventions helped weaken the royal 

regime but did not destabilise the alliance between the SPA and the CPN (Maoist). The 

US interventions positively contributed to Nepal’s peace process during the CPA juncture 

because its strong diplomatic measures against the Maoist before and after the royal coup 

made them realise that they needed to join the peace process and control their violence. 

 

The Chapter details that though all three external actors had different approaches and 

priorities at times, they all directly or indirectly contributed to Nepal’s path to the CPA. 

Amongst the three, India was the most influential actor in the lead up to the CPA as it 

used substantial diplomatic support to a new political coalition in Nepal by backing its 

peace process initiatives such as the 12-point understanding, the Jana Andolan II, and 

signing of the CPA. Crucially, none of these three external actors took deliberate action 

to spoil Nepal’s path to the CPA despite the opportunity to do so. Despite its opposition 

to the 12-point understanding and the Jana Andolan II, the US supported the signing of 

the CPA in 2006. In fact, inadvertently, China’s diplomatic and military support to the 

royal regime and the US denunciation of the CPN (Maoist) indirectly contributed to the 

CPA. 

 

4.2. India 

 

India and Nepal share a border of over 1850 kilometres on Nepal’s East, South and West. 

They are said to share a “unique relationship of friendship and cooperation characterized 

by open borders and deep-rooted people-to-people contacts of kinship and culture”.450 

 
450 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2014a) 
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The 12-point understanding, one of the milestones of Nepal’s peace process, was signed 

in New Delhi. It is significant that the leaders of the political parties fighting the royal 

regime and the CPN (Maoist) (declared a terrorist organisation by the governments of 

India and Nepal) gathered in the capital city of Nepal’s neighbour to reach an agreement 

to overthrow Nepal’s existing regime. How was this possible? And to what extent were 

they sponsored by the Indian government? This section demonstrates that, although the 

peace process was formally initiated, negotiated and led by Nepal’s domestic actors, 

India’s role, mainly via its diplomatic and military interventions, was crucial during this 

critical juncture. It shows that India’s diplomatic support to the SPA and the CPN 

(Maoist) in the aftermath of the royal coup, and its military sanctions against the royal 

regime, together helped destabilise the regime and influenced the trajectory of Nepal’s 

peace process towards the CPA. 

 

4.2.1. Diplomatic intervention 

 

In the aftermath of the royal coup, India applied diplomatic measures to weaken the royal 

regime and restore democracy in Nepal by intervening in support of the 12-point 

agreement and the Jana Andolan II and against the coup, which helped Nepal’s peace 

process move towards the CPA. India opposed the coup and asked the King to restore 

democracy. When the King declined to take heed of the demands of Nepal’s political 

parties and India’s suggestions, India changed track and started to encourage the SPA and 

the CPN (Maoist) to form an alliance against the royal regime.451 This materialised in the 

12-point understanding, on the basis of which the Jana Andolan II was organised. The 

King restored parliament (a key demand of the SPA), and the SPA formed a government 

 
451 Sudheer Sharma, interview, Kathmandu, 2019 
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that led Nepal’s political course towards the CPA. Throughout this whole process, India 

was diplomatically supportive of the SPA and the CPN (Maoist)’s programmes. 

 

4.2.1.1. The royal coup 

By taking the side of the major political parties in Nepal, the Indian government opposed 

the royal takeover and pressed the King to restore democracy. India protested the royal 

coup in multiple ways, including a direct intervention from the Indian Prime Minister in 

the matter. On the day he took power, the Indian government issued a strong statement 

against the King’s move. It said, “India has consistently supported multiparty democracy 

and constitutional monarchy enshrined in Nepal’s Constitution as the two pillars of 

political stability in Nepal. This principle has now been violated with the King forming a 

government under his Chairmanship”.452 India’s statement described the King’s move as 

being not only against democracy, but also against the institution of monarchy itself. It 

also recalled its Ambassador from Kathmandu in protest.453 

 

On 2 February 2005, the Indian government decided to boycott the previously scheduled 

South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) Summit (which was 

ultimately rescheduled because of the royal coup). Indian’s Foreign Secretary Shyam 

Sharan said the decision was made “against the background of recent developments in 

our neighbourhood, which have caused grave concern”.454 India communicated to the 

King that it boycotted the event because “the Indian prime minister did not want to share 

the dais with him”.455 Prime Minister Singh himself said on 12 February that the King’s 

 
452 Bhasin (2005a, p. 487) 
453 China Daily (2005) 
454 Bhasin (2005a, p. 488) 
455 Sukh D. Muni (2012, p. 323) 
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move was “a setback for democracy”, and expressed his hope that democracy would be 

restored in Nepal at the earliest opportunity.456 However, India’s reluctance to meet the 

King did not last for long. Prime Minister Singh and Foreign Minister K. Natwar Singh 

met him separately on the sidelines of the Asian African Summit in Jakarta in the last 

week of April 2005 and reiterated India’s position that the King needed to restore 

democracy, to which the King seemed receptive.457 In November 2005, the SAARC 

Summit that had been cancelled in February took place in Dhaka. Prime Minister Singh 

met the King and reiterated India’s position, to which the King responded that he was 

ready to restore democracy as early as possible.458 

 

India not only protested the coup, but also tried to influence other major external actors 

such as the United States, China, and the UK. On 3 February 2005, the official 

spokesperson of the Indian Ministry of External Affairs stated that India had already 

talked to the US and the UK regarding the royal takeover and as a result, he claimed, there 

was “a lot of convergence in our positions”.459 Sharan, via a media interview in Beijing, 

urged the Chinese Foreign Minister, who was leaving for Nepal, to “give ‘right’ advice 

to King Gyanendra to restore normalcy and democracy there”.460 It shows that India not 

only pushed the Nepali King to restore democracy in Nepal, but also tried to persuade the 

major external actors to place pressure on the royal regime. 

 

4.2.1.2. The 12-point understanding 

 
456 Bhasin (2005a, p. 499) 
457 Bhasin (2005a) 
458 Bhasin (2005a) 
459 Bhasin (2005a, p. 497) 
460 Bhasin (2005a, p. 512) 
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India claimed that it did not even know about the 12-point understanding until the 

newspapers reported the finalisation of the deal in New Delhi.461 However, the idea that 

the Indian government had no clue that senior politicians and rebels of another country 

were meeting in its capital city is not supported with the evidence available. Several senior 

politicians and security experts from Nepal claim that India not only had knowledge about 

the understanding but also played an informal role in making it possible.462 From a 

security perspective, the negotiation of such an agreement would not have been possible 

in the Indian capital city without the knowledge and consent of Indian security agencies 

(given that India had declared one of the parties to the agreement, the Maoists, a terrorist 

organisation).463 A senior Maoist leader, who was arrested by the Indian security forces 

while in India in August 2003 and released in January 2007, suggested that the 12-point 

understanding had India’s tacit support.464 Another former Maoist leader who was in New 

Delhi during the understanding claims that no Maoist leader would be able to meet Nepali 

political party leaders for the understanding without India’s support.465 Nepali Congress 

leader Poudel further adds that the meeting “actually happened under India’s security 

umbrella”.466 Similarly, Madhav Kumar Nepal, one of the signatories of the 12-point 

understanding, adds that they “took help from the Indian government to manage us the 

place to live in” when they went to New Delhi for the understanding.467 

 

 
461 Bhasin (2007) 
462 Ram Chandra Poudel, interview, Kathmandu, 26 January 2020; Narayan Kaji Shrestha, interview, 
Kathmandu, 19 September 2019; Ram Sharan Mahat, interview, Kathmandu, 3 October 2019; C.P. 
Gajurel, interview, Kathmandu, 8 September 2019; Umesh Kumar Bhattarai, interview, Kathmandu, 14 
September 2019; Bala Nanda Sharma, interview, Kathmandu, 9 September 2019; Bishnu Raj Upreti, 
interview, Kathmandu, 30 September 2019; Geja Sharma Wagle, interview, 13 September 2019 
463 Umesh Kumar Bhattarai, interview; Bala Nanda Sharma, interview; Geja Sharma Wagle, interview 
464 CP Gajurel, interview, Kathmandu, 2019 
465 Mumaram Khanal, interview 
466 Poudel, interview 
467 Madhav Kumar Nepal, interview, Kathmandu, 10 September 2019 
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Even before November 2005 and the 12-point understanding, several preparatory 

meetings between senior leaders of the SPA and the Maoists had taken place in different 

Indian cities. These meetings could have been thwarted by the Indian security agencies 

had the Indian government wanted to prevent the cooperation between the SPA and the 

CPN (Maoist) and appease the royal regime in Kathmandu. However, India’s seeming 

indifference to those meetings supports the idea that India was indirectly supporting them. 

Indian experts, including Nayak, Muni and Xavier, agree that India assisted the SPA and 

the CPN (Maoist) for the 12-point understanding.468  

 

Muni, an interlocuter between the Indian government and the CPN (Maoist) in 2005, 

accepts that India had a role in the deal.469 Muni took Maoist leader Baburam Bhattarai 

to talk to the Indian Prime Minister’s National Security Advisor, Brajesh Mishra. After 

“a series of informal negotiations”, the Indian government was “convinced” by the 

Maoists.470 India’s confidence, according to Muni, was related to the Maoist’s 

commitment of not hindering India’s interests and their willingness to accept multiparty 

democracy (not a partyless communism) in Nepal.471 It validates Maoist leader Narayan 

Kaji Shrestha’s claim that there was some understanding between India and the CPN 

(Maoist) before India was ready to help them facilitate the 12-point understanding.472 

Similarly, even some Indian politicians acknowledge they played a facilitating role in 

2005. For instance, India’s former President Pranab Mukherjee admitted in 2009 that 

India “persuaded” the CPN (Maoist) “to give up violence [and] participate in the 

 
468 Constantino Xavier, interview, New Delhi, 24 September 2019; S.D. Muni, interview, New Delhi, 25 
September 2019; Nihar Nayak, interview, New Delhi, 24 September 2019 
469 Muni, interview 
470 Nayak, interview 
471 Muni, interview 
472 See Sukh D. Muni (2012, pp. 320-321) 
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mainstream” politics. These assertions of several politicians, officials, and experts from 

both India and Nepal demonstrate that India not only knew that the SPA and the CPN 

(Maoist) were working out a deal in New Delhi in November 2005, but was also assisting 

the parties from behind the scenes as an informal facilitator. 

 

In May 2005, the SPA announced a common programme to fight the royal regime, which 

the government of India welcomed.473 This agreement was actually the basis of the 12-

point understanding. In addition, India already had an informal understanding with the 

CPN (Maoist), and in relation to the SPA, India trusted Nepali Congress President Girija 

Prasad Koirala and asked him “to deal with the Maoists”.474 India’s informal 

understanding with the Maoists and its diplomatic push to the SPA leader to deal with the 

former for a potential agreement also confirms that India was working as an informal 

facilitator from behind the scenes. 

 

However, the Indian government denied their role in it for two main reasons. Firstly, 

India’s unwillingness to appear as a direct facilitator of the negotiations was related to the 

fact that the Maoists were still declared terrorists by both governments. It was a security 

and diplomatic risk for India to publicly acknowledge that the state was allowing these 

foreign ‘terrorists’ to move about freely in its capital city. Secondly, the United States 

was against the political parties and the Maoists collaborating, and India did not want to 

appear to be acting directly in contravention of the US’ position.475 

 

 
473 Bhasin (2005a) 
474 Muni, interview 
475 Nayak, interview 
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What prompted India to nevertheless play an informal role in the 12-point understanding 

amidst such difficulties? In addition to King Gyanendra’s indifference to India’s 

diplomatic pressures to restore democracy, what played a role in triggering India was the 

King’s support of China’s application for observer status in the SAARC. This was “a rude 

shock to India”,476 which made India conclude that Nepal’s monarchy was against both 

regional interests and India’s national interests.477 King Gyanendra himself said that 

Indian Prime Minister Singh expressed his displeasure to the King about his support of 

China’s observer membership in the SAARC.478 This demonstrates that the China factor 

was also at play in making India more hostile to Nepal’s monarchy.  

 

In sum, the Nepali politicians in New Delhi reached the 12-point understanding with 

India’s informal consent and indirect cooperation. This negotiated agreement created the 

environment for the Jana Andolan II to take place in Nepal. 

 

4.2.1.3. The Jana Andolan II 

The SPA and the CPN (Maoist) sowed the seeds of the Jana Andolan II in India with the 

12-point understanding, and the subsequent movement was strongly backed by the Indian 

government in 2006. The Jana Andolan II resulted in the weakened position of the 

monarchy, in which India’s diplomatic interventions played an important role. In 

addition, the movement created a conducive environment for the government and the 

CPN (Maoist) to sign the CPA. 

 

 
476 Bhattacharya (2005) 
477 Nayak, interview 
478 Bishnu Pokharel (2020) 
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The King did not give in to India’s repeated diplomatic pressures to cease his direct rule. 

He instead inflamed matters by supporting China’s desire to join the SAARC as an 

observer – his retaliation against India’s strong protests about his power grab. Although 

India was frustrated with the King’s move, it did not appear keen to exert diplomatic 

pressures against the twin-pillar policy until the Jana Andolan II. Opinions in the Indian 

establishment were, in fact, divided about whether they should support Nepal’s monarchy 

or push domestic forces against it to protect India’s national interests.479 While the pro-

monarchy sections considered the Maoists to be terrorists and were hostile towards them, 

the anti-monarchy forces believed in the Maoists as a progressive political force. The 

Ministry of External Affairs and Research and Analysis Wing (RAW) advocated for the 

mainstreaming of the CPN (Maoist) – which would help confine the Nepali King to 

democratic practices and encourage the Indian Naxalites into peaceful politics – while the 

Intelligence Bureau and Indian Army despised the Nepali Maoists.480 National Security 

Advisor to the Indian Prime Minister, M.K. Narayanan, was a strong proponent of the 

latter, while Foreign Secretary Shyam Sharan and RAW Chief Hormis Thakaran 

represented the anti-monarchy group.481 It was after the first proclamation of the King 

Gyanendra on 21 April 2006 that Sharan’s line got stronger within the Indian 

establishment.  

 

Until the first proclamation, India’s diplomatic approach was largely employed to 

protect the monarchy, when the Indian Prime Minister sent Dr. Karan Singh as his 

Special Envoy to Nepal amidst the Jana Andolan II. Singh himself revealed that India 

 
479 Nayak, interview 
480 Sukh D. Muni (2012) 
481 Sukh D. Muni (2012) 
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was committed to the two-pillar policy until his visit of 19–20 April.482 Madhav Nepal 

claims, “Dr. Karan Singh had arrived from India with a single agenda of protecting the 

monarchy”.483 Singh confirms that India’s suggestion to the King was to restore 

democracy: “I took the letter that Dr. Manmohan Singh wrote to King Gyanendra, in 

which he requested him (the King) to hand over power to a leader of the seven-party 

alliance, the leader of their choice”.484 Madhav Nepal asserts that India, along with other 

major powers except China, urged the political parties after the first proclamation of the 

King on 21 April to accept some form of monarchy, including the potential of a baby 

King in the form of Gyanendra’s grandson, Hridayendra.485 "I rejected" the concept of 

the baby King India proposed, Madhav Nepal claims.486 Madhav Nepal’s claim that 

India was still supporting the monarchy until the conclusion of the Jana Andolan II has 

been confirmed by two influential Indian officials. 487 

 

Indian Prime Minister Singh himself said that the King’s first proclamation was “in [the] 

right direction”.488 However, the Seven Party Alliance did not accept the royal 

proclamation. Former Prime Minister Madhav Kumar Nepal says:  

After the first proclamation of the King, I started to get the phone calls. Indian, 

American, British and Norwegian ambassadors called me. They asked me to 

accept the King’s proclamation. The other day, they came to the meeting of the 

 
482 Karan Singh, interview, New Delhi, September 2019 
483 Madhav Kumar Nepal, interview; Since both King Gyanendra and Crown Prince Paras had been 
unpopular, there was also a speculation, specially during the Jana Andolan II time, that domestic and 
external actors were considering King Gyanendra’s grandson Hridayendra as the baby King if there could 
be a consensus on it.  
484 Singh, interview 
485 Madhav Kumar Nepal, interview 
486 Madhav Kumar Nepal, interview 
487 Singh, interview; Ashok Mehta, interview, Noida, 27 September 2019 
488 Bhasin (2007, p. 747) 
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Seven Party Alliance to put pressure on us. I told them that we are not going to 

accept the incomplete promises made by the King. They went back.489  

 

 When the Alliance decided to continue the Jana Andolan and the people continued to 

protest, India quickly changed its stance by stating that “We, of course, support the view 

of the Alliance” and that aspirations of the Nepali people for democracy and freedom had 

to be “respected”.490 This direction of the political process was engineered by the Nepali 

political actors and followed by India. However, it was still not indicative of India’s 

changing view towards the Nepali monarchy. When asked if India was departing from its 

long-term stance on twin-pillar policy regarding Nepal, Prime Minister Singh clarified a 

day after the first royal proclamation that India abided by the twin-pillar policy: “So far 

our position has been that constitutional monarchy and multiparty democracy are the two 

pillars of Nepal polity. There is no change in that position”.491 It then becomes clear that, 

though there were voices among the officials within the Indian establishment that the 

monarchy was not in the best interests of India, the Indian government was officially not 

putting any diplomatic pressure for the abolition of monarchy until the Jana Andolan II. 

It was rather backing the monarchy in its constitutional capacity. 

 

Although India was diplomatically backing the continuation of monarchy until April 

2006, it slowly departed from the two-pillar policy in practical terms after the Jana 

Andolan II, though it did not officially announce any policy change. The parliament in 

May 2006 deprived the King of many of his Constitutional rights, and the CPA in 

November 2006 curtailed his rights and nationalised property owned in his capacity as 
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King. This weakened position of the monarchy was endorsed by India. India’s Foreign 

Secretary Shivshankar Menon, for instance, visited Kathmandu in November 2006, when 

he met all key political leaders but did not meet the King.492 Similarly, Indian External 

Affairs Minister Mukherjee visited Nepal in December when he also met all key political 

party leaders, but not the King. He indicated since the Nepali people had shown their lack 

of support for the monarchy via the Jana Andolan II, they were no longer interested in 

meeting the King.493 

 

In sum, India’s diplomatic interventions after the royal takeover involved helping to 

restore democracy in Nepal by weakening the royal regime. The success of the Jana 

Andolan II ensured Nepal’s path to the CPA, since this route was already drawn by the 

12-point understanding which had been agreed with India’s informal facilitation. The 

Jana Andolan II ended with the reinstatement of the parliament and the King’s acceptance 

of the political parties’ political route. The SPA government and the CPN (Maoist) started 

negotiations for the CPA, in which they included a provision that established a simple 

majority vote in the first meeting of the Constituent Assembly would be held to decide 

the fate of the monarchy.494 Since India had provided crucial diplomatic support to both 

the SPA and the CPN (Maoist) throughout this process, including during the 12-point 

understanding and the Jana Andolan II, it is evident that India had a significant diplomatic 

role both in weakening the monarchy and making the CPA possible. However, it does not 

mean that India was always decisive. While it was influential and decisive at times, there 

were also times when India’s interventions did not work. One such occasion when the 

Nepali political parties used their agency successfully was in their decision to continue 

 
492 See Bhasin (2007, p. 772) 
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the Jana Andolan in April 2006 despite diplomatic pressure from external powers, 

including India. 

 

4.2.2. Military intervention 

 

Nepal received substantial quantities of arms and ammunition from India before the royal 

coup. However, after the coup, India put the matter of arms supply under “constant 

review” and did not provide any lethal weapons to the Royal Nepal Army (RNA) for eight 

years.495 In addition to the arms embargo, India's military interventions included 

providing access to the CPN (Maoist) to Indian territory. By destabilising the royal regime 

through these intervening measures, Indian military interventions helped the SPA and the 

CPN (Maoist) reach the point of signing the CPA through the 12-point understanding and 

the Jana Andolan II. 

 

4.2.2.1. The royal coup 

An arms embargo against the royal regime was India's key military intervention in 

response to the royal coup. In addition, the Indian Army Chief’s refusal of the RNA's 

invitation to visit Nepal was an additional military measure that India used against the 

royal regime. These interventions helped destabilise the royal regime and consolidated 

the alliance of the SPA and the CPN (Maoist), thereby contributing to Nepal’s path to the 

12-point understanding in particular and the signing of the CPA in general. 

 

 
495 Bhasin (2005a) 
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India put the issue of military supplies to Nepal under review immediately after the royal 

coup and later decided to suspend supply.496 There were many attempts on the part of the 

royal regime to have the supply continue; however, India kept putting pressure on the 

King by stating that arms resumption would depend on the King’s willingness to return 

to democracy.497 After the King lifted the state of emergency on 29 April 2005, India 

“decided to release some of the [military] supplies currently in the pipeline”.498 Indian 

officials said the military embargo was partially removed as per an understanding reached 

by the Indian Prime Minister the Nepali King to restore democracy in Nepal.499 India, 

however, later reiterated that the issue of military supplies was “under constant 

review”.500 When India asked the King for Nepal’s support for India’s bid for membership 

of the United Nations Security Council in July 2005, the latter stated that Nepal would 

support India only if India resumed the military supplies.501 This indicates how badly the 

royal regime needed arms supplies from India. A retired General of the RNA says India's 

arms embargo gave the RNA “a tough time”.502 

 

India knew Nepal could not easily buy weapons from other countries as per treaty 

provisions between the two countries.503 In 1989, India had imposed a trade embargo 

lasting for more than a year, mainly because Nepal had bought arms and ammunitions 
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from China.504 In 2005, importing weapons from China would have posed a challenge for 

the royal regime because India, the US and other Western powers would not have been 

supportive and may have opted to retaliate. Similarly, it was not easy for China to defy 

the arms embargo of many powerful countries by providing the unpopular regime of the 

King with a vast quantity of weapons while the major political parties of Nepal were 

fighting against it. Thus, India’s supply cut-off seriously restricted the royal regime’s 

military power. However, the King did not give in to the Indian interventions and 

continued his direct rule.  

 

Despite several attempts from the royal regime, India did not become more flexible in its 

military interventions. Even before the arms embargo, Indian Army Chief J. J. Singh, on 

the instruction of his government, had “turned down” the invitation to visit Nepal, in 

protest against the royal takeover.505 This was unprecedented because newly-appointed 

military chiefs of Nepal and India would customarily visit each other’s country soon after 

their appointment to receive the honorary rank of General. Singh was appointed the Indian 

Army Chief on the very day the King took power in Nepal. India, despite the unique 

relationship between the two armies, decided to add military pressure to the royal regime 

by signaling that the King’s coup also impacted the military-to-military relations of two 

countries. Thus, the arms embargo and the Indian Army Chief’s declining to visit Nepal 

both represented serious blows to the King’s regime from a powerful neighbour. 

 

4.2.2.2. The 12-point understanding 
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During the 12-point understanding, the key military measures that India used included a 

continuation of the arms embargo and the provision of access to India to the CPN 

(Maoist). The Indian Army Chief continued to refuse to visit Nepal against longstanding 

traditions. These interventions further weakened the royal regime and strengthened the 

alliance of the SPA and the CPN (Maoist). While India’s diplomatic interventions played 

a vital role for allowing the understanding to come about, the military measures helped 

to weaken the military capabilities of the royal regime, while giving Maoists access to 

India made it possible for them to finalise the 12-point understanding in New Delhi. Since 

the arms embargo is the only continuity here, there is an opportunity to explore the effect 

of the Maoists’ access to Indian territory. 

 

After the royal coup, it was even easier for the CPN (Maoist) to have access to India since 

they already had an informal understanding with the Indian government. However, Nepali 

and Indian scholars and politicians alike – as well as the Maoist leaders – have suggested 

that the CPN (Maoist) had access to Indian territories during the civil war in Nepal, 

despite the Indian government’s denials.506 The Maoist leaders started to live in India 

from as early as 1998 and kept changing location from time to time.507 In one interview, 

a senior Indian leader said it “may be a controversial thing to say but … Prachanda and a 

lot of other so-called freedom fighters were in India” while they were leading the armed 

struggle in Nepal. 508 A former Maoist leader states that the biggest advantage that the 

CPN (Maoist) got from India was the use of the Indian territories as its shelter.509 

Prachanda and Bhattarai themselves acknowledge that they took shelter in India and kept 
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moving between Indian cities,510 with Bhattarai explaining that they operated their 

headquarters from India because India was more secure for them than Nepal.511 They 

moved back to Nepal towards mid-2004 after declaring India their principal enemy due 

to the arrest of several Maoist leaders in India in 2003 and 2004. After the CPN (Maoist) 

reached an informal understanding with India in 2005, Indian territory again became 

accessible to them. 

 

When Nepal officially asked the Indian government to arrest Nepali Maoists on their 

territory, India would say they had no idea about their whereabouts.512 However, Nepal 

held that the Indian government was providing them with access. Nepal’s former army 

officials and politicians believe that there must have been support to the CPN (Maoist) 

from at least some sections within the Indian government agencies.513 Katawal, a retired 

Army Chief of Nepal Army (NA), claimed India provided the Nepali rebels “safety, 

security and shelter”.514 Xavier agrees that there might have been some support to the 

Maoists from some sections within the Indian establishment, though others were 

extremely critical of the Maoists.515 Karan Singh, a veteran Indian politician, also accepts 

that India was “very supportive” of the CPN (Maoist).516 This validates the claims of 

experts and politicians above that the Indian government had tacitly supported the Nepali 

Maoists’ relatively safe stay in India both before and after the royal coup. 

 

 
510 Bhushan (2016, p. 167 & 186) 
511 Bhushan (2016, p. 186) 
512 Sudheer Sharma (2019) 
513 Rookmangud Katawal, interview, Kathmandu, 7 September 2019; Bala Nanda Sharma, interview; 
Mahat, interview 
514 Katawal, interview 
515 Xavier, interview 
516 Singh, interview 
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4.2.2.3. The Jana Andolan II 

India continued its military interventions against the royal regime during the Jana 

Andolan II. The arms embargo continued to destabilise the royal regime, while military-

to-military relations suffered as the representatives of both nations’ militaries refused visit 

each other’s country. Since India halted the arms supplies and the King had no alternative 

suppliers, he could not gain a military victory over the CPN (Maoist). In addition, all 

democratic parties joined their hands together to fight the King. As a result, the King 

reinstated the parliament as per the SPA’s demands and the peace process continued 

according to their roadmap embodied by the 12-point understanding. Thus, India's 

military interventions helped weaken the King's government and consolidate the SPA and 

the CPN (Maoist)'s political power, thereby contributing to the success of the Jana 

Andolan II and the signing of the CPA. 

 

4.2.3. Economic intervention 

 

The above discussion demonstrates that there were substantial diplomatic and military 

interventions from India during the critical juncture of the CPA. However, India also used 

economic measures during the same period to influence Nepal’s trajectory from the royal 

coup to the CPA. As this section demonstrates, while India continued its financial aid to 

Nepal despite implementing strong military and diplomatic interventions against the royal 

regime, there was a significant cut in the amount of aid after the coup. Since the economic 

intervention was not directly aimed at strengthening or weakening the royal regime 

(unlike the diplomatic and military interventions), it did not have direct impact on Nepal’s 

path to the CPA. 
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On 7 March 2005, the Indian government announced that it had suspended military aid 

to Nepal, but that development aid continued.517 However, the development aid 

nevertheless shrank significantly; the amount of aid India provided to Nepal in the 

financial year 2005/6 was almost halved compared to the previous year. As the table 

below shows, the grant amount in 2005/6 was reduced to US$4.8 million from US$8.4 

million in 2004/5. The following financial year – 2006/7 – when the country was back in 

the hands of the political parties and the CPA had been signed, India’s grant amount 

increased six-fold. In this financial year, India also provided an additional loan amount 

of US$33 million, while no loans had been provided to the country in the last two financial 

years. 

 

This shows that, although there was a continuity of aid after the coup, there was a cut to 

it. However, there seems to have been no further economic interventions from India 

during the critical juncture of the CPA;518 all of the Indian experts who I interviewed for 

this project also held that the main factors of engagement were military and diplomatic, 

rather than economic. When asked about India’s role in Nepal’s peace process, none of 

them talked about economic interventions from India, neither to the Nepali government, 

nor to the Maoist rebels. 

 

There was no obvious peace-related economic package provided during this juncture of 

the peace process, though funding for small and large projects, mainly on education, 

health and infrastructure, continued in 2005 and 2006.519 Despite the fact that India was 

 
517 Bhasin (2005a, p. 510) 
518 Bimal Koirala, interview, Kathmandu, 4 January 2020 
519 See Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2006); Ministry of External Affairs of 
the Government of India (2007) 
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protesting the King’s direct rule diplomatically and militarily, it did not apply harsh 

economic interventions such as economic sanctions. This is notable especially in light of 

India’s economic embargoes of 1989 and 2015 against Nepal. There were, in fact, no 

substantial economic interventions from India that influenced the peace process 

significantly during the juncture.520 

 

Table 4.1: India’s economic aid to Nepal (2004-2007) 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Ministry of Finance, Government of Nepal521 

 

In summary, India used strong diplomatic and military measures against the royal regime 

during the critical juncture of the CPA. By diplomatically backing the SPA and the CPN 

(Maoist), and by using diplomatic and military interventions against the royal regime, 

India remained an influential external actor in Nepal’s path to the CPA. India wanted to 

show that it was a responsible regional leader by helping bring the Nepali rebels into the 

peace process; supporting the Nepali Maoists’ transition from violent actor to political 

actor was part of India’s attempt to “maintain peace and tranquility in its 

neighbourhood”.522 However, India was mainly motivated by its own geostrategic 

 
520 Mahat, interview; Koirala, interview 
521 See Nepal Government Ministry of Finance’s Foreign Assistance Data, available at 
https://mof.gov.np/site/publication-category/45; Grants converted from NPR to USD as per Nepal Rashtra 
Bank’s exchange rates 1 USD = NPR 74.34 (2004), 71.16 (2005) and 73.16 (2006). 
522 Mukherjee (2009) 

Financial year Grant (USD) Loan (USD) 

2004/5 8,382,095 0 

2005/6 4,809,233 0 

2006/7 27,921,952 33,009,841 

https://mof.gov.np/site/publication-category/45
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interests. India took Nepali monarchy’s proclivity to China (see below) and the increased 

footprint of the Maoist movement in India as a serious national security challenge. India 

wanted to address all these problems at once, and saw an opportunity to do so in the form 

of the CPN (Maoist). 

 

India was unhappy with King Gyanendra; when the Nepali King decided to import arms 

from China in 2005 and helped China achieve an observer status in the SAARC, India’s 

frustration with the monarchy reached a new height. Thus, it slowly moved away from 

the twin-pillar policy after the Jana Andolan II. In pursuing this overall strategy, India 

aimed to fulfil three strategic goals by intervening in Nepal’s path to the CPA: curtail 

China’s influence in Nepal, expand India’s influence in the region, and address the rising 

domestic Maoist influence. Thus, the diplomatic and military interventions of India in 

weakening the monarchy and strengthening the political actors after the royal coup was 

guided by its own strategic interests. 

 

4.3. China 

 

China shares a 1415 km-long Himalayan northern border with Nepal and, historically, 

China’s interests in Nepal have been immense.523 It is mainly concerned about the 

possibility of Nepali soil used by foreign actors against the security of Tibet.524 How, 

then, did China intervene, if at all, in Nepal’s peace process? There is consensus among 

more than three dozen Nepali, Indian, Chinese, and American interviewees that China’s 

role during the critical juncture of the CPA was minimal. However, I argue that, while 

 
523 U. K. Bhattarai (2020); Kumar (2013); Upadhya (2012) 
524 Yubaraj Ghimire, interview, Kathmandu, 6 September 2019 
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China’s intervention measures may appear less numerous than the interventions of India 

and the United States, they were nevertheless significant to Nepal’s peace process. When 

the royal regime lost international legitimacy in the wake of the royal coup and had to 

tackle the strong diplomatic and military interventions from powerful actors like India, 

the US, and the UK, it received diplomatic and military support from China. This helped 

consolidate the regime to some extent. However, the monarchy’s request to China for 

diplomatic and military support made India furious, and led India to abandon the two-

pillar policy. Thus, though China seemed indifferent to Nepal’s political developments 

during the time by stating that it was a domestic matter for Nepal, China’s support to the 

royal regime played an important role in strengthening the royal regime in the beginning 

and, ironically, weakening it in the longer term, by turning India against it. This section 

thus argues that China’s intervening measures substantially influenced the trajectory of 

Nepal’s peace process during the critical juncture of the CPA. 

 

4.3.1. Diplomatic intervention 

 

Four of the Chinese scholars that I interviewed (all of whom have expertise on South 

Asian affairs) told me that China had a non-interventionist policy towards Nepal.525 All 

the Chinese scholars interviewed for this project stated that China wanted Nepal to resolve 

its civil war on its own. Several Nepali politicians from different political parties, 

including Madhav Nepal, Narayan Kaji Shrestha, Ram Chandra Poudel, and Baburam 

Bhattarai, echoed this sentiment.526 They asserted that China had a consistent policy and 

 
525 Wang Hongwei, interview, Beijing, 13 October 2019; Wang Dehua, interview, Shanghai, 21 October 
2019; Long Xingchun, interview, Chengdu, 17 October 2019; Dai Yonghong, interview, Chengdu, 17 
October 2019 
526 Interviews, Kathmandu, October 2019 
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did not like to interfere with Nepal’s government in its handling of domestic matters, 

including the resolution of the civil war. These interviews reveal tentative agreement 

among the scholars and politicians from both Nepal and China that, during the critical 

juncture of the CPA, China was not vocal in Nepali affairs and left Nepal to resolve its 

issues on its own.  

 

In fact, in contrast to its own projection of its image as a non-interventionist actor in 

Nepal’s context, China was clearly taking the side of the King and was against the CPN 

(Maoist) in the aftermath of the royal takeover. In this context, I argue though China’s 

response to the royal coup was an indirect backing of the royal regime, and the country 

was a strong ally of the King, Chinese support in the long run proved counter to the 

interests of the monarchy because it prompted India to unofficially facilitate an 

understanding between the political parties and the CPN (Maoist) against the King’s 

direct rule. As a result, China’s diplomatic interventions played an important role in 

ending the royal regime and driving the actors towards the CPA. 

 

4.3.1.1. The royal coup 

After the royal coup, China’s response was that it was “essentially Nepal’s internal 

affair”.527 This was, indirectly, a diplomatic backing of the King’s direct rule. While the 

royal regime received strong denunciation from powerful countries like India, the US, 

and the UK, China’s indirect diplomatic backing was significant for the King’s 

internationally-isolated regime. While it could not contribute to the royal regime’s 

sustainability in the long run, it did consolidate the regime in the beginning. 

 

 
527 Heping (2005) 
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While King Gyanendra visited China in July 2002, President Jiang Zemin reportedly 

promised to provide him with “political and moral support” to crush the “armed anti-

government forces”.528 China’s policy to back the monarchy continued after the King’s 

coup in 2005 because China saw a more stable ally in the monarchy rather than in an 

unpredictable mix of political parties. China found it easier to deal with a single institution 

of monarchy and did not have interests in Nepal’s democratisation.529 The key motive 

behind China’s backing of the royal coup was related to its policy of ensuring Nepal’s 

unflinching commitment to the ‘One-China policy’ (i.e., recognition of Tibet as an 

integral part of China) and restriction of the pro-Tibet movement in Nepal.530 

Interestingly, just a few days before the royal coup, the Nepali government, reportedly 

under the influence of the palace, had shut down the offices of two Tibet-related 

organisations in Kathmandu to please China.531 

 

China was clearly on the side of monarchy as it considered monarchy as its most reliable 

ally in Nepal.532 The country, in fact, wanted to strengthen the monarchy.533 China, thus, 

focused on enhancing the bilateral relations further after the royal coup. High-level 

bilateral visits continued. Chinese Foreign Minister Li Zhaoxing visited Nepal in March 

2005 and gave King Gyanendra an invitation from the Chinese President to attend the 

Boao Forum the following month. King Gyanendra welcomed him to the palace, thanked 

China for supporting his regime and reiterated Nepal’s commitment to the One-China 

policy.534 Li thanked the King for Nepal’s continued support to China on Taiwan and 

 
528 Pan (2002) 
529 Indra Adhikari, interview, Kathmandu, 16 September 2019; Geja Sharma Wagle, interview 
530 A. Adhikari (2017) 
531 ABC News (2005); BBC News (2005b); Upadhya (2012) 
532 Bishnu Raj Upreti, interview; Geja Sharma Wagle, interview 
533 Dhungana, interview; Geja Sharma Wagle, interview 
534 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China (2005c) 
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Tibet. Such a “cordial” meeting with a commitment to cooperate535 was significant given 

that the royal regime was experiencing significant pressure from the countries like India, 

the US and the UK. 

 

King Gyanendra met with the Chinese President Hu Jintao on the sidelines of the Asia-

Africa Summit in Indonesia on 22 April 2005, when both leaders discussed the issues to 

strengthen bilateral relations.536 In contrast to the Indian Prime Minister’s pressure for the 

restoration of democracy during the Summit, the Chinese President expressed his 

commitment to support the royal regime further. King Gyanendra flew directly to China 

from Indonesia to attend the Conference of the Boao Forum. He met Jia Qinglin, the 

Chairman of the Chinese People’s Political and Consultative Conference, “thanked China 

for its consistent support” to Nepal, and reiterated Nepal’s firm support for the One-China 

policy.537 During the forum, China’s Vice Foreign Minister Wu Dawei asked the 

international community “to respect the choice made by the Nepali people”, implying that 

the royal coup was the Nepali people’s decision and the world had to accept the King’s 

direct rule.538 This was how China stood as a strong ally of the Nepali monarch after he 

staged a coup against multiparty democracy in Nepal. Though this added some 

international legitimacy to the royal regime, it also brought the forces fighting the 

monarchy closer together which, in turn, led to the 12-point understanding. 

 

4.3.1.2. The 12-point understanding 

 
535 See BBC News (2005a) 
536 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China (2005a) 
537 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China (2005b) 
538 The Telegraph (2005) 
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As early as May 2005, China was signaling a change in its policy towards the CPN 

(Maoist). The Chinese Ambassador in Kathmandu, Sun Heping, stated that China’s 

reference to the CPN (Maoist) as “anti-government forces” was not the same as the 

terrorist tag imposed on them by India and the US, implying that China did not consider 

the Nepali Maoists terrorists.539 However, Beijing was still providing full diplomatic 

support to the royal regime. In return, the Nepali King supported China’s observer 

membership in the SAARC.540 Though the King won China’s goodwill by doing so, it 

made India furious. China’s support was designed to strengthen the King’s regime; 

however, ironically, it made it weaker by indirectly contributing the environment that 

allowed for the 12-point understanding. 

 

While the political parties were gaining strength in their movement against the royal 

regime, China was also in a state of flux in its policy towards Nepal. One of my 

interviewees in China told me, with the request of anonymity, that since China knew King 

Gyanendra was unpopular (unlike his brother Birendra), his country was not resolute on 

providing support to the monarchy.541 Thus, though China’s support to the monarchy 

through its diplomatic and military interventions looked strong in the immediate 

aftermath of the royal coup, it slowly got weaker and ultimately resulted in its indirect 

approval of Nepal’s political developments towards the signing of the CPA, such as the 

12-point understanding and the Jana Andolan II.542 China’s informal connection with the 

Maoists was slowly evolving, and its strong support to the monarchy was waning in 2006. 

It was in this context that China decided not to apply diplomatic pressure against the 
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political parties in November 2005 when they reached the 12-point understanding with 

the Maoists, nor in April 2006 when they jointly protested the royal regime. 

 

4.3.1.3. The Jana Andolan II 

Going one step further from calling Nepal’s political developments as its internal affairs, 

the spokesperson for China’s Foreign Ministry, Kong Quan, expressed China’s hope in 

January 2006 that “the situation in Nepal can stabilize as soon as possible and all parties 

in Nepal can narrow their differences through dialogue”.543 This response to a question 

about rising political protests against the royal regime could be interpreted as a crucial 

change in China’s policy, for it implied that China was urging the King to hold a dialogue 

with the agitating political parties, instead of referring to the developments as ‘Nepal’s 

internal affairs’. This change took place when China was about to establish an informal 

connection with the CPN (Maoist) and its strong backing of the monarchy was 

weakening. This transformation in China’s outlook to Nepal contributed indirectly to the 

success of the Jana Andolan II.  

 

China had declined to formally recognise the Maoists when the Maoist leadership tried 

to establish a connection with the Chinese leadership before 2006. 544 However, from 

2006 onwards, there was a growing recognition within the Chinese government that they 

needed to better understand the Nepali Maoists,545 and a group of Chinese scholars was 

sent to Nepal to “understand the ground reality”. 546 This suggests that China’s 

unwavering backing of the royal regime and denouncement of the Maoists as anti-
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government forces was transforming. On his “unofficial” Chinese government-funded 

trip to Nepal in 2006, Professor Hongwei’s communications with Maoists were to the 

point. The Maoist leaders told him that they did not expect to receive any material 

assistance, but they wanted political support from China.547 The CPN (Maoist) wanted 

China to recognise them as a legitimate political organisation. This invalidates the claim 

of one Maoist leader that China did not support them in any form during civil war.548 

 

To sum up, though China’s support to the monarchy looked strong in the immediate 

aftermath of the royal coup, it slowly got weaker resulting in its indirect approval of 

Nepal’s political developments towards the signing of the CPA. China’s informal 

connection with the Maoists was slowly evolving, as its support for the monarchy was 

weakening in 2006. It was due to this reason that China started to push the parties to 

resolve the problems via dialogues. This shows that China provided a staunch diplomatic 

backing to the royal regime as the only reliable and robust international support to the 

King when he took power. Though it helped him gain some international legitimacy when 

other powerful countries were protesting against him, it backfired in the long term by 

making India extremely unhappy with the monarchy. King Gyanendra himself reportedly 

said that his inclination towards China in fact invited the downfall of his regime.549 

 

4.3.2. Military intervention 

 

China was the only country to supply arms to the royal regime in the aftermath of the 

coup. Additionally, China, unlike India, did not provide the Maoists any shelter in its 
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territory. Though China’s military intervention had some significant symbolic value for 

the King, it was not enough for him to fight the Maoists. China’s military aid to the King 

made India determined to establish an alliance between the SPA and the CPN (Maoist). 

As China did not provide any military support to the King after the SPA and the CPN 

(Maoist) started to get stronger in their protests against the royal regime, it made Nepal’s 

path to the CPA easier. 

 

4.3.2.1. The royal coup 

China used diplomatic interventions to support the royal regime; however, it made no 

military support available to the King immediately after the royal coup, but nor did it 

announce an arms embargo, as other major external actors did. While concluding his visit 

to Kathmandu on 1 April 2005, Chinese Foreign Minister Li Zhaoxing denied any plan 

of China providing weapons to the royal regime and stated that the issue of arms supply 

was not even on the agenda of his talks with King Gyanendra.550 The available evidence 

also shows no sign of China supporting the Nepali Maoists in terms of military aid during 

the time. Unlike India, China also does not appear to have provided any territory to the 

Maoists to operate from there, neither before the coup nor after it.551 

 

4.3.2.2. The 12-point understanding 

When King Gyanendra’s regime was facing an arms embargo in protest against his direct 

rule in the second half of 2005, China was the only major power to provide military 

support to the King. Given that all other doors were already closed to the royal regime, 

this military aid from China had some value but it could not strengthen the royal regime 

 
550 Bdnews24.com (2005) 
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adequately to fight the Maoists. Thus, while the Chinese arms import served to antagonise 

India and turn it against the royal regime, it could not fulfil the needs of the RNA. 

Consequently, China’s support worked against the interests of the royal regime and for 

that of the SPA and the CPN (Maoist). 

 

China started to provide arms to the royal regime less than six months after the coup. It 

provided five armoured personnel carriers in June 2005, and 18 trucks of military 

hardware in November 2005.552 China also pledged military support of $989,000 to Nepal 

on 24 October 2005. This was significant, at least symbolically, because this military aid 

came in when India, the US and the UK had suspended theirs.553 One Chinese scholar 

with whom I spoke, however, claims that a substantial quantity of weapons did not go to 

Nepal from China because China did not want to be seen as supporting the new King 

Gyanendra, who was unpopular among Nepal’s people.554 Instead of being guided by a 

strong commitment, then, China possibly provided only symbolic military support to the 

royal regime so as not to be seen failing to support the Nepali monarchy, and not enrage 

other powerful nations like India and the United States. A retired General of the Nepali 

Army confirms that the Chinese arms supplied were not substantial for fighting the Maoist 

rebels.555 

 

Even though the military support that China provided to the royal government was not 

substantial, it was enough to enrage India. Like in 1989, India was furious with the Nepali 

monarchy and its decision to buy weapons from China. India’s anger reached new heights 
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when the Nepali King backed China becoming an observer member of the SAARC in 

November 2005. Thus, the King’s arms purchase from China and his role in bringing 

China into the SAARC made India turn against the monarchy, which in turn led to India’s 

strong backing of the alliance between the SPA and CPN (Maoist) in the form of 12-point 

understanding, which then created the right environment for the Jana Andolan II to take 

place. 

 

4.3.2.3. The Jana Andolan II 

The SPA and the CPN (Maoist) were gaining political power, and the monarchy was 

weakening and isolated after the 12-point understanding. China, too, was slowly shifting 

from its position as staunch supporter to the monarchy. It stopped providing arms support 

to the royal regime, and while China denied access to its territory to the Maoists and did 

not recognise them officially, some contacts started to evolve. This military approach of 

China indirectly helped the success of the Jana Andolan II, as a more substantial supply 

of arms could have helped the royal regime fight against the political parties and the 

Maoists. 

 

Even though China was trying to understand the Maoists, they were not supporting them 

directly. The CPN (Maoist) started to seek help from China from as early as 2002.556 

Evidence shows that China did not agree to the Maoists’ request of providing them access 

to Chinese territory. On some rare occasions, when they managed to infiltrate Chinese 

territory to smuggle weapons, they were arrested by the Chinese authorities. A key former 

Maoist leader confirms this: “We naturally needed shelter from both the neighbours… 

When we had difficulties, our people used to cross to the Tibetan side. That time our 
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people were arrested. We … tried sometimes to smuggle some arms from there”.557 A 

former Maoist leader also reveals that those arrested were released only a couple of years 

after the CPA.558  The Chinese side confirms that the Maoists sought shelter in the 

Chinese territories. An interlocutor between the CPN (Maoist) and the Chinese 

government claims that Prachanda asked him in 2006 if China could provide them access 

to Tibet if “negotiations fail and we could not stay in Nepal”.559 He added that Prachanda 

gave the example of them having shelters in India, and that was what they hoped for from 

China. Unlike India’s more tolerant position on the Maoists, China and the USA shared 

a dim view of the Nepali Maoists in the aftermath of 11 September 2001. There is no 

evidence that China provided any shelter or arms to the CPN (Maoist).560 China therefore 

denied using military interventions around the time of the Jana Andolan II: it neither 

provided shelter to the CPN (Maoist) despite their request, nor did it provide more 

military aid to the royal regime. This inaction by China reduced the capacity of the royal 

regime to push back, and it was helpful for the SPA and the CPN (Maoist), which were 

already getting immense support from the people in their movement against the regime. 

China’s military approach during this period indirectly helped the political parties and the 

CPN (Maoist) in their path towards the CPA. 

 

In sum, despite the fact that China’s military support in the initial phase supported the 

regime, China seemed reluctant – as evidenced by my interviews – to increase the supply. 

In addition, because of a mix of domestic politics, geopolitics and China’s own 

understanding with the new King, military support was primarily of only symbolic value 
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in terms of its contribution for the sustainability of the royal regime. In fact, China’s 

provision of military support while India, the US and the UK were suspending military 

supplies only pushed India to take stronger measures against the royal regime. China’s 

military interventions made India more determined to support a political process that 

would end the King’s rule. 

 

China’s refusal to recognise the CPN (Maoist) as a legitimate political force and provide 

them shelter or arms. This, too, drove the political parties to try and reach the 12-point 

understanding in India. It was not until 2006 that China’s position on the CPN (Maoist) 

started to turn and the government made informal efforts to understand the CPN 

(Maoist)’s political aims. China’s military aid to the royal regime tried to consolidate the 

King’s autocratic rule early on, but the arms supply was not enough for the regime to 

fight the Maoists. China therefore inadvertently contributed to the peace process because 

its arms supply to the King prompted India to unofficially facilitate an understanding 

between the SPA and the CPN (Maoist) to fight the royal regime together and end the 

civil war. 

 

4.3.3. Economic intervention 

 

China did not provide any financial support to the Nepali government specifically to fight 

the Maoists or support the peace process during the critical juncture of the CPA. 

Economic interventions were mainly provided in the form of development aid and there 

was no change in it immediately after the King took power. In contrast to India’s heavy 

cuts during the same period, China’s ongoing provision of economic aid even after the 

royal takeover suggests China’s financial support of the royal regime. However, unlike 
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its diplomatic and military interventions, China’s economic interventions during the 

period did not have any evident impact in the peace process. 

 

Nepali politicians and senior officials, including Mahat and Koirala, told me that China’s 

economic support to Nepal government during the CPA phase focused on development 

projects.561 In the financial year 2005–2006, China provided a grant amount of NPR 10 

million, which was as much as it provided during the previous financial year.  

 

Table 4.2: China’s economic aid to Nepal (2004–2007) 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Ministry of Finance, Government of Nepal562 

 

China wanted to see a political settlement to the civil war before it would agree to provide 

substantial economic support to the government.563 Thus, as can be seen in Table 4, there 

was a massive surge in the grant after the success of the Jana Andolan II and the downfall 

of the royal regime. In the financial year the CPA was signed, China provided a grant of 

US$11.9 million to Nepal – almost 85 times the amount that China granted to Nepal the 

previous year. China’s dramatic increase in the grant amount in the phase after the CPA 

 
561 Mahat, interview; Koirala, interview 
562 See Ministry of Finance’s Foreign Assistance Data, available at 
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563 Koirala, interview 

Financial year Grant (USD) Loan (USD) 

2004/5 134,517 0 

2005/6 140,174 0 

2006/7 11,879,306 0 
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was signed and the termination of the King’s direct rule can be understood as China’s 

indirect approval of the political changes happening in Nepal. 

 

Although China’s foreign aid remained constant after the royal coup and India reduced 

theirs by half, their level of investment differed significantly; while India provided 

US$4.8 million during the direct rule of the King, China’s grant only amounted to 

US$0.14 million. China’s grant after the CPA surged to US$11.9 million, while India’s 

rose to US$27.9 million. It shows that both countries massively increased their aid to 

Nepal in the aftermath of the CPA, while India reduced its aid and China kept its aid 

almost constant after the royal coup in 2005. It is also significant to note that there is no 

evidence of any Chinese financial support to the CPN (Maoist). All those I interviewed 

agree that China did not back the CPN (Maoist) either diplomatically or financially at 

least until the juncture of the CPA. 

 

In summary, China’s diplomatic and military interventions had some crucial influence in 

Nepal’s path to the CPA from the 2005 royal coup. China’s diplomatic interventions in 

the first half of 2005 strengthened the royal regime to some extent. Its military aid in the 

second half of 2005 increased the confidence of the regime since it was facing a strong 

military arms embargo from other powerful nations. In return, the King supported China 

getting observer status at the SAARC in November 2005 against India’s wishes. Both of 

these infuriated India, turning it against the royal regime, and leading to it’s strong support 

of the SPA and the CPN (Maoist), including in the 12-point understanding, the Jana 

Andolan II and the signing of the CPA. China did not stand against these political 

developments, indirectly contributing to the fall of the royal regime and Nepal’s peace 

process towards the CPA. 
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4.4. The United States 

 

The US was the second country to establish diplomatic relations with Nepal in 1947 (the 

first was the UK). It has remained a key development partner of Nepal since 1951.564 

Before the royal coup, the US was a vital external power which provided military support 

to the RNA to fight the Maoists. However, King Gyanendra decided to pursue an 

undemocratic approach to deal with the civil war. How did this turn of event affect the 

US policy towards Nepal and how did it influence Nepal’s path to the CPA? In the 

aftermath of the royal takeover until the signing of the CPA, the US was particularly 

engaged in preventing a possible Maoist takeover of the Nepali state by encouraging a 

coalition of legitimate political parties and the monarchy to sideline the Maoist rebels, 

while also protesting the undemocratic royal takeover.565 The US’ interest in preventing 

Nepal from a potential communist takeover was associated with its desire to influence the 

issue of Tibet and also provided the opportunity to monitor two emerging military and 

economic global powers (India and China) from Nepal. 

 

The US, like China, had a very tough stand against the CPN (Maoist).566 Though the US 

was tough on the Maoists from the beginning of their revolt, the US stance on Maoists 

became much harsher post-9/11. As a part of counterterrorist policy in the aftermath of 

the 9/11 terror attacks, the US included the CPN (Maoist) in its list of terrorists. The US 

President George W. Bush signed Executive Order 13224 on 23 September 2001 as a 

 
564 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Government of Nepal (2020) 
565 See Camp (2005) 
566 Daman Nath Dhungana, interview, Kathmandu, 13 September 2019; Geja Sharma Wagle, interview 
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“part of our national commitment to lead the international effort to being a halt to the evil 

of terrorist activity” and it aimed 

to deal with the unusual and extraordinary threat to the national security, 

foreign policy, and economy of the United States posed by grave acts of 

terrorism and threats of terrorism committed by foreign terrorists, including 

the terrorist attacks in New York and Pennsylvania, and on the Pentagon 

committed on September 11, 2001, and the continuing and immediate threat 

of further attacks on U.S. nationals or the United States.567 

 

Under the same Executive Order 13224, the U.S. Department of State listed the CPN 

(Maoist) as a terrorist organization on 31 October 2003.568 The US ambassador to 

Nepal (2001-2004), Michael Malinowski, stated publicly that the CPN (Maoist) were 

terrorists like Al Qaeda: “under the guise of Maoism or the so-called people's war are 

fundamentally the same as terrorists elsewhere — be they members of the Shining 

Path, Abu Sayyaf, the Khmer Rouge or Al Qaeda”.569 This suggests that the US put 

Nepali Maoists as a part of its fight against global terrorism in the aftermath of the 

9/11 terror attacks. In a Congressional budget justification document released in 2005, 

the US Department of State said, “Strengthening Nepal to prevent a Maoist takeover 

is key to achieving U.S. regional and bilateral goals, including preventing the spread 

of terror, enhancing regional stability, [and] promoting democracy”.570 It indicates that 

the US policy was to help Nepal to push out the Maoists while Nepali mainstream 

political parties themselves were negotiating with the Maoists to bring them into the 

 
567 U.S. Department of State (2001) 
568 U.S. Department of State (2001) 
569 Dugger (2002) 
570 U.S. Department of State (2004, p. 485) 
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democratic fold. The then-US ambassador to Nepal, James F. Moriarty, indicated to 

me that he pushed the Nepali government to have a plan to crush the Maoists.571 The 

perception of the Maoist leaders, including Bhattarai and Shrestha, was that the US 

listed them as a terrorist organisation and sought to destroy them militarily because the 

US saw them as a pro-Chinese force.572 As far as the United States was concerned, 

eliminating the Maoists would be possible only with a carefully-devised strategy and 

a collaboration between the political parties and the monarchy. However, the royal 

takeover put an end to that possibility. Crucially, the US did not supply arms to the 

royal government to crush the Maoists, which led to US’ failure in its goal to sideline 

the Maoists. 

 

4.4.1. Diplomatic intervention 

 

The US, during the critical juncture of the CPA, used diplomatic measures in an attempt 

to restore democracy, prevent a collaboration between the SPA and the CPN (Maoist), 

and align the monarchy and the political parties. The US was not in favour of the 12-point 

understanding and the Jana Andolan II because these events involved the CPN (Maoist). 

The United States was suspicious about the collaboration between the political parties 

and the Maoists, as the US had serious doubts about how the Maoist rebels were going to 

move forward.573 The US, thus, continued to list the Maoists as a terrorist organization. 

The United States’ advice to the Nepali political parties, according to Gyawali, was to be 

very careful with the Maoists, “or else you are going to be in [a] trap”.574 Then-US 

 
571 James F. Moriarty, online interview, 25 June 2020 
572 Baburam Bhattarai, interview; Shrestha, interview 
573 Pradeep Kumar Gyawali, interview, Kathmandu, 1 October 2019 
574 Gyawali, interview 
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Ambassador Moriarty confirmed this to me: “We became very worried that the Maoists 

were going to sort of not give up the arms, fight right at the end, and that they would push 

everything into chaos to seize power”.575 Thus, though the US tried to prevent the 12-

point understanding, its focus afterwards was to denounce the Maoists’ violence and 

pressure them into peaceful politics, instead of spoiling the peace process. In fact, it could 

be argued that the US’ hard line on the CPN (Maoist) prompted its internal transformation 

from being seen as a terrorist group to seek recognition as a responsible political actor 

serious about the peace process. 

 

4.4.1.1. The royal coup 

The key objective of the US diplomatic interventions after the royal coup was to restore 

multiparty democracy and align the political parties and the monarchy to fight the 

Maoists. The US was deeply concerned about the political developments after the King 

took over. Former US ambassador to Nepal Moriarty describes his frequent meetings with 

the King: “I met the King maybe 13 to 14 times between July of 2004 and his 

departure”.576 Asked if he had any clue about the coup, Moriarty said, “No, [there was] 

absolutely no communication, we were totally blindsided when that happened”.577 He 

added that the US was “disappointed” by the royal coup for three reasons: the US “did 

not like to see the political parties sidelined”; the King “made it clear that he does not like 

democracy”; and the US did not believe the royal coup would resolve the problem.578 

 

 
575 Moriarty, interview 
576 Moriarty, interview 
577 Moriarty, interview 
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In response to the royal coup, the US government said it was “deeply troubled” by the 

King’s move, and asked him “to restore and protect civil and human rights, promptly 

release those detained under the state of emergency and move quickly toward the 

restoration of civil liberties and multi-party democratic institutions under a constitutional 

monarchy”.579 The US asked its Ambassador to return to Washington for consultations 

regarding the new developments in Nepal.580 Responding to a question regarding why the 

Ambassador had been recalled, a senior US official said it was in direct response to the 

royal takeover and its aim was to push the King to restore multiparty democracy.581 

 

Christina Rocca, the then-US Assistant Secretary of State for South Asia, visited Nepal 

in May 2005. She asked the King “to release all political detainees and restore civil 

liberties, including the freedom of the press, as part of his commitment to restore 

democracy”.582 She also asked the King and the politicians “to reconcile” and “confront 

the brutal Maoist insurgency”.583 This confirms that the US was still hopeful for an 

alliance between the SPA and the King and hoping to isolate the Maoists to militarily 

defeat them. Before reaching Kathmandu, Rocca stopped in New Delhi to receive India’s 

“assessment” of Nepal’s developments.584 

 

However, the US saw that the King had no plans to restore democracy or resolve the 

conflict, which was a source of frustration and disappointment.585 Moriarty told me that 

 
579 Boucher (2005b) 
580 Boucher (2005a) 
581 U.S. Department of State (2005b) 
582 U.S. Department of State (2005a) 
583 U.S. Department of State (2005a) 
584 Outlook (2005) 
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he repeatedly pushed the King to work together with the political parties.586 Thus, though 

the US position before the takeover was to assist the government against the Maoists, it 

changed slightly after the takeover, though its stand against the Maoist remained 

consistent.587 What this also reveals, however, is that the US had little influence over the 

Nepalese political process or leadership at this time, despite its diplomatic interventions. 

 

4.4.1.2. The 12-point understanding 

The US policy in the latter half of 2005 was designed to prevent an alliance between the 

Maoist and the political parties, in which it failed utterly. The King sidelined the political 

parties despite the US pressing him to enter a partnership with the political parties to fight 

the Maoists. Consequently, the SPA and the CPN (Maoist) developed the 12-point 

understanding to fight the royal regime. The US did not like this, as confirmed by 

Christina Rocca and the US Envoy noted above, because it was not hopeful about the 

Maoists’ commitment to quit violence and it thought a political party with an army would 

have an upper hand.588 The US’ position was that the Nepali state would collapse if the 

CPN (Maoist) were brought to the political mainstream without disarming them.589 A 

Maoist leader asserts that that the US was against the 12-point understanding and suggests 

that Moriarty visited New Delhi during the time in an attempt to prevent it.590 Moriarty 

makes it clear that the US was “obviously surprised” and unhappy to learn about the 12-

point understanding.591 The US had serious concerns about the Maoists because they had 

taken the group as a threat to democracy.592  

 
586 Moriarty, interview 
587 Upreti and Sapkota (2017) 
588 Moriarty, interview 
589 Geja Sharma Wagle, interview 
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The US was also critical of India’s involvement in the 12-point understanding. An 

American envoy who worked in Nepal during the peace process claims the understanding 

was signed in New Delhi because India backed the agreement, enjoyed influence over 

various political parties, and shared the political parties’ annoyance with the King.593 An 

Indian scholar asserts that the US was not only against the understanding, but it also held 

that India made a “mistake” by playing the role of an informal facilitator for it. 594 In short, 

despite the US trying hard to bring the King and the SPA together into an alliance and 

prevent any deal between the SPA and the Maoists, it was unsuccessful in doing so. 

 

4.4.1.3. The Jana Andolan II 

The US also launched a diplomatic intervention against the Jana Andolan II because it 

was worried that the movement could lead the Maoists to violently take over Nepal. 

Moriarty asked the Nepali politicians, including Madhav Nepal, to “compromise” with 

the King during the protests against the royal regime: “The political party and their 

leader’s credibility has gone to the extent that no one trusts them. People are not behind 

you… So, compromise”.595 It implies that the United States was keen to push the 

parliamentary political parties to compromise with the King, instead of letting them co-

operate with the Maoist rebels. Moriarty indicates that he was worried that the Jana 

Andolan II was leading the country to “chaos and a violent takeover by the Maoists”, 

which would be “a disaster for the country”.596 It confirms Madhav Kumar Nepal’s 

claim above that the US was against the Jana Andolan II, and it was using its diplomatic 
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efforts to align the SPA with the King. However, the US interventions did not produce 

the desired results. Madhav Kumar Nepal asserts: " I defied him (Moriarty) by stating 

that the upcoming Butwal mass meeting will have at least 50,000 people and we 

continued the movement."597 This shows that the Nepali actors at times defied the 

interventions of major powers and continued the political processes as they wanted it to 

proceed. However, it is equally important to note that they also used the leverage of 

other external actors to counterbalance interventions when required. During the Jana 

Andolan II, for instance, they utilised India's unswerving support to continue the 

protests against the King's regime while the US was intervening to destabilise it by 

indicating that what the Maoists wanted was not a democratic transformation but a 

violent takeover of state. 

 

However, the United States’ concern was not only a potentially violent takeover of power 

by the Maoist; it also wanted to see the continuity of the constitutional monarchy.598 The 

then-US Ambassador Moriarty, along with his Indian and British counterparts, pushed 

the SPA leaders to accept the first proclamation of the King, which would have meant 

that the political parties would give the name of the Prime Minister who would then be 

appointed by the King, while their main demand was the reinstatement of the parliament. 

The US was perhaps worried that if the King reinstated the parliament and if the CPN 

(Maoist) gained the support it hoped for, Nepal would progress towards a communist 

republic. Thus, the US used diplomatic measures to discourage the collaboration between 

the Maoist and the SPA and instead encourage an alliance of the political parties and the 

monarchy. 

 
597 Madhav Kumar Nepal, interview 
598 Madhav Kumar Nepal, interview 
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To sum up, the US used its diplomatic interventions not only against the royal coup but 

also against the 12-point understanding and the Jana Andolan II. This approach was 

different from the approaches of India and China, and had little direct influence over any 

of the events. While India strongly opposed the royal coup, it not only supported 12-point 

understanding and the Jana Andolan II, but also played the role of an informal facilitator 

in these developments. China indirectly backed the royal coup but decided it would not 

apply any diplomatic measures against 12-point understanding and the Jana Andolan II. 

There was a convergence between the US and Indian approaches in their attempts of 

restoring democracy after the coup and protecting the constitutional monarchy when the 

King made his first proclamation during the Jana Andolan II. However, the US approach 

differed to that of India in that it was against both the 12-point understanding and the 

Jana Andolan II. It opposed the King’s takeover because it was in favour of the restoration 

of democracy. However, since it had serious doubts about the CPN (Maoist)’s 

commitment to peace and democracy, the US was also against any collaboration between 

the SPA and the CPN (Maoist). Though it did not like these developments and tried to 

influence the actors against such collaboration, the US intervention was not strong enough 

to prevent them. A US Envoy accepts that the US was aware about its limitations, it being 

far from Nepal: “We were aware about what we could do from 7000 miles away”.599 

Despite those limitations, the US denouncement of the Maoists’ violence seems to have 

made them more committed to the peace process. Thus, although the US appeared against 

the peace process before the CPA was signed, its strong stand against the royal coup made 

the royal regime weaker and its denouncement of the Maoists’ violence helped the 

relevant actors move towards the CPA. And crucially, the country welcomed the signing 
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of the CPA600 and supported the peace process that followed (as demonstrated in Chapters 

Five and Six). 

 

4.4.2. Military intervention 

Since the US saw Nepal’s civil war as a problem of terrorism, its military assistance 

before the royal coup was focused on strengthening the RNA.601 The US’ interest in 

providing substantial military aid was guided by the US ‘global war on terror’ in the 

aftermath of the 9/11 attacks. A US official that I spoke to accepts that the US designation 

of the CPN (Maoist) as a terrorist organisation was an “outgrowth of 9/11”.602 However, 

the royal coup changed the situation by placing the US, along with other major powers 

except China, against the Nepali state led by the King. After the royal coup, the US 

pressed the royal regime to restore democracy and collaborate with the political parties 

by applying military measures including suspending the arms supplies and massively 

reducing the military aid. This weakened the royal regime and indirectly contributed to 

the 12-point understanding and the Jana Andolan II (even though the US was itself 

against both of these events). However, the US did become more supportive of the signing 

of the CPA in November 2006. 

 

4.4.2.1. The royal coup 

The US did not publicly announce their suspension of arms supplies, unlike India and the 

UK; however, the country did not provide any more arms to Nepal after the royal 

takeover.603 Christina Rocca, the US Assistant Secretary of State for South Asia said, after 
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meeting the King in Kathmandu in May 2005, that the matter of military supplies would 

remain under review.604 In addition to the suspension of arms supply, there was a massive 

cut in military aid after the coup as Table 5 below shows. While the US provided over 

US$22 million military assistance from 2002 to 2004, this was reduced to US$1 million 

or less in the years after. In 2005, the military aid was spent mainly on anti-terrorism 

assistance trainings.605 

 

Table 4.3: US Military Assistance (disbursed) to Nepal (2002–2007) 

 

Year Foreign aid 

(million USD) 

Military aid (USD) Military aid as a percentage 

of total foreign aid (%) 

2002 41 14 million 35 

2003 41 4 million 9 

2004 44 4 million 10 

2005 66 1 million 2 

2006 65 650,000 1 

2007 64 640,000 1 

 

Source: Created by author based on data retrieved from  

ForeignAssistance.gov606 

 

Since the royal regime needed arms to fight the Maoists, the negligible US aid in other 

forms of military aid could not help it. All other major military-supplying countries had 
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imposed an arms embargo. A retired RNA General expressed his frustration: “Americans 

declared Maoist as a terrorist outfit but when it came to support the Nepalese government, 

what did they support? You need lethal weapons. They did not [provide us any]. That’s 

why Maoists were successful… But [the] Nepal Army was handicapped”.607  

 

The US wanted a collaboration between the SPA and the King to sideline the Maoists. 

However, the King’s actions ultimately pushed the SPA towards the Maoists instead. The 

US did not provide arms to the royal regime to fight the Maoists despite the fact that the 

US military aid to Nepal was significant before the royal coup. Despite the US 

interventions designed to prevent a coalition between the CPN (Maoist) and the SPA, the 

12-point understanding was nevertheless signed. 

 

4.4.2.2 The 12-point understanding 

As noted above, the US wanted to prevent a coalition forming between the SPA and the 

CPN (Maoist) because the US was worried that the Maoists had planned a violent 

takeover of Nepal. The massive military support provided to the Nepal government before 

the royal coup and military interventions against the royal regime after the coup (after the 

coup, to pressure the King to restore democracy and collaborate with the mainstream 

political parties to defeat the Maoists) is suggestive of the consistency in the US policy 

of isolating the CPN (Maoist) and helping defeat them militarily. The US military aid to 

the government before the coup made the CPN (Maoist) realise that their military victory 

was impossible. 608 Equally, however, the US arms suspension against the royal regime 

reduced the latter’s military capability, which hampered its potential to fight the Maoists. 

 
607 Bala Nanda Sharma, interview 
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Though not intended as such, the actions of the US ironically contributed to the 12-point 

understanding by bringing the SPA and Maoists closer. It in fact represented a failure of 

the US diplomatic and military interventions in the aftermath of the royal coup. 

 

Two bilateral visits after 9/11 dramatically increased the US’ military support to Nepal. 

Then-US Secretary of State Colin Powell paid an official visit to Nepal in January 2002, 

the highest US official to visit the country. Nepali Prime Minister Sher Bahadur Deuba 

then visited Washington in May 2002. The result was the provision of US$22 million of 

military aid, though the US administration’s anticipation in mid-2001 had been only 

US$2 million: “After dramatic events in the United States and Nepal brought the two 

countries into a counterterrorist alliance, these numbers quickly grew.”609 

 

The US allocated over US$29 million in grants to Nepal for weapons, services and 

training from 2001 to 2004.610 It sent M-16 rifles, grenade launchers, and M-4 carbines 

to equip a new Ranger Battalion.611 The members of the Rangers were “trained by the US 

special forces in commando mission operations in Lele and [were] armed with modern 

Colt Commando assault rifles, light communication gear, night-vision equipment and 

closely coordinating operations with intelligence information”.612 The creation of the 

Rangers Battalion with the help of the US was a “game changer” because it put the 

Maoists on the defensive, without which perhaps “there would not have been a 12-point 
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agreement”.613 This was confirmed by the US Envoy who tried to prevent the 12-point 

understanding in November 2005.614 

 

This shows that, though the US’ policy was to prevent the 12-point understanding, its 

military support to the Nepal government before the royal coup and military interventions 

against the royal regime after the coup indirectly helped the understanding. In addition, 

India was anxious about the growing military presence of the US in Nepal, which 

encouraged India to informally facilitate the 12-point understanding.615 This demonstrates 

that the United States’ military interventions before the royal coup not only helped to 

push the CPN (Maoist) into the peace process, but it also made India sensitive about the 

US military influence in its backyard, leading it to contribute for the CPA in general and 

the 12-point understanding in particular. 

 

4.4.2.3. The Jana Andolan II 

The US arms suspension continued into 2006. There was an additional cut in the military 

aid, as it was reduced from US$1 million in 2005 to US$650,000 the following year.616 

These military measures further helped weaken the royal regime and indirectly 

strengthened the alliance of the SPA and the CPN (Maoist) in their revolt against the royal 

regime in April 2006, despite the fact that the US was categorically against the Jana 

Andolan II, which was the result of the 12-point understanding the US had tried to 

prevent. 
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To sum up, the US military interventions during the CPA juncture helped to weaken the 

military capability of the royal regime. While its massive military support before the coup 

had consolidated the then-government in its fight against the Maoists and made the 

Maoists realise that military victory was very unlikely, the arms suspension in the 

aftermath of the coup destabilised the military capacity of the regime, given that India 

and the UK had also used strong military measures against it. In addition, the United 

States’ denunciation of the CPN (Maoist)’s violence pushed the Maoists to be more 

responsive to the peace process. Taken together, this helped the anti-monarchy forces lead 

Nepal’s peace process towards the CPA. 

 

 

4.4.3. Economic intervention 

 

The direct economic intervention of the US does not seem to be remarkable during the 

critical juncture of the CPA. The US economic assistance to Nepal was mostly spent 

through USAID, and it was not directly related to any peace process programs in the years 

2005 or 2006. Both Ambassador Moriarty and Nepal’s former Finance Minister, Ram 

Sharam Mahat, concur that the US economic aid during the time was not specifically 

peace-related, but rather that it focused on development projects.617 

 

Table 4.4: The United States’ economic aid to Nepal (2004-2007 

 

 
617 Moriarty, interview; Mahat, interview 

Year Grant (million USD) 

2004 44 



171 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Prepared by the author based on data retrieved from  

ForeignAssistance.gov 618 

 

The US provided US$66 million in economic aid to Nepal in 2005, while in 2004 it was 

US$44 million. Similarly, in 2006 and 2007, US aid was US$65 million and USD$64 

million respectively.619 The increase of USD$22 million in aid to Nepal in 2005 compared 

to aid in 2004 suggests that the US did not choose to use economic interventions against 

the royal coup. As discussed above, while China’s financial aid in 2005 remained the 

same as 2004, there was a massive cut in the economic aid from India in the same period. 

However, the United States’ increase in the financial aid to the royal regime by 50% 

compared to that of 2004 suggests that the US was still willing to support the King against 

the Maoists.  

 

However, it was hard for the US to provide diplomatic and military support to the regime 

because of the King’s suspension of multiparty democracy in Nepal. Despite the massive 

increase in the economic aid in 2005 after the royal takeover took place, it could not help 

 
618 ForeignAssistance.gov (2021) 
619 ForeignAssistance.gov (2021) 

2005 66 

2006 65 

2007 64 
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the royal regime to fight the Maoists since the aid went exclusively to development 

projects. Since the aid was not peace-related, it did not have much impact on Nepal’s path 

to the CPA as a whole. It can, however, be interpreted as a gesture of the US’ support of 

the royal regime because the US could have stopped the aid or decreased it after it was 

clear that the King had axed the parliamentary democracy if the US wanted to put more 

pressure on the King. The US was perhaps hopeful that the King would restore democracy 

and align himself with the political parties to fight the Maoists. As this did not happen, 

the US continued its diplomatic and military interventions against the direct rule of the 

King. 

 

4.5. Discussion and Conclusion  

 

This chapter demonstrates that the 2005 royal coup, where King Gyanendra wrested 

power from the government, was a turning point in Nepal’s peace process because it was 

from this point that the country started to move towards the CPA. As shown above, India 

and the United States were both against the royal coup while China indirectly backed it 

by calling it a domestic affair. India and the US used their diplomatic and military 

interventions to push the royal regime to restore democracy at the earliest opportunity; 

however, the two countries had slightly different approaches. India’s diplomatic 

interventions against the royal regime were very vocal and strong compared to that of the 

United States. India had warned the monarchy that the royal coup represented a departure 

from the twin-pillar policy (implying that the King moved away from the notion of 

multiparty democracy and constitutional monarchy by starting his direct rule) and India 

was not compelled to commit to it (indirectly threatening the King that India may not be 

compelled to support the constitutional monarchy in Nepal) when the monarchy itself had 
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departed from it. The US, however, kept pressing the King to restore democracy while 

continuing to condemn the Maoists, unlike India. Although the US also wanted the King 

to restore democracy, it was more nervous of the CPN (Maoist) (as was China).620 

 

These ultimate differences in approach were caused by the fact that there were some 

sections within the Indian establishment concerned about the geostrategic outcome if 

Nepal remained a monarchy. The Indian establishment was increasingly worried that the 

monarchy in Nepal was overly supportive of China. However, India’s approach was not 

without its risks. India played a role in establishing contacts within the CPN (Maoist) 

even though the Indian government had officially designated it as a terrorist organisation 

(as had the US). India then informally facilitated negotiations between the CPN (Maoist) 

and the SPA, which led to the 12-point understanding. Right after the royal coup, India 

applied military sanctions against the royal government. The relationship between the 

CPN (Maoist) and the SPA was strengthened after the King could not bring the SPA into 

his confidence. Consequently, this created an environment conducive to the success of 

the Jana Andolan II: the end of King’s direct rule and the signing of the CPA. In both of 

these cases, India gave its diplomatic support to a new political coalition in Nepal. India 

had taken a risk that had paid off by the end of 2006.  

 

The United States shared India’s position in that it was against the royal coup and had 

also applied military sanctions against the royal government in its aftermath. However, 

unlike India, it discouraged the SPA from joining forces with the CPN (Maoist). The US 

believed that the sole motive of the CPN (Maoist) was to capture Nepal through violence 

 
620 Moriarty also accepted, in the interview, that the US and China had similar approaches towards the 
Maoists before 2006. 
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and establish a communist state. Though India also officially called the CPN (Maoist) 

terrorists, it had already relaxed its surveillance over the Nepali Maoists in India after the 

royal coup. However, the United States continued to doubt that the CPN (Maoist) could 

be committed to peace and democracy – which is why the US was against the 12-point 

understanding and the Jana Andolan II.  

 

Since the roadmap to the CPA directly involved the CPN (Maoist) and the US was not 

convinced as to their commitment to peace, the US was never especially enthusiastic of 

the peace process leading to the CPA.  

 

However, the US’ interventions positively contributed to Nepal’s path to peace because 

its military sanctions helped to weaken the royal regime, and its tough treatment of the 

CPN (Maoist) helped transform the Maoists from revolutionary rebels to peaceful 

political group. The point that the US was not against the peace process during the CPA 

juncture is supported by the fact that the US welcomed the CPA after it was signed and 

committed to support the peace process to follow. 

 

China’s role, which is often overlooked, was significant too. On the one hand, China’s 

military support to the King initially gave his regime some military strength and 

international legitimacy. On the other hand, it ironically made the royal regime weaker in 

the long run – because it meant that India became enraged with the King after his 

burgeoning relationship with China. By bringing the CPN (Maoist) and the SPA together 

to fight the monarchy, India could take a sort of revenge against the King, teach its own 

Maoist supporters of the value of joining peaceful politics, and decrease the US’ military 

presence in Nepal by helping resolve Nepal’s conflict. India started to work for this 
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purpose more seriously after the King supported China’s observer membership status in 

the SAARC. 

  

While China was initially supportive of the monarchy, it did not provide as much military, 

diplomatic and economic support to the regime as the latter required. After seeing that 

the protests against the King were gaining strength, China started to signal that the 

domestic actors needed to hold dialogues to resolve the problems (while in the past, China 

said that it was a domestic matter for Nepal to determine). This subtle departure marked 

the indirect approval of the political developments taking place in Nepal. In addition, 

China had already started informal talks with the CPN (Maoist) and began to see them as 

a legitimate political force. This was in and of itself a huge departure from its prior 

understanding of the CPN (Maoist) as a terrorist organisation. This suggests that, though 

China provided diplomatic and military support to the monarchy in the immediate 

aftermath of the royal coup, it did not sustain its support long term. Moreover, when the 

monarchy became weaker and the SPA and CPN (Maoist) achieved political power 

through the Jana Andolan II, China did not work against them, which indirectly supported 

Nepal’s path to the CPA. 

 

China supported the royal regime diplomatically and militarily in the beginning but had 

its own limitations. China did not want to risk aggravating other international actors like 

India and the US by meeting all of the requests of the royal regime. China was also aware 

of the King’s unpopularity and the political forces against him. Thus, it slowly started to 

make unofficial connections with the Maoists and ask all the stakeholders to resolve the 

issues through dialogue.  
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The US, on the other hand, suspended its supply of arms but increased its economic aid 

to the King’s regime. While the US was against the royal coup, it was not in support of 

any political alliance that would include the CPN (Maoist). Thus, while the US used its 

military interventions to press the King to return to democracy, it used its diplomatic 

measures against both the King’s direct rule and any possible collaboration between the 

SPA and the CPN (Maoist). Despite its attempts, the US could not prevent the 12-point 

understanding. Though the King restored democracy, which the US had been asking for, 

after the Jana Andolan II, the US was unable to prevent the formation of a coalition of 

the Maoists with the political parties. However, the US’ military support to the 

government before the royal coup helped the CPN (Maoist) conclude that the military 

victory was not possible, and they needed to join the peace process.  

 

In short, all three countries deployed all intervention types during this critical juncture. 

India proactively used its intervening measures to proceed the peace process, while China 

and the US were not supportive and tried to use their influence to dissuade this new 

political coalition. However, the US and China ultimately supported the peace process 

envisioned by the CPA. India, however, was most adept at responding to the local turn of 

the events. After the royal coup, the SPA and the CPN (Maoist) wanted to collaborate to 

fight the King and India gave tacit support for this: increasingly India’s interventions in 

Nepal were aimed at destabilising the royal regime. Thus, India remained the most 

influential in using its diplomatic and military influence, especially, to support the new 

era of political alignments within Nepal. 
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Chapter Five: The Constituent Assembly Election (2008) 

 

5.1. Introduction 

   

The Constituent Assembly (CA) election of 2008 was a major breakthrough in Nepal’s 

peace process because the CA elected by it was to promulgate the Constitution as 

envisaged by the Comprehensive Peace Accord (CPA). On 15 January 2007, the Interim 

Constitution of Nepal 2007 was promulgated and the interim legislature-parliament621 

was formed as per the provisions of the CPA. In the same month, UNMIN was established 

on the request of the Nepal government with the CPN (Maoist) to assist in the peace 

process, mainly to monitor weapons and provide technical support to the CA election.622 

Though the CA election was originally scheduled for June 2007 in the CPA, it was 

postponed to September 2007, and again to April 2008, due to domestic political disputes 

(mainly the unrest in Madhes caused by two political movements). The Madhes-based 

political parties organised mass protests in 2007 and 2008, known as Madhes Movement 

I and Madhes Movement II, which were primarily aimed to ensure federalism and a 

proportional electoral system in Nepal. After the agreements between the Madhesi 

political parties and the government, the CA election was held on 10 April 2008. Thus, 

the promulgation of the Interim Constitution, the establishment of UNMIN, and the 

Madhes Movements were three key events that influenced the holding of the CA election. 

 
621 The provision of a ‘legislature-parliament’ was kept in the CPA and was later included in the Interim 
Constitution of Nepal 2007. It was a unicameral parliament made up of 330 members that consisted of 
members of the reinstated House of Representatives, National Assembly, and 73 nominated members 
from the CPN (Maoist). 
622 The first Constituent Assembly Election took place on 10 April 2008. However, when the Constituent 
Assembly could not promulgate a new constitution even after four extensions to its original deadline, it 
was terminated on 28 May 2012. Then the second Constituent Assembly Election, initially slated for 22 
November 2012, was held a year later, on 19 November 2013, to complete the constitution-writing 
process. 
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This chapter thus examines how external actors engaged in these key events to understand 

how their interventions influenced a key juncture of Nepal’s peace process, the CA 

election 2008. 

 

This chapter explores the external actors’ interventions, again using the external 

intervention typology framework. The first section examines India’s diplomatic, military 

and economic interventions during the period. India’s diplomatic interventions sought to 

cement its close bilateral relationship with the transitioning government, limit the 

influence of interventions from China and the United States, and secure its place as the 

most influential actor in Nepal’s peace process. To that end, India provided strong support 

to the political parties during Nepal’s transition from a monarchy to a republic, while also 

trying to restrict UNMIN’s mandates and influence the two Madhes Movements.  

 

India’s military interventions were not substantial but were in line with the Agreement on 

Monitoring of the Management of Arms and Armies (AMMAA) and was thus helpful for 

the success of the CA election. Its economic interventions during the period – particularly 

in its provision of logistical support to the UNMIN and Election Commission – helped 

the running of the CA election. However, India, like China, did not contribute to the Nepal 

Peace Trust Fund, a forum of external donors providing support to the peace process. This 

revealed that India and China wanted to maintain their own bilateral channels for securing 

their interests, instead of joining the multilateral initiatives. This was also an example of 

India and China’s unwillingness to essentially support the peace process from an 

economic perspective. 
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The second section of this chapter explores China’s interventions during the juncture. It 

finds that China’s diplomatic interventions during the period provided support to Nepal’s 

transition to a republic, against the wider mandates of the UNMIN and a single 

autonomous province in the Madhes. While China’s military interventions during the 

period were not crucial but in compliance with the AMMAA, its key economic 

interventions came in the form of logistical support to the Election Commission.  

 

The third section of the chapter considers the key interventions of the US. Diplomatically, 

the US continued to describe the CPN (Maoist) as terrorists and denounced their violent 

activities. The US, like India and China, did not undertake substantial military 

interventions at this time; however, it provided a fair amount of investment for military 

training and education. The US also provided some logistical support to the Election 

Commission. It finds that the US intervention sought to promote democracy, limit the rise 

of radical communism, and prevent the CPN (Maoist)’s potential takeover of the state. 

 

By the time of the CA election in 2008, the US, China and India were still attempting to 

influence the peace process in different directions. This could have been a precarious time 

for the process, but it was managed because the external actors refrained from actions that 

sought to spoil or derail the peace process. As will be shown below, each external actor 

supported the CA election despite the fact that all of them had their own priorities and 

interests. Equally crucial, the domestic actors were increasingly using their agency to 

push back on external interventions from India, China and US when they judged these to 

be against collective interests of the peace process. 
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5.2. India 

 

During the critical juncture in the lead up to the CA election 2008, India tried to secure 

its own strategic interest of remaining a defining actor in the Nepali affairs through three 

key interventions: diplomatic engagement in the Madhes Movements, logistical support 

to the UNMIN, and economic support to the Election Commission of Nepal. 

 

5.2.1. Diplomatic intervention 

 

India’s diplomatic interventions during the critical juncture of the CA election 2008 

focused on the issues of UNMIN, constitutional reform, and federalism. The below 

discussion shows how India intervened diplomatically during three critical antecedents 

of CA election 2008; namely, the promulgation of the Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007, 

the establishment of UNMIN, and the Madhes Movements. 

 

5.2.1.1. The Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007 

The Interim Constitution marked a great change in Nepal’s politics and peace process; it 

not only transformed Nepal from a Hindu monarchical country into a secular and fully 

democratic state, but also included the Maoists in the parliament as per the roadmap 

presented by the CPA to hold the CA election and strengthen the peace process. The 

government of India welcomed the promulgation of the Interim Constitution and the 

formation of the legislature-parliament by calling them “significant milestones in Nepal’s 

progress towards a new political era”.623 In April 2007, India also welcomed the formation 

of the interim government that included the CPN (Maoist) by stating that it marked a 

 
623 Bhasin (2008, p. 1333) 
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significant step towards implementation of the peace process, including the holding of 

the CA election.624 

 

In the aftermath of the Jana Andolan II, Indian officials did not visit the King when they 

were on a formal visit to Kathmandu, especially from mid–2006 through to 2007. This 

marked a departure from the past and signalled India’s diplomatic support of Nepal’s 

political changes and the transitioning authority formed as per the Interim Constitution. 

Foreign Secretary Shiv Shankar Menon and External Affairs Minister Pranab Mukherjee 

visited Nepal separately in November and December 2006. Both met all key officials 

except the King. When asked why he refrained from meeting the King, Mukherjee 

indicated that the monarchy was no longer the desire of the Nepali people, and the King 

was not a key player of Nepali politics anymore.625 Similarly, in the government 

statements issued after the Jana Andolan II, India did not express its commitment to the 

two-pillar policy, unlike in those it made before Jana Andolan II.  

 

These developments, including India’s welcoming of the Interim Constitution of Nepal 

2007, demonstrate that India was strongly siding with the SPA-led peace process and in 

support of their plan of abolishing the monarchy and establishing a republic system in 

Nepal. In addition, the SPA decided to amend the Interim Constitution in December 2007, 

which ensured Nepal’s shift to a republic system. The SPA also agreed to abolish the 

monarchy by a two-third majority of the interim legislature-parliament if “the King 

pose[d] a threat to holding the Constituent Assembly”.626 The following day, India said 

 
624 Bhasin (2008, p. 1336) 
625 Bhasin (2007) 
626 Wakugawa et al. (2011, p. 106) 
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this was “an encouraging development in the right direction”.627 This further confirmed 

India’s diplomatic backing of a republic system in Nepal. 

 

Interviews with key actors suggest that, behind the scenes, India was not only in favour 

of the abolition of the monarchy, but also contributed to the process of Nepal’s transition 

from a constitutional monarchy to a republic. Two Nepalese political actors who engaged 

in the peace process claimed that India was supportive in transforming Nepal from 

monarchy to a republic.628 Mahat specifically noted this in interview, “India was behind 

the scenes in getting rid of the monarchical rule”.629 General Mehta, a retired senior Indian 

army official agreed with the Nepali politicians and officials, “The government of India 

said this (republic system) is what the people have decided, the people of Nepal want this. 

India backed off from pressurizing the then government” to retain the monarchy.630 Nihar 

Nayak, a research fellow at Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses in New Delhi, 

agrees that sidelining the monarchy was one of the goals of India’s engagement in Nepal’s 

peace process.631 From among the three external actors, it was only India which wanted 

a republic system in Nepal.632 

 

India was therefore proactively engaged in the lead up to the CA election and supportive 

of Nepal’s transformation from monarchy to a republic, which not only helped the 

transformation of Nepal’s state structure from a monarchy to a republic, but also 

supported Nepal’s path to the CA election. 

 
627 Bhasin (2008, p. 1343) 
628 Narayan Kaji Shrestha, interview; Mahat, interview 
629 Mahat, interview 
630 Mehta, interview 
631 Nayak, interview 
632 Geja Sharma Wagle, interview 
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5.2.1.2. Establishment of UNMIN  

India did not support the establishment of UNMIN in the beginning.633 India has never 

positively looked at the presence of the United Nations mission in the South Asian 

region,634 and it was obviously not comfortable to see UNMIN’s presence in Nepal.635 

The UN Security Council discussions in the lead up to the establishment of UNMIN 

suggest that India and China initially opposed its establishment, and they later pressed for 

the mission to have a short mandate.636 India did not want to legitimise UN involvement 

in internal conflicts by welcoming its presence in Nepal, a country which it always 

considered to be part of its own sphere of influence.637 On one hand, this was simply “a 

large power reaction against an international operation in what it considered its 

backyard”; on the other hand, it represented a manifestation of India’s longstanding 

mistrust of the UN shaped by “the official Indian narrative” that the UN was a “partisan 

instrument for Pakistan”.638 

 

According to the interviews that I conducted, India tried to object to the establishment of 

UNMIN because of concerns that it would lessen its own influence in Nepal’s peace 

 
633 Kanak Mani Dixit, interview, Kathmandu, 10 October 2019; Indra Adhikari interview; Muni, 
interview; Nayak, interview 
634 Harsh V. Pant, interview, New Delhi, 26 September 2019 
635 Hisila Yami, interview, Kathmandu, 17 September 2019; Dixit interview 
636 See Security Council Report (2007a, 2007b, 2008b); United Nations Security Council (2007a) 
637 Explaining why India is against the UN presence in its territory and periphery, Muni says: 
“We don’t want UN anywhere. In our disputes, we don’t want because what is UN? UN is controlled by 
the major powers, largely western powers. We have never allowed UN to come and stay with us. Because 
we know it infringes our sovereignty and they use their own interests. So, we did not want it in Nepal 
also. Because if they work in Nepal, they will work against Nepal’s interests, against our interests.” 
However, when asked why India did not try to prevent UNMIN from coming to Nepal, Indian scholar SD 
Muni says, “How can we stop it if the Nepalese want it?” He added that the then Prime Minister of Nepal 
Girija Prasad Koirala told India to take the lead role in managing the Maoists if they did not want 
UNMIN to do the job there. 
638 Suhrke (2011, p. 40) 
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process. Bhojraj Pokharel, the former Chief Election Commissioner of the Election 

Commission of Nepal, says the First Secretary at the Indian Embassy in Kathmandu 

frequently visited his house and asked him, “Why do you need the UN? India is there to 

give you all kinds of support”.639 When India could not prevent the establishment of 

UNMIN, the country tried to restrict its mandates.640 For Nepali actors, the presence of 

the UN was intended to add legitimacy to the process, and the CPN (Maoist) was always 

in favour of UN involvement. Some actors within Nepal felt it was better for Nepal as a 

sovereign country to have an international body like the UN – instead of a bilateral actor 

like India – monitor its peace process.641 When the Nepali political parties decided to 

invite the UN mission, India changed its position and focused its attention on restricting 

the mission's mandate. It was an instance of the successful use of agency by Nepal's 

political elites against external interventions in Nepal's peace process. 

 

Thus, while Nepal’s domestic actors aimed to minimise India’s role in the peace process 

and enhance international legitimacy by involving the UNMIN, India tried to prevent its 

establishment and restrict its role. In particular, India objected to the presence of “armed 

peacekeepers or a mission with a broad mandate”.642 India feared that a strong UN 

mission “could set a precedent and encourage demands for international mediators or 

monitors in the increasingly turbulent Indian-controlled part of Jammu and Kashmir”.643 

Thus, when the domestic actors expressed a desire to invite the UNMIN, India supported 

a civilian mission of a limited duration. Since India was not a veto-holding member of 

the UNSC, it could not block the UNSC’s decision to establish UNMIN. Instead, it tried 

 
639 Bhojraj Pokharel, interview, Kathmandu, 17 September 2019 
640 Nayak, interview; Upadhya (2012) 
641 Dixit, interview 
642 Suhrke (2011, p. 40) 
643 Suhrke (2011, p. 40) 
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to influence the domestic actors in Nepal and permanent members of the UNSC in its 

capacity as a regional hegemon. This is confirmed by the Nepali officials and experts with 

whom I spoke, and the Indian scholars that I interviewed, and is further supported by the 

Security Council Reports.644 In addition, the UN itself acknowledged that “India is an 

important partner in the region” in relation to Nepal’s peace process.645 A former Foreign 

Secretary of Nepal government, who also served as the Permanent Representative to the 

United Nations (2013-2018), told me that the United Nations took India as a very 

significant external actor in Nepal’s peace process in the beginning, thus: “before coming 

to Nepal, [the UN officers] would drop by Delhi to listen to what … [India] said and then 

come to Nepal. And then while returning, they would again go to Delhi and then consult 

with them… That was a kind of practice”.646 Thus, India played a role in restricting the 

UN mandate and worried about the potential of UNMIN’s prolonged stay in Nepal, as 

demonstrated by the UN documents.647 As India agreed to have at least a limited mission, 

India’s role in this regard was helpful for Nepal’s peace process. 

 

5.2.1.3. Madhes Movements 

The Madhes Movements of 2007 and 2008 were mass protests against the Interim 

Constitution of Nepal 2007. The key demand of the protests was for the Interim 

Constitution to guarantee a federal system. The Madhes protests of 2007 led to the 

postponement of the CA election from June to September 2007, which was again 

postponed to April 2008 due to the CPN (Maoist)’s protests. The government and the 

Madhes-based parties signed agreements on both occasions, with India directly 

 
644 Pokharel, interview; Dixit, interview; Muni, interview; Nayak, interview; Security Council Report 
(2007b, 2008a, 2008b) 
645 United Nations (2008a) 
646 Durga Prasad Bhattarai, interview, Kathmandu, 18 September 2019 
647 See Security Council Report (2007b, 2008a, 2008b) 
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facilitating the agreement during the second round of protests. India’s diplomatic 

interventions during the events of Madhes Movements in 2007 and 2008 were directed 

towards pushing the Madhes-based political parties to support a single province for the 

entire Madhes. In fact, India played a role both to start the Madhes movements and to 

resolve them so that it could increase its influence in Nepal’s domestic politics.648 India 

invested a lot of diplomatic effort in working with local political parties to convince them 

to create a single province.  

 

The Madhes Movement I led by the MJFN came to a halt after the Prime Minister’s 

address to the nation following three weeks of unrest in Madhes and dozens of casualties. 

India welcomed the move by asking the government and parties to resolve the issues 

through dialogues.649 The protests resumed the following month after the Gaur massacre 

and continued until the end of August 2007. Koirala and Prachanda, the two signatories 

of the CPA, believed that India had the key to unlock the Madhes crisis.650 Koirala, who 

was the Prime Minister at the time of the Movements, said bluntly that the Madhes 

problem “could be resolved ‘in minutes’ if India and Nepal worked together”.651 India’s 

interests and interventions in Madhes Movement II validate these assertions.  

 

Indian officials pushed the Madhes-based political leaders belonging to different parties 

to form a single Madhes-focused party, which resulted in the formation of the Tarai 

Madhes Loktantrik Party (TMLP) in December 2007.652 TMLP, MJFN and other 

Madhesi parties then formed the United Democratic Madhesi Front (UDMF), which 

 
648 Geja Sharma Wagle, interview 
649 Bhasin (2008, p. 1334) 
650 Parajuli (2007); Nihar Nayak (2011, p. 649) 
651 Parajuli (2007) 
652 Kantha (2009); Sudheer Sharma (2019) 
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announced a fresh protest – Madhes Movement II – in February 2008. The protests 

intensified and did not stop until the Indian Embassy dramatically intervened to forge an 

agreement between the government and the UDMF. Sudheer Sharma, an author and editor 

of Kantipur Daily, provides details about how India intervened in his book, The Nepal 

Nexus: An Inside Account of the Maoists, the Durbar and New Delhi: 

The two leaders of the forum, Upendra Yadav and Jaya Prakash Gupta, were 

leading the agitation in the Terai. Ambassador Mukherjee phoned them on 15 

February and called them to hold talks in Kathmandu. The leaders were not eager. 

Then then Ambassador gave a stern warning to Yadav by phone, ‘So, do you guys 

not need India, then?’ Yadav and Gupta cancelled their scheduled programme in 

Biratnagar and headed for Kathmandu. Along with them, other Madhesi leaders 

such as Mahantha Thakur and Rajendra Mahato had been invited to the embassy 

at Lainchour on 19 February at 11 a.m. Ambassador Mukherjee told them that the 

10 April elections must be held at any cost. He urged them to end the agitation 

through talks with the government.653 

 

The meetings between the government representatives and the Madhesi leaders went on 

for several days at the Indian Embassy in Kathmandu and resulted in a 6-point 

understanding on 24 February 2008 (which was later amended in the Prime Minister’s 

residence on February 28 and turned into an 8-point understanding).654 India welcomed 

the agreement within half an hour of its signing and stated that it was confident about its 

“honest implementation”.655 The agreement stated that “Nepal shall become a federal 

 
653 Sudheer Sharma (2019, p. 296); Also see A. Adhikari (2017); Asian Centre for Human Rights (2009); 
Kantha (2010); Miklian (2009); Nihar Nayak (2011) 
654 Sudheer Sharma (2019) 
655 Sudheer Sharma (2019, p. 298) 
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democratic republic by accepting … Madheshi people’s aspiration for an autonomous 

Madhes state”.656  

 

A key reason why India was interested in the Madhes Movements was its interest in the 

federal demarcation of the Madhes region.657 India wanted to ensure that Madhes was a 

single autonomous province by influencing the domestic political parties from Madhes.658 

India wanted federalism in Nepal  to ensure an autonomous single Madhes province 

mainly because it wanted to use it as a tool of political bargaining for its own strategic 

benefits.659 The agreement, however, did not guarantee a single Madhes province 

although it made a commitment towards that end. This can be taken as a diplomatic failure 

of India; however, for India there was also value in getting a guarantee for the already 

twice-delayed CA elections with its diplomatic leadership. India showed again that it was 

a vital player among the external actors in Nepal’s peace process.660 

 

In a meeting with the Chief Commissioner of the Election Commission, Indian 

Ambassador Mukherjee reiterated that the CA election had to happen on 10 April 2008. 

When Chief Commissioner Pokharel expressed his doubt about the Madhesi parties’ 

involvement in the CA election, Ambassador Mukherjee said, “I can assure you that the 

election won’t be disrupted due to Madhesis”.661 The Indian ambassador was quite certain 

 
656 Wakugawa et al. (2011, p. 111) 
657 Mahat, interview; Gajurel, interview; Gyawali, interview; Koirala, interview; Nayak, interview; Muni, 
interview; Sudheer Sharma (2019); Kantha (2009) 
658 Gajurel, interview; Xingchun, interview 
659 Bishnu Raj Upreti, interview 
660 When India realised that there was no possibility of a single Madhes province due to domestic power 
equations (including the protests in Madhes region from other ethnic groups such as Tharu and Muslim), 
it should have concluded that a guarantee of an autonomous Madhes province was in itself an 
achievement for fulfilling its strategic interests. 
661 Bhojraj Pokharel and Rana (2013, p. 142) 
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of his ability to persuade the Madhesi leaders. This claim made by the Indian Ambassador 

and his key role in bringing the Madhes Movement II to an end as described above 

validates Koirala and Prachanda’s claims that the power to stop the Madhes Movements 

rested with India. 

 

India considers Nepal as a part of its security umbrella in the region as per the 1950 India-

Nepal Treaty of Peace and Friendship. India’s interest is to have a single governing entity 

in its border with Nepal. Some argue that India’s main interest was not limited to using 

Madhes as a political tool to influence Nepal’s politics – that India wanted to see the 

federal demarcation of Madhes occur in such a way that would make it easy for it to 

secede Madhes from Nepal and make it a part of India.662 Perhaps to counter this 

understanding, India’s then-External Affairs Minister clarified on 3 March 2008 during a 

session in India’s parliament that India had no “territorial ambition” associated with 

Nepal. 663 Though India’s willingness to secede Madhes from Nepal is a part of a popular 

conspiracy theory in Nepal, I have found no evidence to substantiate it. It is evident, 

however, that India influenced Nepal’s peace process at this critical juncture through its 

brokering role in Madhes politics. India’s former External Affairs Minister Mukherjee’s 

assertion that India “tried to defuse the chaos and tension which was prevailing there by 

bringing the political parties together” reveals India’s diplomatic capacity to end the 

deadlocks and support (or, indeed, derail) the CA election in 2008.664  

 

In sum, India’s diplomatic interventions included seeking to prevent UNMIN’s 

establishment, although it ultimately had to settle with a restricted mandate and short-

 
662 Gajurel, interview; Xingchun, interview 
663 Bhasin (2009, p. 1252) 
664 Mukherjee (2009) 
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term presence; supporting the political parties’ decision to weaken monarchy in the 

Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007; and intervening to broker a settlement between the 

Madhesi political parties and the government to ensure a federal republic system, an 

autonomous Madhes province bordering India, and Madhesis’ participation in the CA 

elections. 

 

5.2.2.  Military intervention 

 

India’s military interventions665 during this critical juncture, unlike in the previous one, 

were not of great significance. At this stage of the peace process, interventions such as 

supplying weapons to the NA would have been contrary to the terms of the AMMAA. 

However, the tradition of India’s Army Chief’s visits resumed which was suggestive of 

India’s military endorsement of Nepal’s political change. 

 

The AMMAA, signed by the CPN (Maoist) and the Government of Nepal on 8 December 

2006, prohibited the maintenance and replacement of lethal weapons without the input of 

the interim government or agreement of both parties.666 This meant that the Nepali 

government could not purchase lethal weapons for the NA without consent from the CPN 

(Maoist). The Nepal Army “pressed [the Nepali government] for new lethal arms 

import”;667 however, since the CPN (Maoist) opposed it on the ground that it would be 

contrary to the past agreements, no arms purchase could take place. Thus, this did not 

 
665 As no military interventions during the juncture were particularly related to critical antecedents such as 
the Interim Constitution, the establishment of UNMIN and the Madhes Movements, this section is not 
divided into subsections.  
666 Wakugawa et al. (2011, p. 85) 
667 International Crisis Group (2009) 
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represent a continuation of the arms embargo, but rather compliance with the agreement 

between the CPN (Maoist) and Nepali government.  

 

For the first time after the 2005 royal coup, in December 2007, the Chief of Nepal’s Army 

visited India at the invitation of the Indian Army Chief and received the rank of the 

honorary General of the Indian Army.668 India had refused to send its Army Chief to visit 

Nepal after the royal coup in protest against the King’s move. The Indian Army Chief did 

not visit Nepal until January 2010,669 despite longstanding tradition and the changed 

political context of Nepal after the fall of the royal regime in 2006 and the announcement 

of the republic in 2008. Both governments continued to comply with the terms of the 

AMMAA, and thus the arms supply deals did not take place during such visits.  

 

Though there was no crucial military intervention from India, the Defence Ministry 

seemed to have endorsed the political transformation Nepal was undergoing. In its annual 

report of 2008, the Ministry said that the Nepali people had shown their “disenchantment 

with [the] monarchy” and expressed India’s commitment to “respect the wishes of the 

Nepalese people in whatever future political arrangements they chose”.670 This statement 

from a neighbouring country’s Ministry of Defence meant that the defence establishment 

in India felt sufficiently confident to express its support of the republic system in Nepal 

before the country abolished the monarchy. 

 

India’s military interventions during this critical juncture were minimal, therefore, in 

terms of supplies, but broadly supportive given its statements on constitutional reform. 

 
668 Ministry of Defence of the Government of India (2008) 
669 Zee News (2010) 
670 Ministry of Defence of the Government of India (2007, pp. 6-7) 
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This level of engagement reveals the degree to which the Indian military took an active 

interest in Nepal’s peace process. 

 

5.2.3. Economic intervention 

 

India’s economic involvements during the CA election juncture included regular 

development assistance, logistical support to the UNMIN, and direct investment in 

Nepal’s Election Commission. Although India was not a part of the NPTF, it provided 

some logistical support as a bilateral donor for peace-related activities, in addition to 

development assistance. Its assistance to the UNMIN and the Election Commission was 

related to the CA election in 2008, and thus India’s economic interventions during the 

time somewhat contributed to the success of the election. 

 

India attempted to remain a key economic player during this time by providing more 

financial aid and reducing Nepal’s reliance on other donors; however, it failed to do so. 

Pokharel, then the Chief Election Commissioner of Nepal’s Election Commission, says 

that India asked the Election Commission why Nepal was approaching other countries 

for support instead of taking everything they needed from India.671 Pokharel’s claim 

seems credible given that India has always been keen to assert its special relationship with 

Nepal. He recollects what the Indian Ambassador at the time said to him: “Whatever you 

need for the elections, we will provide you [with]… You don’t need to approach any 

donors. Just let me know your needs, my government has allocated enough funds for this 

purpose”. This quote implies that India saw their economic investment as securing 

political influence in the peace process.  

 
671 Pokharel, interview  
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However, Nepal did not want India to have a monopoly in Nepal in this regard. According 

to Pokharel, Nepal wanted to get support from multiple donors because it was not good 

for the sake of the country to depend on one particular country.672 This was reflected in 

India’s economic aid to the Election Commission during the period. Compared to India’s 

diplomatic engagements, its economic assistance to the peace process, including its aid 

to the Election Commission, was not massive and was limited to some logistical support 

for the peace process, such as 500 vehicles to the Election Commission and security 

agencies.673 

 

Table 5.1: India’s economic aid to Nepal (2006-2008) 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Ministry of Finance, Government of Nepal674 

 

From 2006 to 2007, India’s focus was on the implementation of its ongoing developments 

projects in Nepal rather than programmes directly related to the peace process.675 In the 

financial years 2007/8 and 2008/9, India supported Nepal’s development initiatives in the 

 
672 Pokharel, interview 
673 Pokharel, interview 
674 See Ministry of Finance of the Government of Nepal (2013); Grants converted from NPR to the USD 
as per Nepal Rashtra Bank’s exchange rates 1 USD = 71.19 (2007) and 78.05 (2009). 
675 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2007, p. 15) 

Financial year Grant (USD) Loan (USD) 

2005/6 4,677,761 0 

2006/7 28,694,620 36,937,605 

2008/9 61,063,421 26,989,110 



194 
 

areas of health, infrastructure, community development and education.676 As Table 7 

shows, while India provided a US$28,694,620 grant and a US$36,937,605 loan 

contribution in the financial year 2006/7, the grant reached US$61,063,421 in addition to 

a loan amount of US$26,989,110 in the financial year 2008/9. India’s grant of aid to Nepal 

in 2008/9 was 13 times that of 2005/6. This implies India’s economic endorsement of the 

political transition Nepal was undertaking. India’s grant assistance to Nepal amounted to 

more than China’s aid; however, it was less than that of the US. For instance, while India 

provided US$61 million in grant assistance in 2008/9, China’s aid during the same period 

was only US$8 million, while the US investment was US$78.4 million.677 However, India 

and China’s investment in Nepal in relation to the peace process was much less than that 

of the US, which will be examined further below.  

 

Despite the fact that India tried to prevent UNMIN’s establishment and restrict its 

mandate, the country provided some logistical support to the UN body after it was 

established. For example, it provided 82 vehicles, 20 generators, and five ambulances to 

the Nepali government for UNMIN’s use in 2007.678 India also provided 50 wireless sets 

and containers to store weapons.679 This, according to the UN, provided a “vital support” 

for the UNMIN’s deployment in the beginning.680 This demonstrates that India had some 

crucial economic interventions during this critical juncture which supported the 

successful holding of the CA election. 

 

 
676 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2008, p. 12); Ministry of External Affairs of 
the Government of India (2009, p. 11) 
677 These amounts are mentioned in detail in these countries’ respective sections below.  
678 United Nations Security Council (2007a) 
679 Sood (2010) 
680 United Nations Security Council (2007a) 
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As mentioned earlier, the NPTF was established as an initiative that provided a system 

for donors to financially support the peace process. However, India, like China, did not 

participate as a donor country to the initiative. Instead of contributing to this forum, 

Nepal’s two neighbours chose to instead provide their aid in bilateral form. India and 

China wanted to maintain their own bilateral channels for securing their interests. As 

discussed above, India’s aid to the peace-related activities was minimal since it only 

provided one-off funding for the CA election and UNMIN’s establishment, in contrast to 

the annual aid provided by other donors to the NPTF. This was suggestive of India’s 

reluctance to substantially support the peace process from an economic perspective. 

 

At this juncture, India played a key role in the Madhes situation, supported the political 

shift from monarchy to republic; and did not block the establishment of UNMIN. India 

sought to manipulate elements of the peace process when it could through diplomatic but 

also economic means – it sought to influence the size and mandate of UNMIN, intervened 

directly in the Madhes protests, and chose to invest bilaterally in Nepal’s peace process 

rather than join the donor group to contribute to the NTPF (which would have diluted its 

influence). 

 

5.3. China 

 

China’s interventions in Nepal’s peace process during the critical juncture of the CA 

election 2008 was centred on finding an ally amongst the political parties as it became 

clear the monarchy was not going to survive. When its trusted ally, monarchy, was 

abolished, China started to intensify its engagement with other political actors in Nepal 
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so that it could resist the increasing western influence in Nepal.681 China provided no 

military support during this phase; however, it made crucial economic interventions in 

the lead up to the CA election 2008. 

 

5.3.1. Diplomatic intervention 

 

China backed the peace process initiatives that progressed from the CPA to the CA 

election 2008. At the election materials handover ceremony in Kathmandu in 2007, the 

Chinese Ambassador Zheng Xianglin said that the CA election was an important 

component of Nepal’s peace process and its successful conduct was crucial: “The Chinese 

government regards the CA election to be an important chain in the whole Peace Process, 

and the successful completion of the Election will contribute a lot to the future political 

stability, economic development and people's welfare”.682 In September 2007, the CPN 

(Maoist) left the government with the demand of making the country a republic before 

the CA election, warning that it would disrupt the election if its demands were not met. 

When the top leaders of the SPA reached a 23-point Agreement in December 2007 that 

brought the Maoists back to the government and ensured the CA election, China 

welcomed it as a “positive progress”.683 Similarly, after the CA election was successfully 

held on 10 April 2008, China expressed its happiness “to see the Constituent Assembly 

Elections in Nepal were held smoothly” and expressed its commitment to provide support 

in the future.684 

 

 
681 Ghimire, interview 
682 Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal (2007b) 
683 Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal (2007a) 
684 Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal (2008) 
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China offered vocal support for the CA election but, unlike India, did not openly broker 

facilitation amongst the Nepali parties when they had disputes. A Nepali official, Bala 

Nanda Sharma, told me that China was “watching everything carefully”, but was “not 

visible anywhere”.685 A former American Ambassador to Nepal, Scott DeLisi, made 

similar remarks: “China’s role was not visible. The Chinese Ambassador just didn’t 

engage on these things with his diplomatic counterparts. China was interested in Nepal, 

but we didn’t necessarily see them as tremendously engaged in the ins and outs of this 

process”.686 

 

Publicly, China presented a consistent view about Nepal’s conflict: the peace process was 

an internal matter.687 In private communications with the Nepalese officials, however, 

Chinese diplomats would state that they supported Nepal’s sovereign choice and wanted 

Nepal to complete the peace process as soon as it could.688 However, in my interviews 

with Chinese academics and officials, it became clear that the country was proactively 

engaged behind the scenes. As Professor Wang Hongwei, a prominent Chinese expert on 

South Asian affairs, said: 

China’s government supported different parties and different sides to resolve to 

political negotiation and solve all your conflict problems in a peaceful way, that’s 

what China would like to see in Nepal. I think China just gives political support 

to the political negotiation happening in Nepal. [The] Chinese government 

expressed its wishes time and again that we want to have a peaceful Nepal. Nepal 

 
685 Bala Nanda Sharma, interview 
686 DeLisi, interview 
687 Rupak Sapkota, interview, Kathmandu, 14 September 2019 
688 Gyawali, interview 
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can remain stable and peaceful, that is not only in the interest of the Nepalese 

people but also in the interest of the Chinese people.689 

 

A Chinese government statement issued in September 2007 substantiates Hongwei’s 

claim: China “tried its best to play a constructive role” to resolve the political problems 

Nepal was facing and welcomed the evolution of the peace process: 

In recent years, Nepal has been affected by conflicts and instability. As an 

immediate neighbor and close friend of Nepal, China has shown great concern. 

We have also tried our best to play a constructive role in urging all sides in Nepal 

to solve problems through dialogues and talks. To our great joy, under the 

endeavors of diligent, sapiential and brave Nepalese people, Nepal is now heading 

to a road of peace, stability, economic development and social prosperity. The 

Chinese Government and people respect political system and road of development 

chosen by Nepalese people, and sincerely hope that all constitutional forces in 

Nepal will set store by the fundamental interest of the country and people, and 

seek to appropriately settle the current difficulties and problems through 

dialogues, based on the maintenance of Nepal's independence, sovereignty and 

national integrity. The Chinese Government welcomes the progress made in the 

peace process. We believe that all the concerned parties in Nepal would continue 

to push forward the peace process, benefit the Nepalese people and make 

contributions to the peace, stability and development of this region.690 

 

 
689 Hongwei, interview 
690 Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal (2007c) 
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As the statement implies, China’s diplomatic intervention during the phase of the Interim 

Constitution of Nepal 2007 was supportive of the political changes Nepal was 

undergoing.  

 

However, one concern that China did have was Nepal’s ability to control Tibetan protests 

in Nepal. According to one Chinese scholar, peace and stability in Nepal would help curb 

the Tibetan rebellion and secure Chinese economic investments in Nepal.691 The success 

of the peace process could give Nepal economic and diplomatic stability, and thus China 

was in support of the implementation of the CPA, including the promulgation of the 

Interim Constitution in 2007 and the CA election in 2008. 

 

India’s relationship with the Maoists started to deteriorate after they won the CA election 

in 2008. In contrast, China started to form a closer relationship with the Maoists and 

further increased its diplomatic efforts after the election result.692 The following sections 

explore how China sought to enhance diplomatic relations with political parties from 

2007 through to the CA election of 2008.   

 

5.3.1.1. The Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007 

In contrast to its own position towards the monarchy in the aftermath of the royal coup of 

2005, China started to slowly shift its focus from the monarchy to the political parties 

after it saw that the political parties did not support the monarchy in the aftermath of the 

signing of the CPA. China was seemingly quite quick to understand the parties’ ambitions 

to become a republic. So, it started to take the political parties as its reliable partner in 

 
691 Xingchun, interview 
692 Rupak Sapkota, interview 
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Kathmandu, as it had taken the monarchy as its trusted partner previously (by first calling 

the royal coup of 2005 a domestic matter and later providing the royal regime with 

military support). 

 

The Nepali actors I interviewed had very positive impressions about China, unlike India. 

China’s diplomatic involvement in the process was described as “mature” because it 

chose not to be visible.693 As the former foreign secretary of Nepal government disclosed 

to me:  

China’s role was always positive… As long as we said that we can handle it, on 

our own, it's our domestic problem, they heeded to us. Of course, they kept on 

reminding as to where we were in terms of solving the problem and whether they 

could be of help. But then, they all heeded it when we said it is still a domestic 

problem and we can handle it.694 

 

Pradeep Gyawali, a former Foreign Minister of Nepal and government negotiator during 

the peace talks, said that China was sympathetic to Nepal’s peace process and always had 

a “neutral” approach towards it.  However, China’s position on UNMIN and Nepal’s 

federalism reveals that China’s position on Nepal’s peace process was not entirely neutral 

during the CA election juncture. 

 

5.3.1.2. Establishment of UNMIN 

China’s approach to UNMIN was similar to that of India: it was reluctant to see its 

establishment in the beginning and then sought to limit its mandate when it was clear the 

 
693 Bala Nanda Sharma, interview 
694 Durga Prasad Bhattarai, interview 
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Nepalese political actors were determined to have it. China was unhappy to see UNMIN’s 

presence in Nepal,695 and it tried to restrict its mandate.696 Although China could have 

vetoed the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) resolution to establish UNMIN, it 

did not do so, perhaps because it did not want to spoil the peace process. In Security 

Council deliberations, China repeatedly stressed that the UNSC decision regarding the 

UN mission to Nepal should be based on what Nepal wanted, and not on what other 

external actors desired. Thus, once China understood that the Nepali domestic actors 

including the CPN (Maoist) were keen to invite UNMIN to ensure the success of the 

peace process, China seems to have not wanted to disappoint its neighbour by vetoing the 

resolution. 

 

China therefore ultimately supported the mission on the condition that UNMIN should be 

“a focused mission of limited duration”.697 China’s initial position was that UNMIN 

should only have a mandate of six months, but it later agreed – reluctantly – to a term of 

one year:698 “China holds strongly to its position that UNMIN should be of limited 

duration. It sees Nepal as a ‘special case’ and does not want the UN involved in 

facilitating the political process beyond the current mandate”.699  

 

When the CA election was postponed twice, the UNMIN mandate to oversee the election 

was not yet complete. Thus, while there was an “acknowledgement” that the UNMIN 

should remain in Nepal for an additional term of six months, there were divided opinions 

 
695 Dixit, interview; Yami, interview; Upadhya (2012) 
696 Upadhya (2012) 
697 Security Council Report (2008d) 
698 Security Council Report (2007b) 
699 Security Council Report (2007a) 
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about for how long it could continue.700 China had “indicated that they do not want to see 

a prolonged UN presence on their borders”.701 China was clearly concerned with any 

possibility that UNMIN would go beyond its mandate. As a UNSC report says, “China 

has been cautious about any signs of UNMIN moving beyond its original mandate. It has 

been constant in its position that any extension of or changes to UNMIN’s mandate must 

be in line with what Nepal’s government wishes”.702  

 

China did not use its veto to prevent the formation of UNMIN; had it done so, it could 

have impeded Nepal’s peace process and gone against the Nepalese political actors’ 

wishes. However, it clearly interfered to make sure that UNMIN was of limited duration 

and had a restricted mandate. 

 

5.3.1.3. Madhes Movements  

After the establishment of the UNMIN, a key concern for China about Nepal’s peace 

process was the issue of federalism. Scholars from both Nepal and China have indicated 

to me that China was worried about the demarcation of provinces in Nepal.703 China’s 

primary concern was how Nepal’s demarcation would influence political agitation for 

independence within Tibet.704 India was interested in seeing a single province in the 

Madhes, as discussed above; China, however, wanted Nepal to be demarcated into 

provinces that spanned from the North to the South, with multiple provinces in Madhes 

stretching to the northern frontiers of Nepal. China’s perception was that India wanted a 

single autonomous province in Madhes to make Nepal vulnerable to a secession 

 
700 Security Council Report (2008b) 
701 Security Council Report (2008b); Italics added. 
702 Security Council Report (2008a) 
703 Rupak Sapkota, interview; Xingchun, interview 
704 Rupak Sapkota, interview 
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movement.705 For China, though – whose long-term strategic interest is very much 

connected with the South Asian nations through Nepal – having provinces span from the 

North to the South could make the federal state more economically sustainable.706 China 

wanted Nepal to be a strong state since it was only then that it could address China’s 

security concerns related to Tibet.707 Substantiating Sapkota’s claim that China had a 

preference of a North-South demarcation of provinces in Nepal, Xingchun told me that 

China wanted the North-South demarcation “for Nepal’s national integrity” (against 

secession).708 Adding that India was working to make Nepal its next Sikkim709 by making 

the use of a single province in the Madhes region, Xingchun said, “China’s policy is to 

protect the small countries and their sovereignty”.710 Despite China’s diplomatic 

reservations against the single autonomous state in the Madhes, the agreement between 

the Government of Nepal and the UDMF after the Madhes Movement II included a term 

to “accept … Madheshi people’s aspiration for an autonomous Madhesh state”.711 The 

agreement committed to an autonomous Madhes province but did not guarantee a single 

province in Madhes as India would have liked to see, nor did it guarantee North-South 

demarcation as per China’s preference. Since the domestic political scenario was not 

favourable for a single Madhes province – the mainstream political parties were against 

it, and even in Madhes, ethnic groups like the Tharu and Muslims protested the idea – 

India should have concluded that a strong position on it could derail the peace process by 

 
705 Xingchun, interview; Rupak Sapkota, interview 
706 Xingchun, interview; Rupak Sapkota, interview 
707 Xingchun, interview 
708 Xingchun, interview 
709 Sikkim, a sovereign state until 1975, was annexed by India that year. Since then, there exists a 
discourse that India wants to make Nepal its next Sikkim. 
710 Xingchun, interview 
711 Wakugawa et al. (2011, p. 111) 
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pushing the CA elections into uncertainty. The sequence of events therefore shows that 

the diplomatic pressures from both India and China did not work fully. 

 

Aside from the issue of the demarcation of federal structures, China’s other main concern 

was the nature of the proposed federalism. It did not like to see ethnicity-based federalism 

in Nepal, which was the policy foundation of the mainstream political parties of Nepal 

except the CPN (Maoist). Instead of making ethnicity the base of federal demarcation, as 

proposed mainly by the Maoists, China wanted it to be based on economic sustainability 

and connectivity.712 Sapkota claims that China expressed these arguments informally to 

Nepali actors.713 Crucially, no agreement was signed with any agitating political groups 

to ensure the ethnicity-based autonomous provinces during this period, which was in line 

with China’s position. 

 

Thus, China, similar to India, experienced different outcomes for its diplomatic 

interventions during this juncture. China was partly successful in having the UNMIN in 

Nepal with restricted mandates. However, China looked to have ‘lost out’ on its 

opposition to India’s push for a single autonomous province in Madhes, since the political 

parties agreed to accept an autonomous Madhes province. It was also not a complete win 

for India since the agreement did not guarantee a single province covering the entire 

Madhes. It was even not a constitutional guarantee, and what would actually happen was 

to be decided by the CA after the CA elections. Nor did China win, as the parties did not 

reach a consensus in the way China would have liked regarding Nepal’s federal 

demarcation. However, China did gain a small diplomatic victory with no agreement on 

 
712 Rupak Sapkota, interview 
713 Rupak Sapkota, interview 
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ethnicity-based federal demarcation made prior to the elections. Since the CPN (Maoist) 

was a staunch advocate of the ethnicity-based federalism, China’s opposition to it shows 

that, though the country was improving its relations with the CPN (Maoist), it was not 

entirely aligned with the Maoist party. 

 

 

5.3.2. Military intervention 

 

China’s military interventions up to the CA election were supportive of the peace process. 

As explained above, any purchase of lethal weapons by the NA, or supplies of lethal 

weapons to the NA, would have been against the terms of the AMMAA. In this situation, 

China, like India, did not intervene militarily in terms of arms supply during this period 

except for continuing to conduct military training exercises with the NA officials. 

Between 2006 and 2007, 21 Nepalese officers and soldiers went to China for training.714 

This could be interpreted as a ‘light’ intervention, but the numbers were so small that it 

was clearly designed to continue engagement as opposed to affect or derail the peace 

process. 

 

5.3.3. Economic intervention 

 

China’s economic interventions in the peace process during the CA election 2008 juncture 

focused largely on the successful conduct of the election and were not associated with 

critical antecedents such as the Interim Constitution, the UNMIN establishment and the 

Madhes Movements. 

 
714 Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal (2007c) 
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In terms of monetary aid in the lead up to the CA election, China’s economic intervention 

was small. Like India, China’s primary contribution during the period was in the form of 

regular development aid.715 As shown in Table 5.2 below, there was a reduction in the 

grant money China provided in the financial year 2008/9, when it provided only US$8.1 

million, while it had provided US$12.2 million in 2006/7. However, in 2008/9 there was 

an additional loan support of US$33.76 million. Like India, China did not join the NPTF 

but chose to contribute as a bilateral donor to maintain its direct influence. 

 

China’s peace process-related economic interventions during the CA election 2008 

juncture were mainly made up of logistical support for Nepal’s Election Commission. 

Since the CA election was mired in uncertainty and postponed twice because of political 

disputes in Kathmandu, it was hard for the Election Commission to consistently prepare 

the logistics for the election. Amidst this difficulty, the Election Commission of Nepal 

received crucial support from China.716 Nepal did not have the capacity to manufacture 

materials like paper, pens, stamp pads and other essential items in bulk in time for the 

election. Pokharel recalls the Chinese Ambassador Zheng Xianglin’s offer of help: “Your 

Excellency, our government in Beijing is ready to support your elections. Please let us 

know what we can do for you”.717 China sent the materials as requested by the Election 

Commission in three chartered planes.718 This aid was worth US$1.4 million (NPR 90 

million).719 Addressing the receipt ceremony of election materials, the Chinese 

 
715 Poudel, interview; Mahat, interview 
716 Pokharel, interview 
717 Bhojraj Pokharel and Rana (2013, p. 71) 
718 Pokharel, interview 
719 Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal (2007b); Converted into USD from NPR as per 
Nepal Rashtra Bank’s rate 1 USD = 63.65 (12 November 2007) 
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Ambassador to Nepal said that this support “embodied the firm support of Chinese 

government” to Nepal’s peace process.720 As implied by the then-Chief Commissioner of 

the Election Commission above, this aid from China was interpreted as a gesture of 

goodwill for the success of the CA election in particular, and the whole peace process in 

general. 

 

Table 5.2: China’s economic aid to Nepal (2006–2009) 

 

 

 

 

Source: Ministry of Finance, Government of Nepal721 

 

In sum, China, like India, sought to influence some processes, including around 

federalism, UNMIN, and bilateral funding. However, it complied with the AMMAA and 

did not intervene when it became clear that there was support within Nepal for 

transitioning to a republic. Even though China did not encourage the republic system over 

the monarchy, it did provide diplomatic backing to the domestic political actors’ decision 

to make the monarchy weaker and move towards a republic. Even though China felt that 

the presence of the UNMIN in Nepal was against its own strategic interests, it did not 

veto the UNSC resolution that established UNMIN because it recognised local actors call 

for the mission to support Nepal’s peace process. One of the reasons why China wanted 

the peace process to succeed was that failure of the process could create political 

 
720 Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal (2007b) 
721 See Ministry of Finance of the Government of Nepal (2013); Converted into USD from NPR as per 
Nepal Rashtra Bank’s rate 1 USD = 71.19 (2007) and 78.05 (2009) 

Financial year Grant (USD) Loan (USD) 

2006–2007 12,208,035 0 

2008–2009 8,135,810 33,760,410 
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instability in Nepal, which, in turn, would heighten its security concerns regarding Tibet. 

As far as China was concerned, only a politically stable Nepal could serve its security 

interests. Thus, China supported the local initiatives, including UNMIN and the CA 

election 2008, by means of diplomatic and economic interventions. 

 

 

5.4. The United States 

 

The United States’ interventions in the lead up to the CA election were critical. 

Diplomatically, the US sanctions placed pressure on the Maoists to remain politically 

engaged in the peace process and the US, unlike China and India, backed the UNMIN’s 

establishment unconditionally. Like China and India, the US military interventions during 

this period were minimal. Economically however, the US support towards the Election 

Commission to hold the CA election and provision of aid in the areas of conflict, peace 

and security, helped to ensure financial investment in the peace process. 

 

5.4.1. Diplomatic intervention 

 

The US expressed its commitment to the peace process during this juncture, but also 

continued to strongly criticise the Maoist’s activities. Unlike India and China, the US was 

blunt in its denunciation of the Maoists. The US distrust of the Maoists was primarily 

related to the United States’ global war on terror. As discussed in the next chapter, even 

after the CPN (Maoist) emerged as the largest political party by winning the CA election 

in April 2008, the US still did not remove the terrorist tag it had imposed on them. The 

US’ diplomatic engagement was intended to ensure the Maoists remained committed to 
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peaceful politics and would abandon violent activities. This diplomatic intervention does 

appear to have helped make the Maoists more committed to the political processes 

without the use of violence during this juncture. The US also provided unconditional 

support to UNMIN, unlike India and China. 

 

 

5.4.1.1. The Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007 

The Interim Constitution converted the CPN (Maoist) into a constitutional power by 

bringing it into the interim legislature-parliament and by laying the path for its inclusion 

in the interim government. Although it joined the government in April 2007, the US 

continued to put the CPN (Maoist) on the list of terrorist organisations and kept pushing 

it to commit to peaceful politics. The US was concerned that the CPN (Maoist) had not 

abandoned violence completely and that they were not implementing the CPA 

faithfully.722 Moriarty, the then-US Ambassador in Kathmandu, adds: “My message was 

consistent that … you've got a peace agreement, implement it. And don't expect us to treat 

you like a party to a peace agreement that you're not honouring”.723 Moriarty explained 

that he did not hold much hope for the outcome of the peace process since there was an 

alliance made up of one side that had an army and the other that did not, implying that 

the US was still hesitant about the collaboration between the mainstream political parties 

and the CPN (Maoist):  

There was nothing in the agreement (Comprehensive Peace Accord) where you 

could really predict that the Maoists were going to give up violence and as long 

as you have an alliance of political parties who have no army and do not engage 

 
722 Moriarty, interview 
723 Moriarty, interview 
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in violence and one who does, you have to believe that the parties that is willing 

to engage in violence as an army was probably gonna have [the] upper hand in 

any agreement.724 

 

This shows that the United States was dissatisfied with the CPA because the agreement 

gave an upper hand to the CPN (Maoist) since the party continued to have an army even 

after the peace agreement had been signed. Moriarty reportedly continued with his 

questions like: “The Maoists are still the terrorists. How can you do the elections when 

one party still has the weapons with them?”725 However, this strong position of the US 

could not prevent the Maoist from taking part in the CA elections with their arms and 

army in the cantonments. It was possible because the Nepali political actors had 

unanimous decisions to go for the elections first and decide about the future of Maoist's 

arms and army later. The US interventions could not bring about the intended outcome in 

this context. 

 

When asked if his harsher stand against the Maoists denied the US of a bigger role in 

Nepal’s peace process, Moriarty defended the US’ position by suggesting that the Maoists 

would have taken control of the state if the US position had not been that tough. He quoted 

what, according to him, Prachanda told his party cadres about his role: “If there was no 

Moriarty, we’d be in control of Kathmandu already”.726 The claim that the Maoists would 

have taken control of the state in the absence of the harsher stand of the US envoy is not 

credible; however, it is true that the Maoists were under tremendous pressure due to the 

US approach towards them and this approach encouraged them to adopt less violent 

 
724 Moriarty, interview 
725 Pokharel, interview 
726 Moriarty, interview 
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measures and be more responsive to the peace process. Thus, the US denunciation of the 

Maoist activities and delays in removing the terrorist designation can be interpreted as 

interventions designed to support the peace process, not to derail it. The US wanted to see 

the peaceful and democratic transformation of the Maoists.727 Even if the US had wanted 

to derail the peace process, it would not have been an easy task given that India and China 

were strongly supporting the process. In this regard, the US was aware that it could not 

go against Nepal’s neighbours vis-à-vis Nepal’s peace process. A US Ambassador who 

worked in Nepal during the peace process confirms this: “The US never sought to 

supplant Nepal’s two big neighbours”.728 

 

It is interesting to note that, though the US Embassy in Kathmandu was very critical of 

the Maoists, senior American officials visiting Nepal were more curious about how they 

could support the peace process. The US treatment of the Maoists changed after Nancy 

Powell replaced Moriarty in July 2007.729 According to Pokharel, the US representatives 

visiting the Election Commission, even during the tenure of Moriarty, always expressed 

their willingness to support the election process.730 However, the US Department of State 

and the Senators who visited during this period, expressed two concerns. The first was 

about what problems “we” (in Pokharel’s words, referring to Nepal) had and how the US 

could help to solve them; and they were also concerned about the security arrangements 

around the election and the possibility of holding peaceful elections.731After Powell’s 

posting, the concern of the US, from the embassy level too, was more about how they 

could support the process, instead of suspecting the Maoists and publicly denouncing 

 
727 Rupak Sapkota, interview; U. K. Bhattarai (2014) 
728 DeLisi, interview 
729 Pokharel, interview 
730 Pokharel, interview 
731 Pokharel, interview 
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them.732 The US’ outlook towards the Maoists became softer after Moriarty; however, the 

country still did not remove the terrorist tag until four years after they won the CA election 

in 2008. This suggests that the US’ position towards the Maoists remained unchanged in 

essence, but it was nonetheless hopeful about the peace process and was ready to 

contribute to make it possible. 

 

The US was sceptical about the likelihood of the CPN (Maoist) undergoing a peaceful 

transformation because of the US’ longstanding suspicion of the radical communist 

ideology that the CPN (Maoist) carried (also echoing the US considering China as a threat 

to its national security). Since the CPN (Maoist) and China were getting closer during this 

juncture, the US might have taken the CPN (Maoist) to be a threat, too. They thus took 

the Nepali Maoists as “an ideological challenge and as a threat”.733 Instead of letting the 

CPN (Maoist) be a radical communist party, the US wanted to see it become a peaceful 

political party. The US Envoy to Nepal during the insurgency and peace process confirms 

that the US took the China threat into account when developing its policy towards Nepal: 

“We do worry about China tremendously… What I feel fear will be an attempt to 

dominate Nepal by China… If we weren’t as focused on the China threat as we are 

strategically now, we could really be focused just purely on economic development and 

on health [in Nepal]”.734 Chinese scholar Professor Long Xingchun agrees with 

Moriarty’s claim that Nepal’s importance to the US was largely because of China; as he 

said, “The value of Nepal to the US is China”.735 

 

 
732 Pokharel, interview 
733 Rupak Sapkota, interview 
734 Moriarty, interview 
735 Xingchun, interview 
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In sum, the US policy after the Interim Constitution was promulgated continued to be 

harsh towards the Maoists, with the motive of pushing the latter into peaceful politics and 

preventing their rise as a radical communist party. Since the US took its engagement in 

Nepal as a part of its global war on terror, it kept its terrorist tag in place until 2012. As 

the US understood it, the rise of the Maoist as a radical communist group could constitute 

a threat to its national security, as was China. The US became increasingly concerned as 

the CPN (Maoist) was getting closer to China during this juncture. Thus, the US focused 

on the transformation of the Maoist into a political party that was committed to peaceful 

politics by means of its diplomatic interventions. 

 

5.4.1.2. Establishment of UNMIN 

The US was supportive of the establishment of UNMIN. Unlike China and India, the US 

did not have any strategic opposition to the UNMIN’s establishment. When China 

expressed its unwillingness to extend the UNMIN mandate beyond one year in the 

Security Council in September 2007, the US, along with the UK, was “uncomfortable 

with UNMIN shutting down before completing its mandate”.736 While the US wanted an 

extension of the UNMIN’s tenure if it could not complete its mandate by the end of its 

one-year term, China did not like to see a prolonged UN presence in Nepal.737 Unlike 

India and China, the US did not have any reservations about the length and breadth of 

UNMIN’s mandates until the first CA election in 2008.738 Thus, the US provided crucial 

support for Nepal’s proposal to extend UNMIN’s mandate without any conditions. The 

US and the UK’s positions in the UNSC helped secure the mandate extension, which in 

turn was supportive of holding the CA election 2008. After the CA election was over, the 

 
736 Security Council Report (2007a) 
737 Security Council Report (2008b) 
738 See Security Council Report (2007a, 2007b, 2008a, 2008b) 
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UNSC extended UNMIN’s mandate for another six months, but as a downsized political 

mission that focused specifically on monitoring the management of arms and armies since 

the army integration was yet to take place (see next chapter). The US “strongly supported” 

the UNMIN and “commended” the work it did in Nepal.739 US backing for UNMIN was 

responsive to the local actors’ calls for the establishment of this mission to secure trust at 

this crucial stage of the peace process. 

 

5.4.1.3. The Madhes Movements 

The US did not express reservations about Nepal’s proposed federal system as a result of 

the Madhes Movements; however, it did not appear to have supported the proposed 

proportional electoral system. In the aftermath of the Madhes Movements, the 

government and the political parties included a provision allowing for a proportional 

electoral system, instead of a strict first-past-the-post system, to hold the CA election. As 

the US envoy puts it, the agreement on the proportional electoral system was “crazy. 

You're going to create a permanent deadlock. You are just going to create a situation 

where people have to shop for coalitions constantly. And that's not going to lead to a 

stable democracy”.740 The US, however, was supportive of the transformation of Nepal 

from a unitary system to a federal system; Moriarty said, “I am encouraged by federalism 

in Nepal”.741 However, the parties agreed to proportional representation in elections, and 

the CA election took place accordingly, so the US’ position did not influence nor, 

crucially, derail the outcome. 

 

 
739 United Nations (2008b) 
740 Moriarty, interview 
741 Moriarty, interview 
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In sum, the United States’ diplomatic interventions during the critical juncture of the CA 

election helped ensure the conduct of the CA primarily by pressing the Maoists to be 

more committed to peaceful politics and supporting UNMIN’s establishment and its 

mandate extension. 

 

5.4.2. Military intervention 

 

The United States’ military intervention during the critical juncture of the CA election 

2008 was limited to military trainings for the NA, similar to that of India and China. There 

was no other military support made available during the whole period. The proportion of 

economic aid to military aid at this time was 99:1, while it was 65:35 in 2002 and 90:10 

in 2004, as Table 9 below shows. The military aid spent in 2006, 2007 and 2008 was 

US$637,000, U$788,000 and US$853,000 respectively. There was no aid provided under 

the category of foreign military financing from 2006 onwards, meaning that the US 

stopped its military aid except for trainings from the year the CPA was signed. However, 

there was a consistent increase in investment on the military trainings program. The US 

investment in military trainings during this juncture is substantial compared to that 

provided by China and India, which was more a matter of a continuity of past support. 

This means the US increased its aid for the military trainings but discontinued aid for 

other military activities, such as the purchase of lethal weapons and so on, since these 

would have been against the provisions of the CPA and peace-related agreements between 

the CPN (Maoist) and the government. Though the total amount of military aid was 

similar in amount during both conflict time and after the CPA (except in 2002), there was 

a dramatic reduction in the proportion of the total military aid if one compares the 

financial years 2002 (35%) and 2008 (1%). This means that, despite the fact that the US 
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could not provide other military aids including the lethal weapons, it continued to increase 

its aid to the NA in whatever form it could, making sure it did not undermine the peace 

process. 

 

 

Table 5.3: US military aid to Nepal (2002–2008) 

 

Fiscal year Activity Disbursed 

aid (USD) 

Percentage of 

total aid 

2002 IMET742 Program 

FMF743 Program 

377,000 

14,000,000 

35 

2003 IMET Program 

FMF Program 

500,000 

3,150,000 

9 

2004 IMET Program 

FMF Program 

546,000 

3,975,000 

10 

2005 IMET Program 

FMF Program 

627,000 

1,000,000 

2 

2006 IMET Program 637,000 1 

2007 IMET Program 788,000 1 

2008 IMET Program 853,000 1 

       

Source: ForeignAssistance.gov744 

 

 
742 IMET Program stands for International Military Education and Training Program. 
743 FMF Program stands for Foreign Military Financing Program. 
744 ForeignAssistance.gov (2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008) 
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This shows that the US was keen to help the NA while staying within the parameters of 

the peace agreements during the critical juncture of the CA election 2008. Their military 

interventions did not go beyond the terms of the AMMAA, but the financial aid provided 

for military training and education helped strengthen the peace process in that it ensured 

the NA were occupied and financially supported during this political transition. 

 

5.4.3. Economic intervention 

 

The United States’ economic interventions during the critical juncture of the CA election 

include regular economic aid, aid for peace-related activities, and some logistical support 

to the Election Commission for the conduct of the CA election. Though the US was not 

a part of the NPTF until this critical juncture (it joined the NPTF in 2012 after the Maoist 

army integration), it provided bilateral aid for the CA election and the peace process as a 

whole. The US asked the Nepali officials what they needed to complete the peace process, 

including the CA election, which points to the US’ commitment to Nepal’s peace 

process.745 Pokharel recollects how the problem of getting ballot papers was resolved by 

the US for the timely conduct of the CA election in 2008: 

We did not have capacity of printing the ballot paper. We needed a printing 

machine for that. We told the Americans that was our problem. Then the US 

immediately managed the fund to bring the printing machine from Germany and 

to build up ballot printing capacity in Kathmandu. This is just an example. There 

was more support from the US.746 

 

 
745 Pokharel, interview 
746 Pokharel, interview 
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The US spent US$4.3 million on conflict, peace and security sectors in 2006, while the 

amount spent on the same category in 2007 was US$9.75 million.747 In 2008, the US 

provided US$13 million for the conflict, peace and security sectors, while it provided 

US$3 million to spend on election and political processes.748 The sectors that the US 

focused on during the period were peace and security, counterterrorism, security sector 

reform, conflict mitigation and reconciliation, just and democratic governance, rule of 

law and human rights, good governance, health and education. The Congressional budget 

justification for the fiscal year 2007 stated that “counter[ing] the Maoist threat … is key 

to achieving U.S. regional and bilateral goals, including preventing the spread of 

terror”.749 It was perhaps because of this reason that the US increased its aid related to 

conflict, peace and security during this period; in 2006, 2007 and 2008, the United States 

disbursed $US64.7 million, $US63.8 million, and $US78.4 million respectively.750  

 

Table 5.4: US aid to Nepal (2006–2008) 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: ForeignAssistance.gov751 

 

 
747 ForeignAssistance.gov (2006, 2007) 
748 ForeignAssistance.gov (2008) 
749 U.S. Department of State (2006) 
750 ForeignAssistance.gov (2006, 2007, 2008) 
751 ForeignAssistance.gov (2006, 2007, 2008) 

Year Disbursed amount (USD) 

2006 64.7 million 

2007 63.8 million 

2008 78.4 million 



219 
 

The US therefore increased its aid to the peace, conflict and security sectors during the 

CA election juncture and also provided some aid for election processes. While it kept 

pressing the Maoists to be peaceful and engaged with the peace process, it continued its 

economic support for peace-related activities and other programs. The economic 

interventions of the US during the juncture did not create any threat to the peace process; 

it rather supported it. 

 

The United States’ interventions during the critical juncture of the CA election helped 

ensure the election went ahead and it contributed positively to consolidate the peace 

process. Most important was its diplomatic backing for UNMIN, its logistical and 

economic aid for the CA election, and its aid for conflict, peace and security, even though 

it continued to designate the Maoists a terrorist organisation and was harsh in its criticism 

of the group (particularly in contrast to the Indian and Chinese approaches). 

 

5.5. Discussion and Conclusion 

 

This chapter demonstrates that these three external actors made significant attempts to 

influence the direction of Nepal’s peace process at this juncture. The US, China and India 

were each pulling in different directions which could have been perilous. However, it was 

managed successfully because of two reasons. First, domestic actors used their agency to 

defy the external interventions they found to be against the interests of the country and/or 

the peace process. India and China, for instance, initially did not want to see the UN 

mission in Nepal; however, Nepal's political parties were keen to have it to make the 

peace process successful as per the spirit of the 12-point agreement and the CPA. Despite 

the fact that both countries saw the UNMIN to be against their interests, it was established 



220 
 

and stayed in Nepal for four years. Similarly, the US used its diplomatic interventions not 

to involve the Maoists in the CA elections until they had given up their arms and army. 

However, the US interventions could not influence the decisions of the domestic actors 

to participate the Maoists in CA elections with the Maoist's PLA in the cantonments. 

Local actors would also use one actor to check the interventions of the other for the sake 

of the peace process. They used, for example, India’s backing to neutralise the US 

position that the CPN (Maoist) should not be involved in the the CA elections in 2008 

before they were fully disarmed. Second, the external actors always refrained from 

deliberate actions that would spoil the peace process. Each external actor adopted some 

contrasting approaches in certain issues, but they did not try to impede the political 

processes just because their interventions did not work on certain occasions, or did not 

best serve their interests. For example, China did not veto the creation of UNMIN despite 

having the mandate to do so if it really opposed the establishment of this mission. 

Ultimately each actor, diplomatically and militarily, complied with the CPA and the 

AMMAA and supported the conduct of the CA election despite the fact that all of them 

had their own geopolitical interests in Nepal’s election outcome. 

 

India, China, and the US helped the Nepali actors make the CA election 2008 a success. 

India was supportive of Nepal’s transition from monarchy to a republic. China, despite 

its initial preference of supporting the royal regime, switched over to its diplomatic 

support to the political parties’ negotiated agreement (as discussed in Chapter Four). The 

US, during this juncture, was concerned about the intentions of the CPN (Maoist) and its 

transformation into a peaceful political party but it did not make funding conditional on 

CPN (Maoist)’s exclusion. Both India and China harboured suspicious about UNMIN but 

did not seek to derail its creation. India, as a regional hegemon, could have tried to use 
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strong diplomatic and/or economic measures to pressure allied domestic political actors 

to dissuade them from pursuing the UN mission, but did not do so. Similarly, China could 

have used its veto in the UNSC but it, too, refrained from interfering. Instead, both 

focused on making the mission a short political mission with restricted mandates. 

Crucially, despite China and India’s reluctance, the US was always in full support of the 

UNMIN. 

 

In terms of military interventions, all three actors complied with the CPA and the 

AMMAA and limited their interventions to the level of military trainings. Thus, though 

India and the US had applied military embargoes against the royal regime in protest 

against King Gyanendra’s power grab, the countries did not recommence supplying arms 

even after the fall of the royal government and formation of the political parties’ 

government in 2006. Though the NA put pressure on the government to purchase 

weaponry, the government and the external actors all complied with the terms of the 

agreements. Similarly, all three countries provided some logistical support to the Election 

Commission, which helped ensure the CA election went ahead in April 2008. India, which 

was against the idea of UNMIN’s establishment in the beginning, provided some 

logistical support to it. The US increased its aid in the conflict, peace and security sectors, 

aimed to support its motive of reducing the violent activities of the Maoists and prevent 

any possible Maoist takeover of Nepal. Thus, the economic interventions of all these three 

countries supported the CA election. 

 

The countries had different approaches and preferences in relation to Nepal’s peace and 

Constitution-making processes; however, none of the actors made interventions that 

impeded the peace process during this critical juncture. The holding of the CA elections 
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in 2008 was successful and significantly contributed to the success of the entire peace 

process. 
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Chapter Six: The Constitution of Nepal 2015 

 

6.1. Introduction 

 

The peace process as envisaged by the Comprehensive Peace Accord (CPA) had one key 

outcome: a new constitution. The key objective of the peace process was to end the violent 

conflict by involving the CPN (Maoist) in peaceful politics and the restructuring of the 

state by having a Constituent Assembly (CA), elected by the people, write a new 

Constitution. The first CA was elected in April 2008, and was mandated by the Interim 

Constitution of Nepal 2007 to complete the Constitution-writing process in two years. 

However, even after four extensions to its original mandate, with a four-year-term, the 

first CA could not complete the drafting of the Constitution. The second CA, elected in 

November 2013, completed the remaining tasks of the drafting process in September 

2015. Writing the Constitution therefore took two Constituent Assemblies and nearly six 

years. While Nepali Congress, UCPN (Maoist)752, CPN (UML) and some Madhes-based 

political parties were key players among the domestic actors, external actors – including 

India, China and the United States – also took a keen interest in Nepal’s peace and 

Constitution-making processes. They engaged in Nepal during the critical juncture of the 

drafting of the Constitution of Nepal 2015 diplomatically, militarily and economically, as 

they did during the two critical junctures discussed in Chapters Four and Five. This 

chapter examines these three countries’ engagements during the third and last critical 

juncture: the Constitution of Nepal 2015. 

 

 
752 The CPN (Maoist) was named the Unified Communist Party of Nepal (UCPN (Maoist)) after the CPN 
(Maoist)’s unification with the Communist Party of Nepal - Unity Centre (CPN (Unity Centre)) on 13 
January 2009. 
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Why did the Constitution take nearly six years to draft when it was scheduled to be 

completed in two? After the first CA was elected on 10 April 2008, its first meeting took 

place on 28 May 2008. As per the Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007, the CA had to 

promulgate the Constitution in two years – by 28 May 2010. However, the political parties 

could not finalise the drafting process by then. Eleven thematic committees had already 

submitted their drafts to the CA; nevertheless, the parties failed to reach a consensus on 

several contentious issues.753 Consequently, on 28 May 2010, the CA extended its tenure 

by one year, creating a new deadline of 28 May 2011. Further political disputes on 

constitutional issues and a trust deficit among the key political parties saw the CA’s term 

further extended, twice more, each by three months, to August and November 2011. 

November 2011 came and went without a consensus on the Constitution. Then, the CA 

tenure was extended, for the fourth time, for six months, which brought the deadline to 

May 2012. Consensus on several significant issues, including the judiciary and 

governance structures, continued to prove elusive, and the first CA was dissolved in May 

2012 without passing the Constitution.754 The major debate centred around the questions 

of federalism: whether to establish an 11-state federal system based on ethnicity or a 6-

state federal system based on economic capability.755 The parties could not reach an 

agreement. As a result, the first CA dissolved in May 2012 and the election of the second 

CA took place in November 2013. The second CA promulgated the new Constitution a 

little under two years later, in September 2015. 

 

India made a substantial external interventions in the process, as I discuss below, but it 

did not have the effect that India expected. The difference in India’s engagement during 

 
753 Cooper (2015) 
754 K. M. Dixit (2012) 
755 Cooper (2015) 
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this juncture was its refusal to provide diplomatic support to the outcome of the peace 

process, i.e., the promulgation of the Constitution in 2015. The following section shows 

that India’s diplomatic and military interventions during the juncture essentially 

supported the process until the promulgation of the Constitution. India concluded that its 

concerns were disregarded in the Constitution, and when the Nepali actors were not ready 

to delay the Constitution promulgation as suggested by India, Nepal’s southern neighbour 

retracted its policy of supporting the Constitution-making process, in contrast to China 

and the US. India used overt diplomatic interventions to influence the direction of the 

peace process, which Nepali actors strongly and successfully rebuffed. India’s discontent 

led to an unofficial border blockade (economic sanctions) against Nepal that remained in 

place for five months, contributing to a humanitarian crisis in the earthquake-hit Nepal. 

Though the diplomatic and economic interventions from India severely damaged the 

bilateral relations towards the end of Constitution-making process, it did not derail the 

process since the Nepali actors held firm in their positions. 

 

Similarly, as discussed in this chapter, China’s engagement significantly increased during 

this juncture. China’s interventions were crucial, particularly in the case of the departure 

of UNMIN, federalism and the election of the second CA. China also provided military 

aid for the rehabilitation of the Maoist combatants without any obvious conditions on 

integration and rehabilitation. This section demonstrates that China did not position itself 

on any of the occasions as a spoiler by taking a strong position against any contents of 

the Constitution, unlike India. Thus, China's intervening role throughout this juncture 

operated to back Nepal’s peace process and Nepali domestic actors’ decisions. 
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Finally, the US used some vital interventions during the juncture, the main among them 

being the delisting of the Maoists from their terrorist list and their relatively flexible 

position on the integration and rehabilitation of the Maoist combatants. Both the US 

delisting and its softer diplomatic position on integration during this juncture helped the 

progress of the peace and Constitution-making processes. US economic support during 

this juncture was crucial and higher than that of India and China. 

 

After the UNMIN’s departure in 2011, the peace process was believed to have been in 

jeopardy because one of the most contested issues—the army integration—was pending. 

Army integration was completed in 2012; however, the parties could not reach consensus 

on other significant Constitutional provisions that resulted in the dissolution of the first 

CA. Thus, election to the second CA was crucial to ensure the completion of the 

Constitution making. After the first CA was elected in 2013, the major challenge was to 

reach consensus on disputed issues and promulgate the Constitution. The UNMIN’s 

departure, followed by the CA election 2013, and the Constitution promulgation process 

in 2015 proved milestones during the last critical juncture of Nepal’s peace process. The 

three sections below examine how India, China and the US intervened specifically during 

these three critical antecedents to establish how they sought to influence the final critical 

juncture of the Constitution of Nepal 2015. 

 

6.2. India 

 

India initially used its interventions during this critical juncture to ensure the 

promulgation of the Constitution at an early date; however, when it concluded that the 

concerns it was raising were being ignored by Nepali political actors, it not only stopped 
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supporting the Constitution promulgation but also imposed an unofficial economic 

embargo against Nepal. However, its diplomatic pressures to prevent the Constitution 

promulgation in September 2015 and its unofficial economic embargo did not undo its 

other key interventions from earlier which contributed to the peace process. 

 

India was vocal about what it believed should happen next in its small neighbouring 

country’s peace process, and it tried to shape the trajectory of peace process through 

official statements and visits. When this did not bring about the intended results, it stepped 

up its resistance near the end of this juncture with economic interventions, which also 

failed to produce any favourable outcomes for India (apart from punishing Nepal with an 

economic embargo for declining to delay its Constitution promulgation). This economic 

intervention damaged bilateral relations between the two countries. 

 

6.2.1. Diplomatic intervention 

 

India’s diplomatic interventions during the juncture were mostly in line with the peace 

process developments except for the Constitution promulgation processes. India used 

strong diplomatic efforts to stop the Constitution promulgation from taking place in 

September 2015, but the Nepali political actors were able to resist Indian’s influence and 

nonetheless promulgate the Constitution. India engaged intensely with Nepal throughout 

this juncture, mainly during the critical antecedents of the departure of UNMIN, the 

second CA election, and the Constitution promulgation processes. 

 

While India’s diplomatic interventions during the first two events proved successful in 

terms of its interests, it was unable to produce the outcome it sought in the third 
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antecedent. This represented a failure on the part of India to influence the direction of 

Nepal’s peace process. The major political parties of Nepal came together to resist India’s 

overt diplomatic interventions to delay the Constitution promulgation and, consequently, 

India was unable to influence the outcome of the peace process that had started in 2005 

with its informal facilitation. India’s discontent caused by Nepal’s Constitution 

promulgation led to a serious deterioration of bilateral ties. 

 

6.2.1.1. UNMIN’s departure 

Though both the establishment of UNMIN in January 2007 and its departure in January 

2011 took place as per agreements among the domestic actors and their request to the 

United Nations Security Council (UNSC), India used its diplomatic interventions to 

influence UNMIN’s establishment and its mandates. Many Nepali actors suspected a 

mission creep and saw partiality in UNMIN’s performance, and India seized the 

opportunity to push the domestic actors in Nepal to call for UNMIN’s departure. 

 

The impression in Nepal among some political parties that the UNMIN was biased played 

a role in creating an anti-UNMIN environment. Some, including General Sharma who 

previously also worked as head of UN Disengagement Observer Force (UNDOF), 

accuses UNMIN of mission creep.756 In addition, top Nepali officials, including the 

former Prime Minister of Nepal Madhav Kumar Nepal and former Chief of the NA 

Rookmangud Katawal, claim that the UNMIN’s role was biased.757 Madhav Kumar 

Nepal says he, as the then-Prime Minister, no longer wanted to extend UNMIN’s mandate 

because the mission “defended the Maoist combatants who left the cantonments with 

 
756 Balananda Sharma, interview 
757 Madhav Kumar Nepal, interview; Katawal, interview 
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weapons”.758 This sense of bias affected UNMIN’s credibility. In addition, the 

geopolitical scenario was not favourable, particularly with India against it. 

 

India calculated that it could increase its influence in Nepal after UNMIN’s departure.759 

It had somewhat reluctantly accepted the presence of UNMIN in 2007, but still wanted 

to see it leave sooner rather than later. 760 The UN Security Council discussions show that 

India was against any broader and longer role for UNMIN.761 Guided by a history of 

resisting UN missions,762 India was not “comfortable” with a decision in the UNSC that 

would give UNMIN a long-term presence.763  This demonstrates that even the UNSC was 

keenly aware that India was against the idea of a long mandate of UNMIN. Since India 

was not in the UNSC and therefore had limited direct influence, it instead tried to sway 

Nepal’s domestic actors. Tamrat Samuel, then-Deputy Special Representative of the 

Secretary-General of the United Nations, confirms this in an interview:  

There was a lot of push back [from India]. There was pressure [from India] on 

the Nepalese to say no to the UN, and much of our work really consisted of 

convincing India that UN involvement was not a threat to their interests. We 

understood the special relationship between the two countries, and the open 

border they shared… All my visits to Nepal [thus] included a stop in Delhi to 

brief the Indians on what we were doing, and foster open communication.764  

 

 
758 Madhav Kumar Nepal, interview 
759 Subedi (2011); Geja Sharma Wagle, interview 
760 Narayan Kaji Shrestha, interview 
761 Security Council Report (2009a) 
762 Subedi (2011) 
763 See Security Council Report (2008e, 2009a, 2009b) 
764 Samuel (2015) 
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This statement from a high-level UN official who was deeply engaged in Nepal’s peace 

process clarifies the UN’s recognition of India’s interests and power to influence Nepali 

actors and UN’s sensitivity to India’s concerns about UNMIN’s involvement in Nepal’s 

peace process. The compulsion of a senior UN official to stop in New Delhi to brief 

Indians each time he visited Nepal suggests how important an external actor the UN 

considered India in Nepal’s peace process. Most of the members of the Security Council 

also expected India “to be a key player” on the issue of UNMIN’s termination since India 

was joining the Council in January 2011.765 

 

Madhav Kumar Nepal confirms that he had India’s support when his government decided 

to request the UNSC to terminate UNMIN’s mandate.766 That India had been reluctant to 

see a longer and broader role for the UNMIN, as discussed above, makes Nepal’s claim 

credible. In addition, UNMIN was considered a Western actor, which played a role in 

“neutralizing” the influence of both India and China.767 Thus, both countries wanted to 

see the early exit of UNMIN.768 Indian scholar Muni reinforces that India wanted the 

UNMIN to depart as soon as possible: “We don’t want UN anywhere. UN is controlled 

by the major powers, largely the Western powers… We did not want it in Nepal because 

if they work in Nepal, they will work against Nepal’s interests, against our interest”.769 

Thus, India wanted to see Nepal’s peace process conclude under its own leadership as an 

external actor after UNMIN’s departure.770 UNMIN ceased operations in January 2011 

 
765 Security Council Report (2011) 
766 Madhav Kumar Nepal, interview 
767 Sudheer Sharma, interview 
768 Sudheer Sharma, interview; Bhojraj Pokharel, interview 
769 Muni, interview 
770 Rupak Sapkota, interview 
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after the UNSC decided to terminate its mandate as per the request from Nepal’s 

government. 

 

Though India and China were supportive of the Nepali political parties'771 willingness to 

terminate UNMIN, some permanent members of the UNSC and several EU countries 

kept pressing Nepal not to end the mission before the peace process was complete. The 

then Nepali prime minister clarified the situation as follows: 

When the Maoist rebels went to the streets with arms by going against the 

agreement, and the UNMIN did not do anything to prevent this, I took the stand 

of not extending UNMIN’s mandate even by a single day. Then I was indirectly 

threatened by the UN General Secretary. They sent the message that if UNMIN 

leaves Kathmandu, there will be bloodshed in Kathmandu, and I would be 

responsible for that. Then I got pressures from European Union representatives 

and the ambassadors of the UN Security Council permanent members. French 

ambassador was aggressive, the British supported the French, and the American 

was with them too. However, the Chinese and the Russian ambassadors 

remained silent. I understood they were with me. And so was India.772 

 

This demonstrates that there were times during Nepal's peace process when the Nepali 

political actors did not give in to the diplomatic interventions of some powerful external 

actors. Instead, they used the support of other external actors to counterbalance the 

diplomatic pressures of others to make peace process decisions as they wanted. 

 

 
771 Key political parties except the CPN (Maoist) wanted to terminate the mission. 

772 Madhav Kumar Nepal, interview 
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6.2.1.2. The CA election 2013 

After the first CA dissolved in May 2012, India noted that “the Constitution could not be 

promulgated” within the timeframe and “hope[d] that the political parties of Nepal would 

continue to be guided by the spirit of consensus and peaceful dialogue”.773 In the case of 

the first CA’s failure to finalise the Constitution, domestic political disputes were 

responsible; however, from amongst the external actors, it was India that had a profound 

interest in its termination. There were internal rifts among the political parties on 

constitutional issues, mainly on federalism, and additionally, India’s concerns were also 

not addressed in the draft of the Constitution.774 India, thus, was happy to see the 

dissolution of the first CA and the election of the second CA.775 High-level visits 

continued from both sides when Nepali actors had disputes about who was to head the 

election government. India pushed Nepal for a consensus government to hold the second 

CA election. 

 

Nepal’s then-President, Ram Baran Yadav, visited India on three occasions from 2010 to 

2012. During Yadav’s December 2012 visit, India’s External Affairs Minister Salman 

Khurshid said that the only path to resolve Nepal’s political crisis was to form a national 

consensus government to hold the second CA election.776 For the formation of the 

national consensus government, Prime Minister Baburam Bhattarai needed to resign and 

India pushed him to quit.777 There was also domestic political pressure against Bhattarai, 

including Nepali Congress’s reiteration that his resignation was a precondition for the 

 
773 Bhasin (2012, p. 909) 
774 Sudheer Sharma, interview 
775 Shrestha, interview; Sudheer Sharma, interview 
776 Dikshit (2012); A. Shah (2012) 
777 A. Shah (2012); Sudheer Sharma, interview 
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fresh elections.778 Dr. Bhattarai stepped down in March 2013, after the political parties 

reached a deal to form an interim election government. 

 

On 14 March 2013, the sitting Chief Justice of the Supreme Court was appointed the 

interim Prime Minister to hold the second CA election. Some leaders and experts felt that 

the concept of the Chief Justice heading the government was encouraged by India.779 

Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh congratulated Regmi for his appointment and 

praised the decision of the political parties as “an important step in taking forward the 

political process in Nepal for consolidating the democratic gains and institutionalizing 

multiparty democracy in the country”.780 He expressed India’s commitment to provide all 

the support Nepal needed for the successful holding of the elections. Whether Regmi’s 

appointment was engineered by India or not is contested; regardless, India eagerly 

supported the development. 

 

Minister Khurshid visited Kathmandu again in July 2013. During his visit, he met Nepal’s 

President, Prime Minister, and other leaders and “reiterated” that “India remains strongly 

committed to the success of Nepal’s peace process and institutionalisation of democracy 

in Nepal in a constitutional and multi-party framework”.781 He also expressed India’s 

willingness to support Nepal for the successful holding of the CA election scheduled for 

November 2013.782 Similarly, former Prime Ministers of Nepal Prachanda, Sher Bahadur 

Deuba, and Madhav Kumar Nepal visited New Delhi, in April 2013, June 2013 and July 

 
778 P. Jha (2012a) 
779 Pradhan (2013) 
780 Bhasin (2013, p. 798) 
781 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2013a) 
782 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2013a) 
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2013 respectively, during which India repeated its commitment to support the elections 

and expressed its other concerns about the Constitution. 

 

The government held the second CA election on 19 November 2013. India welcomed the 

development and said that it was “an important step towards realising Nepal’s goal of a 

democratic and prosperous future”.783 India added that an “early promulgation” of the 

Constitution was needed for establishing peace and stability in Nepal. 784 This 

demonstrates India’s diplomatic backing of the second CA election and the diplomatic 

pressure it placed on Nepali parties to finalise the Constitution-drafting process at an early 

date. India’s main motive behind its backing of the dissolution of the first CA was that it 

did not see its interests being addressed in the draft Constitution; India hoped that the next 

CA would be more receptive to its concerns. With these motives, India extended its 

diplomatic support for the successful holding of the second CA elections. 

 

6.2.1.3. Constitution promulgation process 

India did not clearly intervene against Nepal’s peace process developments during this 

juncture until Nepal decided to promulgate the Constitution in September 2015 despite 

India’s concerns. The major concern of the Indian government was secularism, while its 

other concern was the Madhes issues. When India realised that the Constitution would 

not address any of its key concerns, it positioned itself firmly against the Constitution 

promulgation. Despite India’s grave concerns and strong diplomatic pressures (as 

discussed below), Nepal adopted the Constitution. Thus, India – the actor that informally 

facilitated the political parties in 2005 for the 12-point understanding and was of 

 
783 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2013b) 
784 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2013b) 
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significant influence in most of the major developments of the peace process until 2015 

– was ultimately unable to influence the outcome of the peace process: the Constitution 

of Nepal 2015. 

 

Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi visited Kathmandu twice in 2014. He addressed 

the CA during his August 2014 visit, when he said, “Nepal’s Constitution would set an 

example for the whole world … as a model for leaving the path of violence, and how 

peaceful and democratic process can help achieve goals”.785 He met the President, the 

Prime Minister, and other key officials. Modi visited Nepal again in November 2014, this 

time to attend the SAARC Summit. He told Nepali politicians that India hoped to see a 

Constitution that “all of them can own” and for the Constitution-writing process to be 

concluded by 22 January 2015.786 When the parties faced problems in reaching a 

consensus on the Constitution, the Indian government warned Nepali leaders on 20 

January not to disregard the past agreements when finalising the Constitution.787 The 

disagreements among the political parties continued and the CA could not promulgate the 

Constitution in January 2015. 

 

The 2015 earthquake hit while discussions were ongoing. This worked as a catalyst, 

triggering a sense of urgency for the political leaders to strike a deal on the Constitutional 

issues so that they could turn their focus to the reconstruction of the earthquake-hit 

country. Consequently, on 8 June 2015, four major political parties—Nepali Congress, 

CPN (UML), UCPN(Maoist) and MJFD—signed a 16-point agreement, in which they 

agreed on a number of contested issues including an eight-province federal structure, the 

 
785 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2014c) 
786 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2014b) 
787 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2015a) 
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nature and size of the parliament, the electoral systems, the forms of the government, and 

the judicial system.788 The crux of the agreement was to put the Constitution-making 

process on a “fast track”.789 Though the parties revised the agreement on federalism and 

agreed on a seven-province model on 21 August 2015, it could not create a wider 

acceptance among the political parties. Although one of the Madhes-based political 

parties, MJFD, was party to the agreement, other Madhesi parties, unified as the United 

Democratic Madhesi Front (UDMF), rejected the deal. Their dissatisfaction created the 

environment of another political protest in Madhes, which started some weeks before the 

Constitution was promulgated in September 2015. 

 

When Nepal was set to promulgate the Constitution in September 2015, India used 

strong diplomatic measures to delay it. Just two days before the Constitution was to be 

promulgated, India’s Foreign Secretary, S. Jaishankar, arrived in Kathmandu as a 

special envoy of the Indian Prime Minister. He met key politicians and conveyed 

India’s concerns that the completion of the Constitution should “be an occasion for joy 

and satisfaction, not agitation and violence”. He was referring to the dissatisfaction of 

the political parties from Madhes. According to the then-Indian External Affairs 

Minister Sushma Swaraj, India asked Nepali leadership to “give more time for dialogue 

to bring about broad-based acceptance [of the Constitution and] reflect on our 

assessment that if the protests were not addressed politically, the agitation in the Terai 

areas could intensify”.790 However, Nepali politicians doubted India's intentions: "India 

 
788 See South Asia Terrorism Portal (SATP) (2015) 
789 Hutt (2020) 
790 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2015b) 
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asked to defer the Constitution promulgation for two weeks and wanted to play in 

between." That is why, Paudel asserts, "we resisted the Indian pressure."791 

 

The goal of this diplomatic pressure was to prevent the Constitution from being 

promulgated as per the CA’s schedule. However, the following day – 20 September 2020 

– the CA adopted the new Constitution with almost 90% votes of the CA. The legislators 

representing the UDMF were absent in the CA voting process, while India concluded that 

its concerns had gone “unheeded”.792 India’s disappointment led the country to ‘note’ the 

Constitution promulgation, instead of welcoming it: “Throughout the process of 

Constitution making in Nepal, India has supported a federal, democratic, republican and 

inclusive Constitution. We note the promulgation in Nepal today of a Constitution”.793 

India felt that Kathmandu had ignored its concerns on the Constitution;794 indeed, after 

promulgation, a news report in The Indian Express claimed that India proposed seven 

amendments to Nepal’s Constitution,795 which Nepal declined to incorporate. The Maoist 

Supremo Prachanda responded to India’s overt diplomatic interventions against the 

Constitution promulgation:  

Any act from anywhere that amounts to undermining our sovereignty is not 

acceptable to the Nepalese… By promulgating our own Constitution, we have 

only asserted of our sovereign rights, something that is not directed towards any 

country… We cannot bow down before anyone’s pressure or persuasion. It is a 

matter of our conscience and self-respect.796 

 
791 Ram Chandra Paudel, interview 
792 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2015b) 
793 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2015c); India had its concerns as discussed 
here and also the interests associated with Madhes as discussed in Chapter Six. 
794 Haidar (2015) 
795 Roy (2015); the Indian government refuted the report, but the newspaper stood by it. 
796 Y. Ghimire (2015) 
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At India’s National Assembly, Minister Swaraj said, on 3 December 2015, that India 

repeatedly communicated its concerns with Nepali leaders on several occasions that the 

Constitution had to be passed on “consensus” and it had to have a “broad-based 

ownership”.797 India said its serious concerns about consensus and broader ownership of 

the Constitution were associated with the grievances of Madhes (as discussed in Chapter 

Four). However, despite the fact that the official position of India was a concern about 

Madhes, the unofficial and perhaps more important issue was the Hindutva,798 meaning 

that India was also protesting Nepal’s choice of establishing secularism in the 

Constitution.799 Modi became India’s Prime Minister in May 2014 representing the 

Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP). The BJP’s ideology is Hindutva and the party thus 

“propagates the Hindu nature of India”,800 which is different from a secular notion of 

nationhood.801 The ruling alliance in India from 2004 to 2014 was the Indian National 

Congress-led United Progressive Alliance, with Manmohan Singh as the Prime Minister 

for two terms. It was the Singh government that played the role of informal facilitator in 

2005 and kept supporting the peace process until May 2014. The Singh government’s 

preference was for secularism in Nepal, as is illustrated by India’s then-External Minister 

Khurshid’s statement in 2013 that a secular Nepal was in India’s interests.802 However, 

with the election of Modi as Prime Minister in 2014, India started to exercise an ethno-

 
797 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2015b) 
798 Sudheer Sharma, interview; Rupak Sapkota, interview 
799 Sudheer Sharma, interview; Rupak Sapkota, interview; Shrestha, interview; Gyawali interview; Muni, 
interview 
800 Flaten (2017, p. 1); To better understand how Modi tried to reinvent Indian foreign policy by using the 
elements of Hindu nationalism, read Hall (2019). 
801 Jaffrelot (1996) 
802 Dikshit (2012); Economic Times (2012); The Indian Express (2012) 
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religious rule, and looked at its neighbours, including Nepal, from an ideological 

viewpoint of Hindutva.  

 

Nepali experts and politicians agree that the real reason behind India’s disappointment 

was the constitutional provision of secularism.803 Indian scholars agree that Hindutva was 

the decisive factor in India’s disappointment with Nepal over the Constitution. India was 

not happy at the prospect of other religions in its neighbourhood.804 Since Nepal kept 

secularism in the Constitution, “Modi got angry”; he “felt that we were cheated 

everywhere… So obviously the relation got spoiled”. 805  

 

India was annoyed that the Nepali actors did not listen to its demands, and thus wanted 

to teach Nepal a lesson.806 India wanted to show that Nepal could not even make its 

Constitution without India’s consent,807 and it retaliated in the form of an unofficial 

economic sanction (discussed further below). India’s response was driven by the rise of 

a very ambitious and obstinate leadership in the form of Narendra Modi,808 who could not 

tolerate the decision of a much smaller neighbouring state exercising its sovereignty.809  

However, India's interventions in this instance were not influential as the domestic 

political parties collectively resisted them. A senior Maoist leader claims:  

India wanted to demonstrate to the world that India’s role was decisive in 

Nepal’s political processes. However, Nepali political parties took the 

 
803 Rupak Sapkota, interview; Sudheer Sharma, interview; Shrestha, interview; Gyawali, interview 
804 Muni, interview; Nayak, interview 
805 Muni, interview 
806 Gyawali, interview; Sudheer Sharma, interview 
807 Shrestha, interview 
808 Sudheer Sharma, interview; To understand Modi’s ambitious and obstinate character, see Hall (2019), 
especially the fourth chapter, Modi and Moditva. 
809 See S. Singh (2021) 
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leadership in their Constitution making without India’s consent, which India 

could not tolerate. India wanted to establish that Nepal could not make its 

Constitution without India’s consent, which we prevented from happening.810 

 

Thus, India, having supported the whole peace process for a decade and acting as an 

informal facilitator to bring the rebels and the political parties together in the beginning, 

lost the opportunity to back the outcome of the whole process at the end. Asked how 

Nepali political actors were able to defy the Indian interventions, a former foreign 

minister of Nepal says, "India’s border blockade failed after Nepal’s political actors came 

together to collectively defend Nepal’s choice of promulgating the Constitution."811 

 

6.2.2. Military intervention 

 

India’s military intervention during this critical juncture was related to military supplies 

and military trainings. 812 Military supplies that stopped in 2005 recommenced in 2013, 

but this did not undermine the peace process since it took place following political 

consensus. Similarly, military trainings were only a matter of continuity, as in the 

previous junctures. 

 

Despite its anti-integration stance in the beginning, India later backed Nepal’s decision to 

integrate a small number of Maoist combatants into the NA. The political parties, except 

the UCPN (Maoist), were hesitant to integrate the combatants, as they were concerned 

 
810 Shreshta, interview 
811 Shrestha, interview 
812 Since military interventions during this critical juncture are not associated with the critical antecedents 
of UNMIN’s departure, the CA election 2013 and the Constitution promulgation, two events during the 
same phase such as army integration and arms resumption are examined here. 
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that they could disrupt the professionalism of the national army. They were also hesitant 

since the Maoists, who stated that they had only 5,000 to 7,000 combatants in 2006, later 

claimed to have had as many as 39,000 combatants.813 The parties accused the Maoists 

of recruiting thousands of Maoist cadres after the CPA was signed in contravention of the 

provisions of the CPA. 

 

India supported the anti-integration position in the beginning. However, it was ready to 

support the integration of a minimum number of combatants, when the parties signed an 

agreement on integration. A Maoist leader and a retired General of the Indian Army 

confirm this. Though India held its view against integration in the beginning and thought 

that rehabilitation would be a better option, it softened its position later.814 Ashok Mehta, 

a former senior official of the Indian Army, confirms that the initial official position of 

both the Indian government and the Indian Army was that the Maoists should not be 

integrated into the NA.815 Former Indian External Affairs Minister S.M. Krishna said 

India’s concern was the preservation of “professional integrity and apolitical nature of the 

Nepal Army”.816  

 

In November 2011, the major political parties signed a 7-point agreement, in which they 

agreed to integrate no more than 6,500 Maoist combatants into the NA; to transfer 

ownership of all the weapons in the cantonments to the government after the army 

integration process was initiated; and to provide an alternative package of education, 

training, and vocational opportunity to the combatants choosing rehabilitation.817 India 

 
813 Madhav Kumar Nepal, interview 
814 Shrestha, interview 
815 Mehta, interview 
816 Bhasin (2011, p. 787) 
817 United Nations Peacemaker (2011) 
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welcomed the agreement, stating that it created “a firm basis for successfully concluding 

the remaining aspects of Nepal’s peace process”.818 It demonstrates that India reluctantly 

capitulated to the domestic actors’ decision on integration, and did not use any tough 

intervening tools to change the outcome – which it could have done. 

 

On 10 April 2012, an emergency meeting of the Special Committee decided to hand over 

the Maoist combatants, arms and cantonments to the NA.819 This was a crucial decision 

in the peace process because the UCPN (Maoist) had previously denied disarming their 

combatants before integration. The decision for a handover was taken in response to the 

protest of the combatants, which generated fears among the Maoist leaders that it could 

result in skirmishes putting the lives of many, including those of the Maoist leaders, at 

risk.820 India welcomed the decision and expressed its hope that the peace process would 

be completed in the agreed timeframe.821 Finally, though the agreement ensured the 

integration of 6,500 Maoist combatants into the NA, the total number who chose to 

integrate was only 1,422, while more than 15,000 combatants chose a funded voluntary 

retirement.822 

 

In addition, India resumed its military supplies in 2013, 8 years after suspending them, 

after there was a consensus among the political parties to import arms. When asked about 

the possibility of arms supply in January 2011, India’s Ministry of External Affairs said 

that the report of resumption of lethal arms supply was “speculative”, that India supports 

“consensus-based politics” in Nepal, and that there was a need for consensus among the 

 
818 Bhasin (2011, p. 794) 
819 Nepali Times (2012) 
820 Poudel, interview 
821 Bhasin (2011, p. 908) 
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political parties in Nepal to resume arms supplies.823 On 15 March 2013, the Special 

Committee for Integration, which included representatives of political parties, removed 

the restriction on arms purchase, and, on 9 July 2013, India resumed arms supplies given 

the army integration and consensus among the political parties.824 The deal for 26,000 

weapons was worth INR 1100 crore (approximately US$176 million).825 In addition, 

during Prime Minister Modi’s Kathmandu visit in November 2014, India provided an 

advanced light helicopter, known as Dhruv, to Nepal Army as “ongoing defence and 

security assistance” to Nepal.826 Similarly, Surya Kiran, a joint military exercise 

conducted by the Indian Army and the Nepal Army alternately in both countries, started 

in 2011. 

 

In sum, India’s military interventions during this critical juncture amounted to its position 

on army integration, the resumption of military supplies, and the continuity of military 

trainings. India’s position on army integration might have created some pressures on the 

part of the Maoists, but it did not affect the Nepali political actors’ determination to 

integrate the Maoist combatants. After the decision was made to integrate, India basically 

capitulated. Resumption of the military supplies took place in line with the CPA and 

followed the army integration and a consensus among the political parties including the 

UCPN (Maoist). Thus, this did not hinder the trajectory of the peace process, which it 

could have done if it had occurred before consensus had been reached. 

 

6.2.3. Economic intervention 

 
823 Bhasin (2011, p. 782) 
824 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2013a) 
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826 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2014b) 



244 
 

 

The key economic interventions that India made during this period in relation to the peace 

process were the financial aid provided to the CA election and the unofficial economic 

embargo. While the first intervention positively contributed to Nepal’s peace and 

Constitution-making processes, the second intervention seriously harmed the countries’ 

bilateral relations. Though the border blockade was used as a tool to protest the 

Constitution promulgation, it was withdrawn after five months without India’s desired 

outcome of a change in Constitutional provisions. 

 

Each year in the Annual Report of its Ministry of External Affairs, India reiterated its 

commitment to Nepal’s peace process and democratic transition.827 However, its 

economic assistance focused on development projects, instead of programs related to the 

peace process. From 2010 to 2015, India committed US$872 million, but disbursed only 

US$224 million – which was less than China’s disbursement (US$233 million) and less 

than half of the US’ disbursed assistance (US$525 million) during the period. India 

provided the least in 2015, as the table below shows, which reflects its dissatisfaction 

over the decisions Nepal made about its Constitution. 

 

Table 6.1: India’s economic assistance to Nepal (2010–2015) (US$/million) 

 
827 See Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2021) 

Year Total commitments 

(US$/million) 

Total disbursements 

(US$/million) 

2010 85 0 

2011 49 35 
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Source: Aid management information System for Nepal,  

Ministry of Finance, the Government of Nepal 

 

The key event that attracted India’s economic intervention before the promulgation of the 

Constitution was the CA election in 2013. To support the second CA election, India 

provided “logistical support for the security agencies and Election Commission of Nepal 

as requested by the Government of Nepal”, including 764 vehicles, which cost some 

US$8 million.828 This amounted to more than China’s economic aid on election materials 

for the second CA, which cost around US$1.63 million. However, since China also 

provided US$20 million for the rehabilitation of Maoist combatants, China’s peace 

process-related grants during the juncture was more than that from India. 

 

The major economic intervention took place immediately after the promulgation of the 

Constitution in September 2015, in the form of an unofficial economic embargo. India 

 
828 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2013a) 

2012 182 51 

2013 0 64 

2014 226 48 

2015 330 26 

Total 872 224 
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had already warned Nepal of this possibility on the day that the Constitution was 

scheduled to be promulgated.829 On 21 September 2015, India expressed its concerns 

about the protests in Madhes and signalled that there could be problems for the clearance 

of vehicles due to security reasons: “Our freight companies and transporters have also 

voiced complaints about the difficulties they are facing in movement within Nepal and 

their security concerns, due to the prevailing unrest”.830 This situation finally turned into 

an unofficial economic blockade and brought land-locked Nepal to a standstill for almost 

five months. It was ultimately unsuccessful, however, since the blockade had to be lifted 

without any tangible outcome for India – though it did result in significant anti-India 

sentiment among the Nepali people. 

 

Bilateral relations reached one of its lowest points when India’s dissatisfaction over the 

Constitution promulgation and domestic discontent in Madhes led to this border blockade, 

with India having taken Nepal’s rejection of delaying the Constitution promulgation “as 

an insult”.831 The blockade created a serious humanitarian crisis in Nepal by causing a 

shortage of fuel and medicines, creating delays in post-earthquake reconstruction, and 

having a “brutal” impact on the economy of Nepal.832  

 

Though India repeatedly denied that it was an economic embargo and continued to claim 

that the clearance on the borders was not possible due to Nepal’s domestic political 

protests, the circumstances show that India played a role. To understand who was behind 

the border blockade, “it is enough to point out that the restrictions on movements of goods 

 
829 See Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2015c) 
830 Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India (2015d) 
831 Chamlagai (2020, p. 10) 
832 M. Acharya, Phuyal, and Dhakal (2015) 
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from India into Nepal started on September 20, 2015, the day of promulgation of new 

constitution” and that “[t]he Madhes-based parties started blockading border points 

only on September 24”.833 This means the blockade started before the Madhesi parties 

began to restrict the movements (from 24 September 2015) on the border. Similarly, India 

started to again let the flow of the goods into Nepal before the Madhesi parties decided 

to stop the protests on the border: “Goods from the blocked Raxaul-Birgunj border started 

to flow in from February 3, 2016. Stunned by India’s unilateral decision to open the 

border, the alliance of Madhesi parties then decided to officially lift the embargo on 

February 8, 2016”.834 This means that India opened the border from 3 February 2016, 

while the Madhesi parties only decided to lift it five days later, on 8 February 2016. 

Moreover, there were blockages of essential supplies even at border checkpoints with not 

“a single protestor”.835 The blockages of essential supplies from the Indian side where no 

Madhesi parties protested also showed that India had a role in the blockade. When 

parliamentarians asked why there were no supplies to Nepal from the border points 

without protests, the Minister for External Affairs had “no clear reply”, according to an 

Indian lawmaker.836 These circumstances confirm that it was India’s undeclared 

economic embargo. 

 

Some political leaders from India not only accepted that it was India’s unofficial border 

blockade, but also described it as a diplomatic blunder. A prominent leader of India’s 

ruling party, the BJP, Dr Subramanian Swamy, said in 2019 that the blockade was the 

“[o]nly foolish thing the BJP government did”.837 Earlier, in November 2015, the General 

 
833 B. Baral (2016) 
834 B. Baral (2016) 
835 Nepali Times (2015) 
836 D. Bhattarai (2015) 
837 Quoted in Republica (2019) 
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Secretary of the Communist Party of India (Marxist) Sitaram Yechury stated that India’s 

“undeclared” border blockade was a “great mistake in its diplomacy”, claiming that it 

damaged India’s “image” in the world.838 Similarly, around a dozen Indian lawmakers 

questioned the Minister for External Affairs Sushma Swaraj in India’s parliament during 

a special meeting about the blockade, and asked the government to play a role to “resolve 

the humanitarian crisis in Nepal caused by the blockade”, to which she had “no clear 

reply”.839 

 

Many in India also raised the concern that Nepal was becoming closer to China because 

of India’s actions. In response to the blockade, for example, Nepal signed a deal with 

China for fuel supplies. In addition, the blockade created intense anti-India sentiment 

among Nepali populations. Thus, though India’s diplomatic interventions during the 

Madhes Movements prior to the first CA election were successful in terms of influencing 

the outcome of the movements for the Madhes-based parties (see Chapter Five), Indian 

blockade was unsuccessful in bringing about similar success in 2015. 

 

India also committed a significant amount of economic assistance for reconstruction after 

the earthquakes. However, while it pledged US$1.4 billion to be spent in the following 

five years (made up of a grant of US$650 million, and a loan of USD$750 million), it 

disbursed only US$6.8 million (less than 0.5% of its commitment) over six years (2015–

2021). Though India’s post-earthquake reconstruction support was not related to Nepal’s 

peace process, these figures provide context to the state of India and Nepal’s bilateral 

relationships after the Constitution was promulgated in 2015.  

 
838 See D. Bhattarai (2015) 
839 D. Bhattarai (2015) 
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Table 6.2: India’s support for reconstruction after earthquake 2015 (US$/million) 

 

Grant Loan Total pledge Disbursement (as of July 2021) 

650 750 1,400 6.8 

 

Source: National Reconstruction Authority, Government of Nepal840 

 

In contrast, China pledged US$767 million while the US committed US$130 million, and 

China disbursed US$20.3 million while the US disbursed US$81 million during the same 

period.841 India announced a substantial assistance package in June 2015 when the 

Constitution had not yet been promulgated. The bilateral ties suffered after the 

Constitution was passed and there was a clear impact of this in the economic assistance 

provided for reconstruction as well. This demonstrates India’s lack of support for Nepal’s 

political developments following the Constitution promulgation in 2015. 

 

Thus, India was largely responsible for the blockade at the India-Nepal border, though 

there were domestic issues associated with it. Despite the use of such a tough intervening 

tool against the Nepali actors’ decision to promulgate the Constitution, India was unable 

to influence the outcome. The unofficial economic embargo was perhaps the toughest 

intervening tool that India used throughout Nepal’s peace process. However, in terms of 

outcome, it could not even yield a partial outcome for India (in the form of an amendment 

 
840 Personal communication with the National Reconstruction Authority, September 2021 
841 Personal communication with the National Reconstruction Authority, September 2021 
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to the Constitution after promulgation, if not a delay in the promulgation). The blockade, 

in fact, brought Indo-Nepal relations to one of its lowest points in history. 

 

In sum, India had, by this jucture, lost its diplomatic influence. Diplomatically, it over-

reached; militarily, it had no decisive influence on the final outcome (integration); and 

economically, it harmed relationships. When domestic actors came together to 

promulgate the Cosntitution in the aftermath of the earthquakes, India made flawed 

attempts to push Nepal that ulitimately did not work. In fact, India’s position, especially 

on the Constitution, could have harmed the peace process. Despite India’s strong pressure 

to prevent the Constitution promulgation in September 2015, Nepal took a firm stand and 

nevertheless passed the Constitution. India responded with an unofficial economic 

blockade, but it was unsuccessful in bringing about the desired outcome as domestic 

actors in Nepal strongly resisted the Indian interference. The blockade therefore only 

hampered the bilateral relations seriously. 

 

 

6.3. China 

 

China’s diplomatic, military and economic interventions increased during this juncture, 

compared to the previous ones. Diplomatically, China provided strong support to the 

Constitution-writing process by supporting Nepal’s decisions on it, particularly during 

key events such the termination of UNMIN’s mandate, army integration, the second CA 

election, and the promulgation of the Constitution. China’s military engagements and aid 

therefore supported the spirit of the peace process and will of the domestic actors. China’s 

economic support was also substantial, especially for the rehabilitation of the Maoist 
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combatants and logistical support for the second CA election. Thus, China's intervening 

role in this juncture, across all areas, was carefully designed to support the Nepali peace 

process and Nepal’s decisions. It means that, while India mostly wanted to influence the 

outcome of the peace process, China wanted to support the process as led by the Nepali 

actors while also making sure its core interests are not hampered. 

 

6.3.1. Diplomatic intervention 

 

China’s diplomatic approach to Nepal during this critical juncture shifted from being a 

behind-the-scenes external actor to being more visible. Bilateral engagements increased, 

and China started to push Nepal’s domestic actors to complete the peace process. 

Throughout this critical juncture, China thoroughly supported Nepal’s peace process, 

including its decisions on UNMIN’s departure, the second CA election, and the 

Constitution promulgation. 

 

China started to be seen as more diplomatically engaged in Nepal from 2008 onwards, 

unlike the very low diplomatic profile demonstrated previously in Kathmandu through its 

quiet diplomatic approaches (as I examined in Chapters Four and Five). Having said that, 

China was still not very vocal when it came to Nepal’s internal matters compared to India 

and the United States during this juncture. Scott DeLisi, the US Ambassador to Nepal 

(2010–2012), says, “China was interested in Nepal, but we didn’t necessarily see them as 

tremendously engaged in the ins and outs of this process”.842 China, in fact, deepened its 

ties with Nepali political parties after the demise of its trusted ally in Kathmandu – the 

monarchy. Among the factors that triggered China’s robust diplomatic engagement in 

 
842 DeLisi, interview 
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Kathmandu were the abolition of the monarchy, the increased activities of Tibetan 

refugees, and political instability in Nepal.843 Professor Wang Hongwei, a prominent 

Chinese scholar on South Asian Studies, believes China’s engagement in Nepal expanded 

after his country established normal relations with the CPN (Maoist) in 2008.844 

Thereafter,  he adds, China started to build a “comprehensive relation” with all major 

political parties of Nepal to enhance Sino-Nepal relations.  

 

China’s engagements and interests in Nepal increased, with key engagements including 

diplomatic exchanges, military assistance, economic aid, economic investment, trade, and 

so on.845 China was mainly guided by the principles of going out (i.e., increasing its access 

to foreign markets, natural resources, and advanced technology for its economic self-

interest) and non-interference to achieve its interests in Nepal that were associated with 

stability, economic development and geopolitics.846 China also wanted to make Nepal its 

gateway to other South Asian countries in order to fulfil its economic and geopolitical 

ambitions.847 Thus, this period saw an increase in bilateral engagement and China’s 

interest in the peace process.  

 

During Nepali Foreign Minister Sujata Koirala’s official visit to China in September 

2009, China’s Vice Premier Li Keqiang said that China would work with Nepal “to 

upgrade bilateral good-neighbourly relations”.848 In October 2009, the Maoist leader and 

former Prime Minister of Nepal Prachanda visited Beijing, where the top leadership of 

 
843 K. D. Bhattarai (2018) 
844 Hongwei, interview 
845 Campbell, Wheeler, Attree, Butler, and Mariani (2012a) 
846 Campbell, Wheeler, Attree, Butler, and Mariani (2012b, p. 10) 
847 See Campbell et al. (2012a); H. B. Jha (2017); Pillalamarri (2015) 
848 Global Times (2009c) 
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the Communist Party of China “vowed to boost ties” with Nepal by “deepening 

substantial cooperation” between the two countries.849 Nepal’s Prime Minister Madhav 

Kumar Nepal then visited Beijing in December 2009, when the two countries agreed to 

“bolster political and trade ties” and establish the “China-Nepal Comprehensive 

Partnership of Cooperation Featuring Ever-lasting Friendship”.850 Chinese President Hu 

Jintao told Prime Minister Madhav Kumar Nepal during his meeting that China and Nepal 

had decided to lift their bilateral ties and that this marked a new phase in their relations.851 

Through these increased high-level visits, China was sending a message to Nepal: that 

Nepal was an important component of China’s foreign policy and that China was 

committed to supporting Nepal’s peace process. It also kept conveying to Nepal that it 

wanted to see the completion of Nepal’s peace process at an early date. During a 

symposium on China-Nepal relations in Kathmandu in June 2010, Chinese Ambassador 

to Nepal Qui Guohong said China would continue to “push” Nepal to complete its peace 

process.852  

 

Prime Minister Jhala Nath Khanal resigned in August 2011 after he was unable to forge 

the political consensus needed to complete the peace process. Responding to his 

resignation, China’s Foreign Ministry expressed the hope that political parties in Nepal 

would be able to reach a consensus through dialogue to complete the peace process and 

the Constitution-writing process as soon as possible.853 If the peace process failed, it could 

create political instability and impact Nepal’s ability to curb pro-Tibet activities in Nepal.  

For China, “stability in Nepal is first and foremost about containing the threat of Tibetan 

 
849 Global Times (2009b) 
850 Global Times (2009a); Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal (2019) 
851 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China (2009) 
852 Global Times (2010b) 
853 Consulate-General of the People's Republic of China in Houston (2011) 
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secession”.854 Thus, the success of Nepal’s peace process, in China’s eyes, was also 

related to securing its own self-interest. 

 

6.3.1.1. UNMIN Departure 

China consistently supported the Nepali government’s decisions on UNMIN’s mandate 

extensions and termination in the United Nations Security Council (UNSC). However, 

from the beginning, China was reluctant to see a long-term engagement of UNMIN and 

an expanded mandate.855 Unlike other members of the UNSC, such as the US, the UK, 

and France, which focused on UNMIN’s importance to the peace process and felt that the 

UN needed to put pressure on Nepal government when required, China said that external 

actors should not put pressure on Nepal and that decisions about UNMIN’s future had to 

be made by Nepal’s government and other domestic parties.856 China clearly stated that 

it “continues to hold its position that the wishes of the Nepalese government need to be 

paramount” when making a decision on UNMIN’s mandate.857 

 

Rupak Sapkota, an expert on China-Nepal relations, suggests that UNMIN’s involvement 

in Nepal, in China’s understanding, increased Western powers’ stake in Nepal, which was 

not what China liked to see.858 Geja Sharma Wagle, a security expert in Kathmandu, 

seconds Sapkota’s view. China was concerned that the Western powers wanted to hurt 

China using Nepal, by meddling in Tibet-related issues. This is why, like India, China did 

not want a  long-term mandate for the UNMIN.859 However, Nepal’s former Chief 

 
854 Campbell et al. (2012a, p. 12) 
855 Security Council Report (2008e, 2008f, 2009c, 2010b) 
856 See Security Council Report (2008c, 2008f, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c, 2010a, 2010d, 2011) 
857 Security Council Report (2010d) 
858 Rupak Sapkota, interview 
859 Rupak Sapkota, interview; Geja Sharma Wagle, interview 
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Election Commissioner, Bhojraj Pokharel, thinks that UNMIN’s tenure was not 

terminated only because of Nepal’s power, but also because neither China nor India were 

comfortable with it.860 Madhav Kumar Nepal, the former Prime Minister of Nepal during 

whose term UNMIN ceased its operation, states that he had the “silent” support of China 

and Russia from among five permanent members of the UNSC in his government’s 

decision of terminating UNMIN’s mandate.861 It shows that, though China did not like 

UNMIN’s long-term and extensive engagement in Nepal, it did not consider using its veto 

against any decision in the UNSC by going against the request of the Nepal government. 

China instead repeatedly asked the UNSC members to decide about the UNMIN’s future 

as per Nepal government’s demands. China thus offered strong – and crucial – diplomatic 

backing to Nepal’s government in its decision to terminate UNMIN’s tenure. 

 

6.3.1.2. The CA election 2013 

China was also committed to supporting Nepal’s peace process, including the CA election 

of 2013. It continued to be interested in the federal issues including the kind of federal 

demarcation and nature of federalism, as it had been during the previous juncture. Since 

there were serious disputes on those issues and the parties could not reach consensus on 

many of the constitutional provisions, the first CA dissolved in 2012 and the second CA 

election was scheduled. China backed Nepal’s decisions on both occasions.  

 

The Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao paid an official visit to Nepal in January 2012, leading 

a large delegation. Jiabao told political party leaders that China was committed to 

supporting Nepal’s peace and constitutional processes and believed that the Nepali parties 

 
860 Pokharel, interview 
861 Nepal, interview 
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were competent to resolve the problems Nepal was facing.862 In August 2012, Chinese 

Vice Foreign Minister Fu Ying said, during her Kathmandu visit, that China would like 

to see the completion of peace and Constitution-making processes at an early date.863 

 

The first CA had already been dissolved and the date for the election of the second CA 

had been scheduled. As opined by experts and politicians, if there was any clear concern 

held by China regarding the constitutional provisions, it was about federalism. China 

associated Nepal’s federal debates with the security of Tibet.864 According to Nepali and 

Indian experts, China initially did not want to see a federal system in Nepal. 865 However, 

when Nepal seemed determined to establish such a system, China’s policy in Nepal was 

to influence two main issues of federalism: the nature of federalism and federal 

demarcation.866 China was of the view that ethnic federalism in Nepal was not good for 

either Nepal or China.867 Thus, China’s “clear” advice to the Nepali politicians was “not 

to go for ethnic federalism” because ethnic federalism “would provide room for Western 

powers to create political instability in Nepal”,868 which, in China’s understanding, could 

also be against its own security interests in Tibet.869 China had an interest in seeing 

stability in Nepal since it believed that an unstable Nepal could not protect China’s 

security interests.870 China mainly wanted Nepal to curb the movements of Tibetan 

 
862 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China (2012b) 
863 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China (2012a) 
864 Bishnu Sapkota, interview, Kathmandu, 10 October 2019 
865 CP Gajurel, interview; Nayak, interview; Shrestha, interview 
866 Sudheer Sharma, interview; Rupak Sapkota, interview 
867 Xingchun, interview 
868 K. D. Bhattarai (2018) 
869 Khanal (2017) 
870 Xingchun, interview; Rupak Sapkota, interview 
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refugees living in Nepal and restrict the movement of Tibetans by controlling its border 

points with China.871   

 

There were various models of federalism under discussion and the proposed number of 

federal provinces ranged from five to 15. Finally, the political parties signed a deal to 

make seven provinces and this seven-province model seemed “satisfactory” to China.872 

As I discussed in the previous chapter, China thought that it would be more economically 

viable if provinces were demarcated spanning from North to South, instead of making a 

single province in the North or the South.873 China continued to hold this position until 

towards the end of the Constitution-drafting process. China also thought that the North-

South demarcation could be better for China’s ambition of enhancing connectivity with 

other South Asian nations through Nepal.874 

 

China’s diplomatic intervention thus not only concerned the nature of federalism (in that 

it was against ethnic division), but also provincial demarcation. These were two among 

several key issues that led to a failure to pass the Constitution in 2012, which in turn led 

to the dissolution of the first CA. Since the key Nepali political parties except the UCPN 

(Maoist) declined to consider the idea of ethnic federalism, and there was also no 

consensus amongst them about federal demarcation that China had reservations about, 

the political processes in Nepal seemed to be going in a direction with which China was 

happy. China therefore kept making sure it provided diplomatic support and aligned itself 

with Nepal in the dissolution of the first CA and holding of the second CA election. 

 
871 See Walker (2016); Human Rights Watch (2014); DW (2016) 
872 Khanal (2017) 
873 Rupak Sapkota, interview 
874 Rupak Sapkota, interview 
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6.3.1.3. Constitution promulgation process 

China provided consistent support to the peace process during this phase, the most 

important being its staunch diplomatic backing of the Nepali government when it 

promulgated the Constitution (unlike India). After the second CA election in November 

2013, there were other high-level engagements from both sides. Among them was the 

Foreign Minister of China, Wang Yi, in December 2014, who asked the parties to 

complete the drafting of the Constitution through dialogues: “China is willing to see that 

Nepal's constitutional process progresses smoothly and that political parties seek common 

ground while shelving differences and reach an early agreement through friendly 

discussions”.875 

 

High-level bilateral visits continued. Visits to Beijing included those of Nepal’s Foreign 

Minister Narayan Kaji Shrestha (November 2011), former Prime Minister Prachanda 

(April 2013), Foreign Minister Mahendra Pandey (March 2015), and President Ram 

Baran Yadav (March 2015), who discussed bilateral issues with Chinese officials, 

including Nepal’s peace and Constitution-making processes. Similarly, from the Chinese 

side, State Councillor Yang Jiechi (June 2013) and Foreign Minister Wang Yi (August 

2013 and June 2015) visited Kathmandu. One of the common refrains that Nepali 

politicians and government officials repeated during these meetings was Nepal’s strong 

commitment to the One-China policy and that they would not let any anti-China elements 

use Nepali soil against China’s interests. Similarly, China reiterated its commitment to 

support Nepal’s sovereignty, territorial integrity, and economic development. Most of the 

Chinese officials expressed their “hope” to see the completion of the peace process and 

 
875 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China (2014b) 
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Constitution-writing “at an early date” and their commitment to help the process as 

required.876 

 

When the Constitution was promulgated in September 2015, China, unlike India, heartily 

welcomed it. The day after it was passed, when asked for the comment, Hong Lei, a 

spokesperson at China’s Foreign Ministry, said, “China sincerely congratulates Nepal on 

promulgating the new constitution” and “stands ready to further deepen bilateral friendly 

cooperation and provide assistance for Nepal’s economic and social development”.877 

Responding to a question about whether China was concerned about the protests 

happening in Nepal against the Constitution promulgation, China expressed its hope that 

Nepal’s political parties “address the differences through dialogue and consultation”.878 

When asked about China’s involvement in the Constitution-making process and how 

China took the news of the promulgation of the Constitution in September 2015, a 

prominent Chinese scholar, who played a very important role in enhancing relations 

between Chinese government and the CPN (Maoist), says that China provided political 

support to Nepal for establishing peace in the country: “China’s government supported 

different parties and different sides to resolve political negotiation and solve all your 

conflict problems in a peaceful way”.879 

 

As China kept pushing Nepali politicians to complete the peace process and welcomed 

the Constitution promulgation warmly, China’s diplomatic interventions supported the 

 
876 For instance, see Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China (2014a); Consulate-
General of the People's Republic of China in Houston (2011); Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's 
Republic of China (2014b); Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China (2013) 
877 Embassy of the People's Republic of China in the Republic of Cyprus (2015) 
878 Embassy of the People's Republic of China in the Republic of Cyprus (2015) 
879 Hongwei, interview 
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Constitution-writing process. China had certain reservations about federalism (as 

discussed above), which it continued to hold until the end of the Constitution-making 

process. The outcome was not against China’s interests: the Constitution of Nepal 2015 

did not have a provision on ethnic federalism and the federal demarcation was not decided 

yet, but it did include a provision concerning the forming of a commission to finalise 

federal demarcation. Consequently, China happily welcomed the Constitution. 

 

6.3.2. Military intervention 

 

China’s key military interventions during this critical juncture were an increase in military 

engagements and military aid, and its backing of Nepal’s decision on army integration. 

Two events in particular seem to have prompted China to increase and deepen its military 

ties with Nepal. After the first CA election in 2008 and the election of the (CPN) Maoists, 

the bilateral visits of Defence Ministers and high-ranking military officers increased. 

Defence Minister Ram Bahadur Thapa (2008), Defence Minister Bidhya Devi Bhandari 

(2010), Army Chief Chhatra Man Singh (2011), and Army Chief Gaurav Shamsher Rana 

(2013) all made high-level visits to China, and China sent PLA Deputy Chief Ma Xiaotian 

(December 2008), PLA Chief Chen Bingde (2011) and PLA Deputy Chief Wang 

Guanzhong (2014) to visit Nepal. While these visits helped boost the defence ties, they 

also positively affected China’s defence aid to Nepal. According to Nepal’s former 

Finance Minister, Ram Sharan Mahat, Nepal has received more economic and military 

aid from China in recent years.880 Since China had lost its reliable partner after the 

abolition of the monarchy, it should have seen the UCPN (Maoist) – the largest party in 

the first CA – as a good replacement in Kathmandu. Similarly, China’s military aid to 

 
880 Mahat (2020, p. 102) 
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Nepal was vital to secure its security interests related to Tibet. Thus, after the peace 

process took a shape after the first CA election, China increased both military 

engagements and aid. 

 

During the then-Defence Minister Bhandari’s visit, China’s Defence Minister Liang 

Guanglie said that China “attached great importance” to bilateral military relations 

between Nepal and China and expressed China’s willingness to enhance it.881 Bhandari 

thanked China for what it had done and asked it to increase defence support.882 In March 

2011, General Bingde went to Kathmandu and met Nepal’s President, Prime Minister and 

the Chief of Army Staff of the NA. He was the most senior military official to visit Nepal 

in a decade.883 During the visit, he announced military assistance of $US19 million.884 In 

return, Nepal’s Army Chief Chhatra Man Singh Gurung visited Beijing in November 

2011, when China agreed to provide additional aid of US$7.7 million.885 Then, in July 

2013, Nepal’s Army Chief Gaurav Shamsher Rana went to China on a 10-day official 

visit. During the visit, the two countries signed a deal under which China would provide 

the NA with two mobile hospitals worth 59 million RMB (US$9.44 million), and also 

pledged extra military aid of 50 million RMB (US$8 million).886 Rana said that Nepal 

would “unswervingly adhere to the one-China policy”.887 Deputy Chief of the PLA 

Guanzhong also visited Kathmandu in February 2014 and pledged to provide 30 million 

RMB (US$5 million) in military aid to NA.888 

 
881 Global Times (2010a) 
882 Global Times (2010a) 
883 Upadhya (2012, p. 158) 
884 Upadhya (2012) 
885 Campbell et al. (2012a) 
886 People's Daily (2013) 
887 Krishnan (2013) 
888 The Kathmandu Post (2014) 
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China did not have any strong views about the integration and rehabilitation of the Maoist 

combatants since it wanted to appear supportive of Nepal’s decision. China did not put 

pressure on Nepal to integrate or not to integrate the Maoist army into the national 

army.889 Irrespective of what their preference was, the Chinese never imposed their views 

firmly on Nepal. So, even in the case of army integration, China backed Nepal’s decision, 

and did not want to be seen as an influencing actor on it.890 Thus, by boosting the defence 

relations, increasing defence aid and not interfering in the army integration, China’s 

military interventions during this juncture contributed to consolidate peace and support 

the Constitution-drafting process of Nepal. 

 

6.3.3. Economic intervention 

This critical juncture of the peace process saw a significant leap in China’s economic 

engagement with Nepal. Premier Wen Jiabao, during his short visit to Nepal in January 

2012, announced a grant assistance of US$140 million for the period of three years, which 

included a one-time special grant amount of US$20 million for the rehabilitation of 

Maoist combatants.891 For the second CA elections, China provided some logistical 

support such as ballot papers and office materials worth US$1.63 million.892 The total 

peace-related grants therefore amounted to nearly US$22 million – three times more than 

India’s aid (US$8 million for election logistics), but two and half times less than that from 

the US, which was nearly US$57 million (discussed further below). 

 

 
889 Rupak Sapkota, interview 
890 Sudheer Sharma, interview 
891 Republica (2012) 
892 Gobal Times (2013) 
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During a grant ceremony of election materials in Kathmandu, the Chinese Ambassador 

to Nepal, Wu Chuntai, expressed China’s confidence in the smooth conduct of the CA 

election, while the Chief Election Commissioner of Nepal’s Election Commission, 

Nilkantha Upreti, said that China’s logistical support to the Election Commission was 

indicative of China’s support to Nepal’s democratic process.893  

 

China’s economic aid increased massively during this juncture. While the Chinese aid 

commitment to Nepal in 2005 was only US$1 million, it increased 166 times in half a 

decade, reaching US$166 million in 2011, and by a staggering 648 times over the course 

of a decade, reaching US$648 million in 2015, as the table below shows. However, like 

in the case of India, there was a huge gap between the amount committed and the amount 

disbursed. While China’s commitment and disbursements were more than that of India, 

the US proved to be the most generous of all; though its commitment (US$708 million) 

was less than that of both China (US$1046 million) and India (US$872 million), the US’ 

total disbursement (US$525 million) was more than the total economic assistance 

disbursed (US$457 million) by India and China together during the period. Nevertheless, 

China’s grant assistance for integration and rehabilitation of the Maoist combatants and 

logistical support for the CA election contributed to enhance the peace and Constitution-

making processes.  

 

Table 6.3: China’s economic assistance to Nepal  

(2010–2015) (USD/million) 
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Year Total commitments 

(USD/million) 

Total disbursements 

(USD/million) 

2010 36 0 

2011 166 45 

2012 90 41 

2013 86 18 

2014 20 65 

2015 648 64 

Total 1046 233 

 

Source: Aid management Information System for Nepal,  

Ministry of Finance, the Government of Nepal 

 

In the aftermath of the devastating earthquake in April 2015, China offered Nepal an aid 

package of US$767 million.894 It was supposed to be spent on the country’s reconstruction 

within five years.895 However, the total amount of disbursement as of July 2021 was only 

US$20.3 million.896 China’s proportion of disbursement to commitment (3%) was more 

than that of India (0.5%), but the US (63%) was significantly more efficient in terms of 

disbursing the committed aid. In addition, China also provided emergency relief goods 

worth US$22.5 million after the earthquake.897 When Nepal had a scarcity of petroleum 

products after India’s economic embargo, China provided petroleum products worth 

US$1.8 million to Nepal.898 The total post-earthquake economic response of China 

 
894 Nepal Reconstruction Authority (2021) 
895 Gobal Times (2015) 
896 Nepal Reconstruction Authority (2021) 
897 Ministry of Finance of the Government of Nepal (2021b) 
898 Ministry of Finance of the Government of Nepal (2021a) 
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(US$44.6 million) was therefore much more than that of India (US$13.3 million), and 

slightly more than that from the US (US$41 million). 

 

In sum, China’s economic support in terms of its investment in the peace process was 

stronger than that of India, though weaker than that of the US. Its support for post-

earthquake reconstruction and overall economic assistance from 2010 to 2015 

demonstrates that China’s economic interventions broadly supported the peace process 

throughout. China thus used its diplomatic, military and economic interventions during 

this critical juncture to support Nepal’s decisions about the peace process. China 

consistently backed Nepal’s decisions about the termination of UNMIN’s mandate; did 

not interfere with the issue of military integration; supported the second CA election 

economically and diplomatically; and welcomed the Constitution of Nepal 2015.  

 

6.4. The United States 

 

The United States applied its diplomatic, military and economic interventions to support 

Nepal’s peace process leading up to the Constitution promulgation. Its diplomatic act of 

delisting the Maoists not only helped make the latter legitimate political power 

internationally, but also eased the army integration. Similarly, its diplomatic backing for 

UNMIN’s termination, the second CA election and the Constitution promulgation in 2015 

helped Nepal conclude its peace process. In terms of military interventions, the US 

became more flexible and agreed to the integration of a small number of combatants into 

the NA, though it had previously been against the integration. Economically, the US 

provided substantial support to Nepal during the period in terms of regular foreign aid, 

aid for the peace process and funds for post-earthquake reconstruction. In all these 
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respects, the US support was better than that from India and China, and their aid supported 

Nepal’s peace process to move forward to the Constitution promulgation.  

 

6.4.1. Diplomatic intervention 

 

The key diplomatic interventions of the US during this juncture include delisting the 

Maoists from the US terrorist list, providing diplomatic pressure for UNMIN’s 

termination, and offering diplomatic backing to the second CA election and the 

Constitution promulgation in 2015. The United States continued to have extensive 

diplomatic engagement with Nepal. During these meetings, senior US officials 

encouraged the Nepali politicians to work constructively and conclude the peace process 

as soon as possible. Assistant Secretary of State Richard Boucher, Principal Deputy 

Assistant Secretary of Bureau of South Asia and Central Asian Affairs Pat Moon, 

Assistant Secretary of State Robert Blake, Under Secretary of State Wendy Sherman, and 

Under Secretary of State Maria Otero all visited Nepal between 2009 and 2012, and 

discussed bilateral ties and the peace and Constitution-writing processes. In particular, 

Moon said he was “impressed” by the progress on the Constitution-writing process and 

asked the political parties to be flexible and committed to the peace process.899 In January 

2011, Blake pressed the parties to be flexible and to cooperate with each other for taking 

the peace process to “a much-needed conclusion”.900 Blake visited Kathmandu again, in 

September 2012, when he urged the political party leaders to be committed to completing 

the peace process by showing “real statesmanship and flexibility”.901 

 

 
899 U.S. Department of State (2010) 
900 Zee News (2011) 
901 U.S. Department of State (2012b) 
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The US listed the CPN (Maoist) as a terrorist organisation in October 2003 and did not 

delist it until September 2012. The Maoist leaders repeatedly asked US officials to 

remove their party from the list, saying that they had joined peaceful politics. The 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary Moon, during her 2010 Kathmandu visit, 

emphasised the need for the Maoists to leave violence completely for them to be delisted 

from the US terrorist list: 

[W]e did talk about the removal of the Maoists from the U.S. terrorist lists, and 

we talked about the steps that we would like to see the Maoists take, including 

renouncing the use of violence and terrorism, and holding accountable those who 

committed gross human rights violations… We want to see the Young Communist 

League, like other youth organizations, abandon violence and criminal 

activities.902 

 

The Nepali government decided to integrate the Maoist combatants and their arms into 

the NA in April 2012. The integration process started in July and completed in November 

2012.903 In September 2012, the United States delisted the Maoists from the list of 

terrorists.904 The US had been asking the UCPN (Maoist) to be a political force without 

arms and armies, which was made possible by the army integration. The initiation of 

integration in July, therefore, should have prompted the US to delist them from the list of 

terrorist organisation. Blake confirmed this:  

The delisting addresses the narrower question of whether they are still pursuing 

terrorist activities, and in our judgment, they are not, that the Maoists have made 

a significant effort to support the peace and reconciliation effort that is underway 

 
902 U.S. Department of State (2010) 
903 Bhandari (2017) 
904 U.S. Department of State (2012a) 
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here in Nepal, and they have been very cooperative with this whole process of 

giving up their arms and demobilizing and reintegrating former Maoist 

combatants, all of which are very significant parts of the peace process.905  

 

The delisting of the Maoists from the US terrorist list helped to improve the UCPN 

(Maoist)’s relations with the US. It also made it easier for the Nepali government to 

complete the remaining tasks of the army integration; it would have been diplomatically 

tricky for Nepal to integrate a group of combatants that the US considered to be terrorists 

into the NA. Had they done so, the NA could have faced sanctions on military supplies, 

travel and UN peacekeeping missions. After the delisting took place in September 2012, 

the integration process was completed in October 2012. This thus represented a 

significant intervention by the US at this juncture. 

 

6.4.1.1. UNMIN departure 

The United States supported UNMIN in the early phase of its mandate as discussed in the 

previous chapter; however, in the later phase, the country was frustrated about UNMIN’s 

performance and its ability to help Nepal conclude its peace process. When asked about 

UNMIN’s mandate in June 2009 in Kathmandu, Robert Blake, Assistant Secretary at 

Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs, the US Department of State, said that the US 

was concerned about the mandate extension of the UNMIN mainly because it was an 

expensive mission, and the U.S. was one of the donors funding it:  

[T]he United States is following closely the work that UNMIN is doing, but I 

think that Nepal should not think that there will be unlimited patience on the part 

of the international community for this process. And, as you know, UNMIN is 

 
905 U.S. Department of State (2012b) 
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quite an expensive undertaking, supported by the United States and other donors, 

so this should not be considered a blank check.906 

 

After three years of UNMIN’s engagement, and no resolution to the peace process, the 

US, along with France, said in the UNSC that there was a need of some change in the 

UNMIN’s mandate.907 This approach was in contrast to that of China and Russia, who 

were against any mandate modifications without Nepal’s request to do so.908 This implies 

that the US did not believe that UNMIN could support the peace process effectively based 

on its original mandate. However, since China and Russia were seemingly against any 

changes in the mandate unless at Nepal’s request, the US had limited options since China 

and Russia could veto the UNSC resolution if they wanted to. 

 

Nepal was not in a position to request to expand UNMIN’s mandate since there was a 

widespread impression among political actors in Kathmandu that UNMIN was biased. 

Thus, in October 2010, while extending UNMIN’s mandate, the US made it clear in the 

UNSC that this would be the last time that the mandate was extended.909 Three permanent 

members at the UNSC – the US, the UK and France – were disappointed with UNMIN’s 

performance and wanted to see its termination: “The UK, US and France have become 

increasingly frustrated with UNMIN being unable to carry out its mandate properly and 

do not see much value in having it stay in Nepal”.910 In January 2011, when the UNMIN 

was about to close its operation, Blake talked to the Nepali Prime Minister and the UCPN 

(Maoist) leader Prachanda over the phone and asked them to respect their commitments 

 
906 U.S. Department of State (2009) 
907 Security Council Report (2010a) 
908 Security Council Report (2010a) 
909 Security Council Report (2010c) 
910 Security Council Report (2011) 
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to the peace process as per the terms of the CPA and expressed the United States’ 

commitment to continue to support the peace process after UNMIN’s departure.911 

 

Though the US looked against a long-term stay of UNMIN in Nepal, it seems the country 

did not apply pressure on Nepal about UNMIN’s mandate, unlike India. It was perhaps 

also because the US, unlike India, could influence UNMIN’s mandate at the UNSC as a 

permanent member. A senior Nepali government official says the US did not apply 

pressure on the Government of Nepal to extend the UNMIN mandate once Nepal decided 

to close the mission in January 2011.912 A former diplomat, who was based at the US 

Embassy in Kathmandu during the peace process, also hinted to me that the US was not 

behind the UNMIN’s departure from Nepal.913 The US rather actively took part in the 

UNSC and strongly advocated for its termination in the latter phase of its mandate. 

However, officially, the UNMIN was terminated at the request of the Government of 

Nepal. 

 

6.4.1.2. The CA election 2013 

The US provided diplomatic backing for the second CA election and the political 

developments towards it. The major concern that the US had until this last juncture of 

Nepal’s peace process was the UCPN (Maoist)’s reluctance to fully implement the peace 

agreements; it also doubted the group’s commitment to its peaceful and democratic 

transformation. Scott DeLisi, the former US Ambassador to Nepal, asserted that the US 

felt “deeply disappointed” after the first CA was dissolved.914 Asked if the US had any 

 
911 Zee News (2011) 
912 Durga Prasad Bhattarai, interview 
913 DeLisi, interview 
914 DeLisi, interview 
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role in the dissolution, he said the US “wouldn’t force any political parties” because “we 

never had any illusion about our ability to force the parties to do anything’”. He said that 

the political parties could not agree on the Constitution because they were guided by their 

political self-interests, instead of “keep[ing] the big picture in mind for what was good 

for the nation”.915 

 

Since the US already delisted the Maoist from its terror list and was diplomatically 

backing the political developments until the CA election in 2013, the US can be 

understood to have supported the peace process, like China. 

 

6.4.1.3. Constitution promulgation process 

The US welcomed the promulgation of the Constitution in September 2015 without any 

reservations, like China but unlike India. Responding to the Constitution promulgation,  

a spokesperson at the US Department of State, John Kirby, congratulated the Nepalese 

people and added that “the promulgation of the constitution is an important milestone in 

Nepal’s democratic journey”.916 Kirby asked Nepal’s government to “accommodate the 

views of all Nepalis” and make sure that the Constitution incorporated internationally 

recognised norms and principles.917 Hinting at the Madhes-based political parties’ 

protests, he asked all “to engage in the democratic process” in a peaceful way and urged 

the Nepali security forces “to exercise restraint”.918 When asked if the US thought that 

Nepal’s Constitution was inclusive enough given the protests continued in Madhes, 

Elizabeth Trudeau, the Director of the Press Office at the US Department of State, 

 
915 DeLisi, interview 
916 U.S. Department of State (2015) 
917 U.S. Department of State (2015) 
918 U.S. Department of State (2015) 
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declined to comment, and said that she would “refer you to the Government of Nepal” to 

address questions related to Nepal’s internal politics. This demonstrates that the United 

States’ diplomatic interventions during the phase of Constitution promulgation were 

helpful to the processes led by the domestic actors, unlike India, which had strong 

reservations about the Constitution promulgation and had strong concerns regarding the 

Madhes protests, as discussed above. 

 

In sum, the US diplomatic engagements during this period backed the Nepali 

government’s initiatives relating to the peace process, including UNMIN’s termination, 

the holding of the second CA election, and the promulgation of the Constitution in 2015, 

all of which helped Nepal consolidate its peace and Constitution-writing processes. Most 

importantly, the US’ decision to delist the Maoist from their list of terrorists helped to 

progress the peace process, including the critical issue of army integration. The 

diplomatic approach of the US during this critical juncture was therefore quite similar to 

that of China but quite different to that of India. 

 

 

6.4.2. Military intervention 

 

During this juncture of the peace process, the US applied some military interventions, 

mainly in relation to army integration and rehabilitation. Principle Deputy Assistant 

Secretary of the Bureau of South Asia and Central Asian Affairs, Pat Moon, while on a 

visit to Kathmandu in January 2010, stated that the political parties had to work together 

to address the remaining key issues of the peace process such as the integration and 
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rehabilitation of the Maoist combatants.919 He added that the US had no “solution” to the 

problems Nepal was facing and stressed that they needed to be resolved by the parties 

themselves. When asked if the US had any role in the integration and rehabilitation of the 

Maoist combatants into Nepal’s army, the US Ambassador to Nepal during the time of 

integration, Scott DeLisi, said they were deeply engaged with Nepal government in all 

the procedures of integration and rehabilitation throughout his tenure in Nepal: 

We … were deeply involved in the conversations with all the parties of what 

integration would look like, about getting the former combatants out of the 

cantonments, about whether and how they might be integrated into the Nepal 

Army, what their future would look like in the army, how they could come back 

into the society, what their prospects would look like within the society, how you 

create a groundwork for them to be accepted when they went back to the village, 

what would the challenges be, how would you address this, how did you address 

the concerns about past weapons, yeah, the list went on and on and on. [The] issue 

of the reintegration and the closing of the cantonments … was something that 

again was central to our engagement over two plus years I was there.920 

 

A former US Ambassador to Nepal also stated that the US had some concerns in relation 

to integration. According to him, their main concern was the recruitment of the Maoist 

combatants after the CPA was signed (which was against the provisions of the CPA), the 

number of combatants to be integrated, and the chain of command of the army after 

integration.921 He said that the number of combatants to be integrated had to be minimal 

and the chain of command had to prevail in the leadership of NA: 

 
919 U.S. Department of State (2010) 
920 DeLisi, interview 
921 Moriarty, interview 
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We didn't have problems with small numbers being integrated into the army… A 

degree of reintegration into the army would have been okay, because we would 

think that the military discipline would prevail. But frankly, we would also think 

that the superior numbers among the former royal Nepal Army soldiers would be 

enough to keep a relatively small number of integrated combatants in check.922 

 

While 32,250 Maoist combatants were registered in the cantonments in 2007, only 19,602 

of them were verified by UNMIN after the rest either did not take part in the verification 

process or were disqualified.923 In principle, all the verified combatants were eligible for 

integration; however, domestic actors were divided over the number to integrate as the 

Maoists wanted to integrate as many as possible while other political parties did not want 

to allow a large number. The United States, as Moriarty conceded above, was in favour 

of allowing only a small number of combatants into the NA because it feared a large 

number could threat the chain of command and professionalism of the NA. Senior Maoist 

leader Narayan Kaji Shrestha says though the US did not like the idea of integration 

initially, it became more flexible as time went by.924 As DeLisi stated above, the US was 

deeply involved in all the procedures of integration and rehabilitation, while Moriarty 

suggested that the US had concerns but was ready to support the decision to integrate a 

small number. India was open to the idea of integrating a small number of combatants, 

and China was known to have left it to the domestic actors to decide. When the US became 

flexible about it too, it was easier for the Nepali actors to decide the number and logistics 

of the integration and rehabilitation. This demonstrates that the positions of these three 

actors mattered a lot as key external actors of the peace process.  

 
922 Moriarty, interview 
923 Robins, Bhandari, and Group (2016) 
924 Shrestha, interview 
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6.4.3. Economic intervention 

 

The US’ economic engagement in Nepal during this juncture of the peace process was 

more significant and more consistent than that of India and China in terms of its regular 

foreign aid, aid for the peace process and funding for reconstruction after the earthquake. 

The US committed less than both India and China during the period; however, in terms 

of disbursed aid, its contribution was more than the aid from India and China. From 2010 

to 2015, the US disbursed a total of US$525 million to Nepal, while the total aid from 

India and China disbursed during the period amounted to US$457 million. The largest 

disbursed grant from the US was in 2015 (US$145 million), while the second largest 

amount was in 2013 (US$86 million), both of which were periods that saw two of the 

most crucial stages of the peace process. The significant amount of aid spent in 2013 (the 

second CA) and in 2015 (Constitution promulgation) demonstrates that the US was 

investing at moments when the peace process needed an economic boost in development 

aid. Similarly, the US provided a total aid of US$56.8 million to spend on conflict, peace 

and security during the period. This amounted to more than India and China’s aid related 

to the peace process during the period. 

 

Table 6.4: US economic assistance to Nepal (2011–2015) (US$/million) 

 

Year Total aid 

committed 

(US$/million) 

Total aid 

disbursed 

(US$/million) 

Aid on conflict, peace 

and security committed 

(US$/million) 

Aid on conflict, peace 

and security 

disbursed 

(US$/million) 

2010 68 60 6.1 15.4 
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2011 94 75 4.6 8.5 

2012 79 74 3.3 4 

2013 120 86 18 7.9 

2014 83 85 3.9 9 

2015 264 145 11 12 

Total 708 525 46.9 56.8 

 

Data Source: ForeignAssistance.gov925 

 

The US responded to the post-earthquake reconstruction of Nepal more strongly 

compared to India and China; while the US committed less, it disbursed more. While the 

US commitment was US$130 million, it had already disbursed US$81 million by July 

2021, while India and China had disbursed only US$6.8 million (compared to a 

commitment of US$1,400 million) and US$20 million (compared to a commitment of 

US$766 million) respectively.926 This can be taken as evidence of the US’ serious 

commitment to the outcome of the peace process and the political route Nepal took after 

the promulgation of the Constitution. 

 

6.5. Discussion and Conclusion 

 

Despite strong diplomatic pressures from India, Nepal’s domestic actors promulgated the 

Constitution in September 2015, with a substantial unity among the key domestic actors 

and strong diplomatic backing of China and the US. India’s influence had diminished to 

 
925 See ForeignAssistance.gov (2021) 
926 Nepal Reconstruction Authority (2021) 
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its lowest point during the final critical juncture of the peace process despite being the 

most influential external actor during the first critical juncture, as demonstrated in Chapter 

Four. 

 

India used diplomatic interventions to prevent the Constitution promulgation and 

economic interventions to punish Nepal for not capitulating to its demand of delaying the 

Constitution. India’s diplomatic and economic interventions were unsuccessful in 

influencing these peace process outcomes because Nepali actors declined to bow down 

to India’s interventions. After the promulgation, India used economic interventions to 

make Nepali actors amend the Constitution; however, the unofficial economic embargo 

was lifted after five months without serving its purpose. As Indian Professor SD Muni 

suggests, India became “complacent and arrogant” by meddling in Nepal’s domestic 

issues at times.927 India’s interventions during the Constitution promulgation processes 

were such an instance. These interventions, however, did not produce the intended 

outcomes; it rather degraded the bilateral relationship to one of its lowest points in history. 

Consequently, India’s dissatisfaction was also reflected in the amount it contributed to 

post-earthquake reconstruction aid. 

 

China’s engagement, on the other hand, increased during this critical juncture compared 

to the previous ones. Although China was still not as vocal as India and the United States 

on the internal matters of Nepal, it engaged in some powerful interventions through its 

relatively quiet diplomatic and economic tools. The major reservation of China concerned 

ethnic federalism, which the major political parties of Nepal were also against. China was 

also supposedly against the provincial demarcation to make single provinces joining the 

 
927 Muni, interview 
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Indian and Chinese borders, and preferred to see demarcation take place in a way that 

could be more economically viable. These recommendations did not conflict with the 

decisions made by the major political parties in Nepal, and thus did not create any obvious 

obstacles to the peace process. China, in fact, backed Nepal’s decisions about the peace 

process, including the termination of UNMIN’s mandate, the holding of the second CA 

elections and the promulgation of the Constitution. China provided important military 

assistance to the NA during this juncture, but did not interfere in the matter of army 

integration. Similarly, China’s economic assistance during the period and its post-

earthquake reconstruction aid disbursement shows that China was economically more 

committed to Nepal than India during this critical juncture. 

 

The US’ diplomatic and military interventions during this juncture encouraged the UCPN 

(Maoist) to refrain from violence and enhanced the party’s legitimacy internationally. The 

US’ delisting of the Maoists from their terrorist list helped complete the army integration, 

an important component of the peace process. Their main concern during this juncture 

was not letting the Maoists take over the state and consolidating democracy in the 

Constitution-making process. The delisting of the Maoist from the terrorist list and 

flexibility about the integration of the Maoist combatants, compared to the US’ stronger 

position earlier, helped to consolidate the peace and Constitution-making processes. From 

an economic point of view, in terms of its economic support in its regular aid, peace-

related aid and post-earthquake reconstruction, the US contribution was more than from 

both India and China. This was indicative of the United States’ commitment and 

seriousness about the peace and Constitution-making processes of Nepal. The way it 

welcomed the Constitution in 2015 was similar to that of China and in contrast to India’s 
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opposition. In other words, while India declined to back the final outcome of the peace 

process, the US, like China, happily welcomed it. 

 

In 2015, the US and China’s backing made it easier for Nepali actors to defy India’s 

interventions against the Constitution promulgation. Ultimately, this final juncture 

reveals, again, the determination of local actors to protect the peace process by aligning 

with external actors who backed the peace process and defying the external interventions 

that were against the interest of the peace process. 
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Chapter Seven: Conclusion 

 

This thesis demonstrates that Nepal had three critical junctures and three strategic external 

state actors (India, China, and the US) in its peace process; all three external actors used 

diplomatic, military and economic interventions during all critical junctures; the external 

actors aimed both to support the peace process and fulfil their interests; and the external 

actors were not successful in shaping the trajectory of the peace process although they 

were at times able to influence some particular outcomes. These three countries engaged 

individually, and at times tried to influence and compete with each other to fulfil their 

strategic interests and/or influence the peace process. Although external state 

interventions played some crucial roles during critical phases of the peace process, the 

intervening countries were not individually and/or collectively influential enough to 

shape the overall trajectory of Nepal’s peace process, as domestic actors used their agency 

to lead the process. In particular, domestic actors used their agency to diminish or defy 

external interventions by using the political leverage they derived from the development 

of internal unity among the major political parties and from the country’s geostrategic 

advantages. 

 

7.1. Research findings 

 

7.1.1. Interventions, influences and interests 

Three critical junctures, occurring in 2006, 2008 and 2015, can be identified in Nepal’s 

peace process. The CPA (the first critical juncture) carried the roadmap of the peace 

process, in which the CPN (Maoist) and Nepal government agreed to end the civil war by 

tasking the CA elected by the CA election 2008 (the second critical juncture) with the 
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writing and promulgation of a Constitution (the third critical juncture). All these events 

were milestones in Nepal’s peace process and provoked significant interventions from 

three powerful states with immense interests of their own. 

 

During the juncture of the CPA, India was the most influential external state actor 

amongst the three, while China and the US supported the CPA, despite the fact that the 

key political developments in the lead up to the CPA such as 12-point understanding and 

the Jana Andolan II did not correspond to their interventions. These developments took 

place as India wanted them to and against the expectations of China and the US. India’s 

interventions, particularly against the royal coup and in support of the 12-point 

understanding and the Jana Andolan II, helped ensure Nepal’s path to the CPA. While 

China tried to show its neutrality during the political developments that led to the CPA 

by referring to the royal coup as Nepal’s internal affairs, its diplomatic backing of the 

royal regime, lack of support to the political parties’ protests and its diplomatic and 

military support for the royal government show that China clearly took the side of the 

King while he remained a powerful actor in Nepali politics. While the US and China were 

not enthusiastic about the peace process that started with an alliance between the CPN 

(Maoist) and the SPA against the royal regime, India acted as an informal facilitator for 

negotiating the 12-point understanding. India even sent its Prime Minister’s Special 

Envoy, who asked the King to hand over power to the parties in 2006 amidst the Jana 

Andolan II. During these developments, India was the actor with the most intense level 

of engagement trying to influence peace process dynamics in Nepal. China and the United 

States closely monitored the process but responded and tried to wield their influence only 

during those events that were related to their core interests. When their interventions did 

not bring about their desired outcomes, they did not turn to stronger intervening tools, but 
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supported the outcome of the peace process. This is demonstrated in the fact that they 

backed the signing of the CPA and the peace process that followed it even though the 

CPA was an outcome of the political events they had either not supported or acted against 

(for instance, their opposition to the 12-point understanding and the Jana Andolan II). 

As the domestic actors were determined in their decisions to initiate or progress the peace 

process during these circumstances, the influence of external actors during these 

occasions were minimal if any. Nepal’s agency was thus crucial for shaping the trajectory 

of the peace process at times.  

 

India’s engagement was complicated by the fact that when it encouraged the CPN 

(Maoist) to align with the SPA to fight the royal regime it was still officially deemed a 

terrorist organization. At times, different agencies within the Indian government also had 

contrasting views about how to deal with the Nepali government and the rebels.928 India 

provided the Maoists access to the Indian territories, including the opportunity to gather 

in New Delhi for the 12-point understanding, while China declined to provide the Maoists 

with access to Tibet when it was sought. A series of covert and informal activities took 

place between representatives of Indian government and the leaders of the SPA and CPN 

(Maoist) in Indian territories, which helped them reach 12-point understanding. India did 

not trust the King anymore and used diplomatic interventions to bring the SPA and the 

Maoists into an alliance, while the US tried to prevent such an alliance by pressing the 

parties and the King to work together and alienate the Maoists. Compared to India’s 

 
928 See Rae (2021) to understand how the Indian bureaucracy and political fronts were divided about how 
to deal with the Maoists and the King after the coup. This book, by a former Indian ambassador to Nepal, 
also gives details of how Indian Intelligence Bureau and Home Ministry had the line to finish the Nepali 
Maoists militarily while the Ministry of External Affairs and RAW concluded that a political solution was 
needed. When the Indian government suspended military aid to the royal regime, the Indian Army, 
according to Rae, still held that India needed to provide military supplies to the King’s regime to crush 
the Maoists. 
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convoluted positions regarding the Maoists, China and the US’ relationship with the 

Nepali actors, including the Maoists, was more direct and straightforward. The US, for 

example, kept the Maoists on its terrorist list until 2012 and did not form political 

relationships with them until then (though some engagements started after their victory 

in the first CA election). China similarly started its official relationship with the CPN 

(Maoist) only from around 2008, though there were attempts to understand them and 

building a relationship with them from as early as 2006. 

 

India supported the SPA-led peace process towards the CPA mainly because of three 

reasons: to help restore democracy in Nepal, to warn the King not to hinder its interests, 

and to encourage Indian Maoists to follow a peaceful path (by helping mainstream Nepali 

Maoists). India concluded that the King’s direct rule was against India’s interests mainly 

after the King imported arms from China and supported its entry into the SAARC as an 

observer member. The US, however, took a different view, because it had serious doubts 

about the CPN (Maoist)’s commitment to a peaceful and democratic transition. The US’ 

position was that the CPN (Maoist) had to be dealt with, militarily or politically, by a 

coalition of the monarchy and the democratic political parties. The US did not like the 

autocratic move of the King but also did not want to see the rise of the CPN (Maoist) as 

a radical communist force in Nepal. China’s conclusion, however, looked to have been 

that Nepal under the autocratic monarchy would be better at safeguarding China’s 

interests, especially related to Tibet’s security. This conclusion was not sustained for long 

as China’s support of the King slowly abated after the political parties started nationwide 

protests against the King. 
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India and the US tried to influence each other on some important issues. India, for 

example, attempted to persuade the key external actors such as the US, China and the UK 

not to support the royal coup in February 2005.  Unlike India, the US continued to be a 

staunch opponent of the CPN (Maoist). When India started to persuade the SPA and the 

Maoist to form an alliance to fight the royal regime, the US was thus very critical of it. 

For its part, the US attempted to persuade India not to support the SPA-Maoist alliance 

and, unlike India, used its diplomatic interventions in an effort to bring the SPA and the 

King together to crush the Maoists. 

 

During the CA election 2008 juncture, all three countries not only intervened 

diplomatically and economically, but also backed Nepal’s path from the CPA to the 

election. India was more influential than the other two during this juncture, as in the 

previous one. All three external actors limited their military interventions to military 

training of the NA, and complied with the CPA and the AMMAA after the CPA was 

signed. Still, their interests, priorities and influence varied. India was more instrumental 

during the juncture than were the other two external actors particularly because India 

played an influential role in the key issues such as Nepal’s transition to a republic and 

ending the Madhes movement before the CA election. Although India appears to have 

encouraged Nepal’s transition from a constitutional monarchy to a republic, China and 

the US only backed the transition. India was not only deeply interested but also intensely 

engaged in the Madhes movement, while China and the United States were not. India and 

China, as neighbouring states, had interests in federal debates, while the US did not 

demonstrate any obvious interest on this. Despite these differences, the point of 

convergence of the three was their willingness to make the CA election of 2008 a success. 

Thus, all of them logistically supported the CA election. 
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Despite the support from all India, the US and China to the overall peace process during 

this juncture, the way they looked at the Maoists differed. India was positively disposed 

towards the Maoists and engaged proactively to mainstream them. China was trying to 

build effective relationships with them, while the US was highly critical of the Maoists’ 

violent tactics, and their inclusion in the interim government (2007) and participation in 

the CA elections (2008) before they were completely disarmed.929 Although the US could 

not influence the politics towards that end, its position played an important role to make 

the CPN (Maoist) more committed to the peaceful politics. 

 

India and China also had similar perspectives on some other issues during this juncture. 

Both were initially against UNMIN’s establishment, but later supported it as a strictly 

mandated mission for a short duration. The difference in their approach, however, was 

that China was more vocal about the needs of and decisions concerning Nepal during the 

UNSC discussions about UNMIN, while India was more concerned about its own 

interests as it understood that the presence of the UN mission would reduce its leverage 

in Nepal. China had its own concerns, too. According to China’s perception, the UN 

mission in Nepal meant the increase of western influence in its neighbourhood, which it 

considered to be against its own security interests related to Tibet. However, China looks 

to have given priority to what Nepal wanted. If China did not care about what Nepal 

wanted, as a permanent member at the UNSC it could have vetoed the resolution to 

establish UNMIN. However, India did not have that privilege. India’s influence in the 

matter was limited to persuading the domestic actors in Nepal, the permanent members 

in the UNSC, and the United Nations itself. The United Nations looked to have recognised 

 
929 See newsfront (2007); Voice of America (2007) 
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India’s importance in Nepal’s peace process and senior UN officers consulted India 

frequently about it. Although China and India could not prevent the UNMIN from coming 

(or did not want to take the risk of being spoilers by doing so), they had a significant role 

in restricting its mandates. In this sense, their interventions on UNMIN establishment 

were partially successful. 

 

All three actors had different interests and priorities in various issues during the CA 

election 2008 juncture. India looked to prefer a republic, having seemed to consistently 

believe that the continuation of Nepal’s monarchy was against its national interests. 

However, the US and China did not look to have taken clear sides on this issue. The US 

interests were more focused on the violent activities of the Maoists, while China was 

worried about the issue of federal demarcation. Like China, India was concerned about 

the Madhes movement. While India supported the Madhes-based parties’ agenda of a 

single autonomous Madhes region, China was against this idea. India and China’s views 

about the single Madhes province contrasted because, while India found it serving its 

strategic interests, China’s assessment was that it was against the security of Tibet. 

China’s perception was that a single Madhes province would be the source of political 

instability in Nepal (some sources in China told to the extent that India wanted to secede 

Madhes region from Nepal after creating a single autonomous Madhes province and 

annex it), and it would be detrimental to its Tibet’s security interests. These interventions 

indicate that the countries intervened largely for their own interests in addition to 

supporting the peace process; however, these interventions did not go to the extent of 

impeding or spoiling the peace process. They rather looked committed to supporting 

Nepal’s movement towards the successful CA election in 2008 despite their different 

priorities and interests, which were sometimes fulfilled, sometimes were not. 
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In contrast to the second critical juncture, all three countries had a similar view about 

UNMIN’s departure during the critical juncture of the Constitution of Nepal 2015. Even 

the US concluded that, given the circumstances, UNMIN was not proving effective. Both 

India and China had always been enthusiastic to see its early departure. The difference in 

their position was that China gave importance to Nepal’s decision about UNMIN and 

India put its own interests at the centre of its considerations, while the US saw it from the 

perspective of UNMIN’s utility in Nepal. However, India did not have a decisive role as 

it was not a permanent member of the UNSC, unlike China and the US.  

 

India and the US had similar approaches to the matter of army integration (first being 

against the idea of integration, and later supporting the decision to integrate a small 

number of Maoist combatants), unlike China (which unequivocally supported Nepal’s 

decision). As India and China did not position themselves strongly against the idea of 

integration until the end, this helped Nepali actors make their decisions on army 

integration. Army integration was, in fact, a part of CPA implementation. After the army 

integration in 2012, the US began to use milder approaches towards the Maoists and 

joined the joint initiative of donors, Nepal Peace Trust Fund (NPTF). The US changed its 

policy because the process of disarmament, demobilization and reintegration (DDR) had 

been completed in 2011, and after the army integration in 2012 the Maoists no longer 

held arms and armies. As immediate neighbours, however, India (very much) and China 

(to some extent) had more concerns about the Constitutional provisions, including 

federalism. In economic terms, the US’ economic support for Nepal in the latter part of 

the peace process amounted to more than that from India and China combined. Even on 

peace-related activities, US aid was more than that of other two. This suggests that the 
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US was genuinely seeking to support the success of the peace process by ensuring that 

the Maoists were disarmed and involved in the multiparty democratic system. While India 

tried to influence the peace process most actively while investing the least in economic 

terms, the US supported the process with greater economic investment but did not try to 

influence the political developments as strongly as India did. 

 

All three countries used their diplomatic and economic interventions in the lead up to the 

Constitution promulgation in 2015. Their approaches and stances on the need for 

promulgating the Constitution and completing the peace process as soon as possible 

looked similar until the decision was made to promulgate the Constitution. However, both 

before the Constitution was promulgated and right after it was passed on 20 September 

2015, India used strong diplomatic measures against it. India not only tried to prevent the 

Constitution promulgation but also protested via an unofficial economic embargo after 

Nepali actors promulgated the Constitution by defying India’s blatant diplomatic 

pressures. The Indian Prime Minister sent his Special Envoy to Nepal to ask the parties 

to delay the promulgation, but this did not work. India consequently expressed its 

diplomatic disapproval by only ‘noting’ the Constitution promulgation instead of 

welcoming it. However, China and the US openly welcomed the new Constitution. India 

had thus ended up positioning itself against the outcome of the peace and Constitution 

making processes that had started with its strong backing and informal facilitation in 

2005. India over-estimated its capacity to influence the Constitution making process and 

was unsuccessful in influencing the peace process outcome when domestic actors came 

together to defy Indian diplomatic pressures. In consolidating the domestic actors’ 

agency, the US and China’s backing was important. 
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There are three key reasons why India tried to prevent the Constitution promulgation and 

protested it after its promulgation. First, India wanted to demonstrate that Nepali actors 

could not do anything that went against India’s position. Second, India had reservations 

about Madhesi people’s dissatisfaction with the Constitution (its official position). Third, 

(which was unofficial, yet more important than the other two) was the Constitutional 

provision of secularism, which the Modi government, guided by the notion of Hindutva 

or Hindu nationalism, did not like. In contrast, China and the US welcomed the 

Constitution promulgation. China seemed pleased to see the failure of the agenda of a 

single Madhes province that India supported, and that of ethnic federalism. The US had 

already started to show a softer position towards the CPN (Maoist) after the CA elections 

2008, which was officially confirmed after the US’ removal of the CPN (Maoist) from its 

list of terrorist organization in 2012. The major concerns of the United States regarding 

the Maoists were their arms and armies. The arms were handed over to the NA and army 

integration took place in 2012, meaning that the US now had little to be concerned about 

the Maoists’ commitment to peaceful politics. China had already started to create ties 

with them. So, these countries did not take the Constitution promulgation as something 

they needed to object to. 

 

Thus, in sum, while India was the most influential actor at the beginning of the peace 

process in 2005, it became the least dominant external state actor of the three towards the 

end. In contrast, although China and the US mostly differed in their approaches and 

interventions during the peace process and countered the political developments that 

initiated the peace process in 2005, they took the outcome of peace process (promulgation 

of the Constitution) as a positive development. This shows that while India, China and 

the US pursued their own interventions and interests and intervened during each critical 
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juncture to influence the peace and Constitution making processes, their attempts to 

influence the process did not always bring about the results they individually intended as 

the Nepali domestic actors (often using the support of one external actor in opposition to 

the others) remained vital at each juncture. As a former Foreign Secretary of Nepal 

government puts it, the domestic actors were “in-charge of the whole process”.930 

External actors intervened in and influenced the peace process outcomes, but the Nepalese 

peace process was led and controlled by the domestic actors.931 

 

7.1.2. Great powers, small states, and peace processes 

My examination of external state interventions in Nepal’s peace process demonstrates 

that a small country can resist (and at times prevent) the influence of great power and/or 

superpower interventions in their peace process, especially when the smaller country is 

geo-strategically important for multiple great powers. Even very powerful states do not 

always have adequate power to influence the peace process outcomes of relatively smaller 

countries, especially when the context is geopolitically sensitive. Even if they have 

enough power, they may not use it to the extent they can as this may spoil the peace 

process and spoiling may be more detrimental to their core interests than helping secure 

it. In Nepal’s peace process, the key reason why Nepal was able to exercise a reasonable 

degree of agency was its geostrategic location; as one national security expert put it: ‘To 

a major power, a country’s greatest asset might be its map coordinates rather than the size 

of its arsenal or bank account’.932 Since Nepal is located at a geo-strategically important 

location for all three powers, India, China and the United States, it was able to hedge the 

pressure of one by directly or indirectly drawing on the support of the other(s) at times. 

 
930 Durga Prasad Bhattarai, interview 
931 Durga Prasad Bhattarai, interview; Bishnu Raj Upreti, interview 
932 Carafano (2018) 
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This shows, in the context where geopolitics are complex and the geostrategic interests 

of multiple great powers are intertwined, great power potential to leverage small state 

politics is more limited. 

 

It was India which was relatively more extensively engaged and influential if the whole 

trajectory of the peace process is taken into consideration. However, all three actors’ 

interventions could not produce their intended outcomes all the time. India wanted to have 

an influential role throughout the process and to restrict that of others. India mostly failed 

to do so. The US and China were against the idea of mainstreaming the Maoists in 

peaceful politics in the beginning, in which they failed. More precisely, while the US and 

China failed to influence the events in the lead up to the CPA in 2005 and 2006, India 

could not influence the promulgation of the Constitution in 2015. In 2005 and 2006, 

India’s role was crucial in consolidating the domestic actors against the US and China’s 

interventions, while the US and China’s support played some crucial role in making 

Nepali actors defy Indian pressure in 2015. India looked to have taken Nepal as its own 

traditional sphere of influence and thus was too ambitious about what it could do and how 

strongly it could influence the peace process at the final juncture. 

 

While China and the US also intervened during all the critical junctures, their 

interventions, especially the diplomatic ones, were infrequent and their approaches 

seemed cautious compared to India’s more overt actions. Up until the Jana Andolan II, 

both China and the US were not on the side of SPA-Maoist led protests. China clearly 

intervened by providing diplomatic, military and economic support to the autocratic 

regime but despite China’s support the regime could not sustain itself. The US wanted to 

prevent the 12-point understanding and it was also not supportive of the Jana Andolan II. 
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It wanted the King and the political parties to work together to fight the CPN (Maoist). 

However, as it turned out, even the US could not prevent the 12-point understanding. 

These two events that the US considered to be against its own interests would form the 

foundations of the peace process. Despite their reservations on the 12-point understanding 

and the Jana Andolan II, both China and the US not only backed the CPA but also 

provided support both diplomatically and economically throughout the peace process 

thereafter. Although the US continued to label the CPN (Maoist) as a terrorist 

organisation, it nevertheless provided diplomatic and economic support to the CA 

election the CPN (Maoist) contested in 2008. The US and China, therefore, tried to wield 

their influence at the beginning of the peace process unsuccessfully; India attempted to 

influence the outcome of the peace process, also unsuccessfully. 

 

Similar to India, China had its own geopolitical concerns about the direction of the peace 

process (e.g., federalism and UNMIN), but China learnt to not raise them overtly. In 

addition, China usually associated its concerns with the interests of Nepal which made 

Nepali actors believe that China’s concern was for the benefit of Nepal (for example, 

regarding ethnic federalism and federal demarcation on the basis of economic 

sustainability). Thus, through its milder approach and sensitivity to domestic interests, 

China increasingly won both some influence and a more positive image. China was very 

careful not to give the impression that it was intervening in Nepali affairs overtly. 

Although the US’ approach was more vocal than that of China, it too refrained from 

engaging in every political issue though it consistently raised peace process matters 

relevant to its interests. For example, the US continued to take the Maoists as terrorists 

even until four years after it was democratically elected as the largest political party, 

despite the fact that India and China had started to recognise the Maoists as political force 
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from much earlier. Since China and the US did not appear to be continually intervening 

in small matters, their interventions did not arouse as much controversy as India’s did. 

 

The US and China seemed to increasingly understand the limits of their abilities to 

influence the domestic affairs of Nepal during the peace process, while India did not. As 

a result, domestic actors were increasingly infuriated with India and did not take its 

position seriously, especially when they had reached consensus among themselves about 

how to advance the peace process and when they had support of other great powers. The 

US and China’s backing of the Constitution promulgation, for example, consolidated 

Nepal’s agency to defy Indian pressure. Had all three powers diplomatically intervened 

to prevent the Constitution in September 2015, the outcome of the peace process might 

have been very different. 

 

This shows the importance of tracing the exploits and limitations of superpowers and big 

neighbours in influencing the domestic political developments of much weaker nations 

like Nepal. Under the right circumstances and timing, domestic actors can and will use 

their own agency to secure their interests by taking advantage of external powers’ concern 

with their geopolitical position. 

 

7.2. Research contribution 

 

This research has made both empirical and theoretical contributions. First, this project has 

identified the Comprehensive Peace Accord 2006, the Constituent Assembly elections 

2008, and the Constitution of Nepal 2015 as three critical junctures of Nepal’s peace 

process. It has revealed that each of these junctures were key advancements towards the 
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conclusion of the peace process and each stage was vital to push the next phase towards 

peace. This identification of critical junctures in a peace process is a significant 

contribution to the literature on Nepal’s peace processes and critical junctures that 

determined its successful peace process. 

 

Second, this project has filled a research gap by providing an original and comprehensive 

study of diplomatic, military and economic interventions of India, China and the US in 

the decade-long peace process of Nepal. It has found that three great powers tried to 

influence Nepal’s peace process by engaging in bilateral interventions and geo-strategic 

competition, which resulted in the success of the domestic actors in leading the peace 

process while a particular external actor was able to influence the peace process outcomes 

only on some occasions. This means while the domestic actors shaped the trajectory of 

Nepal’s peace process, India, China and the US only occasionally influenced it. This 

original research incorporates primary data obtained by interviewing politicians, scholars 

and other stakeholders from Kathmandu, New Delhi, Beijing, Shanghai, Chengdu, and 

Washington D.C. who were involved in and/or have expertise on Nepal’s peace process 

and its external dimensions. There is no such an in-depth study that studies the three types 

of interventions used by these three countries during the identified three critical junctures 

of Nepal’s peace process. This is in this sense both a holistic and in-depth study of Nepal’s 

peace process and its external intervention dynamics.  

 

Third, this research thesis has contributed to the theoretical literature that examines the 

role of external actors in peace processes. Nepal is a rare example of a successful peace 

process, in which there was no formal external mediator appointed to manage the ten-

year process. The UNMIN’s involvement was as a time-restricted political mission with 
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no authority of enforcement. There was complex geopolitical competition and interests at 

play during these ten years. Few conflicts in the world had the attention and engagement 

of three states as powerful as these at the same time, which makes Nepal’s case a unique 

context. What also makes this case a unique one is that Nepal is a neighbour to both India 

and China and the US as a distant actor with a rival relationship with China had immense 

interests in Nepal (China’s neighbour bordering Tibet). Therefore, this case study has not 

only provided important insights into the role of major powers and neighbours in peace 

process negotiations, but it has also been a unique study of the types (diplomatic, military 

and economic) and phases of interventions (critical junctures) of three powerful state 

actors (India, China, and the US) in this peace process.  

 

This research has demonstrated that while the great powers with competing geo-strategic 

interests tend to intervene in the peace processes of relatively smaller countries, their 

interventions and the consequent influence do not entirely depend on the bilateral 

relationship between the domestic actors and the intervening great power. Rather, it also 

depends on the interventions adopted by other major power(s) at the same time. For 

instance, when India used its diplomatic interventions to prevent the Constitution 

promulgation, and economic intervention when Nepal passed the Constitution in 

September 2015, Nepal was able to defy India’s interventions. Nepal was able to defy the 

interventions of a much bigger neighbour mainly due to two reasons: one, there was unity 

among the major political parties (90% strength of the CA) to pass the Constitution; and 

two, Nepal had understood that there was support of other two big powers (China and the 

US) that had immense geo-strategic interest in Nepal. Similarly, Nepali actors were able 

to reach a 12-point understanding in 2005 and organise the Jana Andolan II in 2006 

against the royal regime with the support of India, while China and the US were against 
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(or at least not in support of) the idea of alliance between the Maoist and the democratic 

political parties. This case study has therefore demonstrated how the engagement of 

external state actors – especially when these actors do not act in concert – can influence 

domestic actors’ agency and power during the peace process. 

 

This project has shown the extent to which small states can have sufficient agency to 

resist or manipulate external interventions that may spoil the desired direction of their 

peace processes. It has demonstrated how a country can manage and succeed in its peace 

process despite a complex geopolitical context and revealed how major external powers 

balance each others’ interventions. When an external actor uses overt interventions 

without considering the local concerns, especially in the context where there is geo-

strategic interest and influence of other major powers as well, such interventions are likely 

to fail to influence the peace process outcomes. India’s failure during Constitution 

promulgation in 2015, the failure of the US to prevent the 12-point understanding in 2005, 

and the failure of the US diplomatic intervention to disarm the Maoists before the CA 

elections 2008 are some instances in this regard. 

 

7.3. Future direction 

 

This research has focused on great powers with geo-strategic interests as external state 

actors in Nepal’s peace process. There were, however, other state and non-state external 

actors which had significant involvement during different stages of the peace process. As 

this study does not cover any non-state actor, a further study could be conducted to 

determine how non-state actors intervened and how their interventions influenced both 

Nepal’s peace process and the intervening behaviour of other external actors. This 
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research also does not take into consideration the external actors that involved in the peace 

process without obvious competing strategic interests. Different interested donor 

countries contributed to multiple-donor mechanism such as Nepal Peace Trust Fund 

(NPTF) and the United Nations Peace Fund for Nepal (UNPFN) during the peace process. 

Research on such initiatives and their impact on the peace process would constitute 

another important contribution. Finally, while this research has shown that the complex 

geopolitics involving multiple big powers reinforces the agency of a smaller country in 

its peace process in the particular case of Nepal, the wider applicability of this finding 

ought to be tested through the examination of other similar cases. A comparative study 

could be conducted to check the validity of the findings of this research and make it more 

representative. 

 

In conclusion, this study identified and established three critical junctures of Nepal’s 

peace process and produced original research on external actors’ interventions and 

influences in Nepal’s peace process. The study found that great powers’ and neighbours’ 

leverage in a small state is circumscribed and a small state can boost its agency while 

dealing with its peace process, especially in the context of complex geopolitics and 

competing geostrategic interests of major powers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



298 
 

References 

Abbass, S. (2010). Nepalese general strike to protest monarchic rule, 2006. Retrieved 
from https://nvdatabase.swarthmore.edu/content/nepalese-general-strike-protest-
monarchic-rule-2006 

ABC News. (2005, 28 January). Nepal shuts down Dalai Lama's offices. ABC News. 
Retrieved from https://www.abc.net.au/news/2005-01-29/nepal-shuts-down-
dalai-lamas-offices/627148 

Acharya, B. (2013). The Bloodstained Throne: Struggles for Power in Nepal, 1775-
1914 (M. Acharya, Trans. S. Acharya Ed.). New Delhi: Penguin Books. 

Acharya, M., Phuyal, S., & Dhakal, S. (2015, 12 December). Nepal blockade: Six ways 
it affects the country. BBC News. Retrieved from 
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-35041366 

ActionAid UK. (2015). Earthquakes in Nepal 2015. Retrieved from 
https://www.actionaid.org.uk/our-work/emergencies-disasters-humanitarian-
response/earthquakes-in-nepal-2015 

Adhikari, A. (2017). International Support for Peace and Transition in Nepal. In D. 
Thapa & A. Ramsbotham (Eds.), Two Steps Forward, One Step Back: The 
Nepal Peace Process (pp. 27-31). London: Conciliation Resources. 

Adhikari, B., & Mathe, S. (2001). The Global Media, the Probe Commission and the 
Assasination of Nepal's Royal Family: Questions Unasked and Unanswered. 
HIMALAYA, the Journal of the Association for Nepal and Himalayan Studies, 
21(1), 18.  

Adhikari, D. (2017). The Saga of Conflict Transformation and Peace Process in Nepal: 
A Unique Account. Journal of Education and Research, 7(2), 23-42.  

Adhikari, M. (2012, 27 November). Renewed American Engagement with Nepal’s 
Maoists. Retrieved from 
https://idsa.in/issuebrief/RenewedAmericanEngagementwithNepalsMaoists_MA
dhikari 

Adhikari, P. (2012). China, Threat in South Asia. New Delhi: Lancer Publishers. 
Adhikary, D. (2007). UN’s welcome mat in Nepal frays. Retrieved from 

http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/IL11Df03.html 
Åkebo, M. (2016). Ceasefire Agreements and Peace Processes: A Comparative Study. 

London: Routledge Ltd. 
Asian Centre for Human Rights. (2009). Madhes: The challenges and opportunities for 

a stable Nepal. Retrieved from 
http://www.raon.ch/pages/np/pdf/ACHR_NPMadhes0901.pdf 

Asian Forum for Human Rights and Development (Forum-Asia). (2005). Nepal: One 
Hundred Days after Royal Takeover and Human Rights Crisis Deepens 
Retrieved from 
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/90C29753837130F3C125
700D0037FEC5-Full_Report.pdf 

Autesserre, S. (2017). International Peacebuilding and Local Success: Assumptions and 
Effectiveness. International Studies Review, 19(1), 114-132. 
doi:10.1093/isr/viw054 

Baral, B. (2016, 2 March). India's 'Blockade' Has Opened the Door for China in Nepal. 
The Wire. Retrieved from https://thewire.in/diplomacy/indias-blockade-has-
opened-the-door-for-china-in-nepal 

Baral, L. R. (1994). The return of party politics in Nepal. Journal of Democracy, 5(1), 
121-133.  

https://nvdatabase.swarthmore.edu/content/nepalese-general-strike-protest-monarchic-rule-2006
https://nvdatabase.swarthmore.edu/content/nepalese-general-strike-protest-monarchic-rule-2006
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2005-01-29/nepal-shuts-down-dalai-lamas-offices/627148
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2005-01-29/nepal-shuts-down-dalai-lamas-offices/627148
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-35041366
https://www.actionaid.org.uk/our-work/emergencies-disasters-humanitarian-response/earthquakes-in-nepal-2015
https://www.actionaid.org.uk/our-work/emergencies-disasters-humanitarian-response/earthquakes-in-nepal-2015
https://idsa.in/issuebrief/RenewedAmericanEngagementwithNepalsMaoists_MAdhikari
https://idsa.in/issuebrief/RenewedAmericanEngagementwithNepalsMaoists_MAdhikari
http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/IL11Df03.html
http://www.raon.ch/pages/np/pdf/ACHR_NPMadhes0901.pdf
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/90C29753837130F3C125700D0037FEC5-Full_Report.pdf
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/90C29753837130F3C125700D0037FEC5-Full_Report.pdf
https://thewire.in/diplomacy/indias-blockade-has-opened-the-door-for-china-in-nepal
https://thewire.in/diplomacy/indias-blockade-has-opened-the-door-for-china-in-nepal


299 
 

BBC News. (2005a, 31 March). China minister meets Nepal king. BBC News. Retrieved 
from http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/4396101.stm 

BBC News. (2005b, 28 January). Nepal shuts down Tibetan offices. BBC News. 
Retrieved from http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/4214933.stm 

BBC News. (2018, 19 February). Nepal profile - Timeline. BBC News. Retrieved from 
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-south-asia-12499391 

Bdnews24.com. (2005, 1 April). No Chinese arms to Nepal. Bdnews24.com. Retrieved 
from https://bdnews24.com/bangladesh/2005/04/01/no-chinese-arms-to-nepal 

Beach, D., & Pedersen, R. B. (2016). Process-tracing methods: Foundations and 
guidelines: University of Michigan Press. 

Bell, C. (2003). Peace Agreements and Human Rights. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Bell, C. (2006). Peace Agreements: Their Nature and Legal Status. The American 
journal of international law, 100(2), 373-412. doi:10.1017/S0002930000016705 

Bell, C. (2008). Negotiating Human Rights. In J. Darby & R. M. Ginty (Eds.), 
Contemporary Peacemaking (pp. 210-229). London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Bellamy, A. J. (2015). The Changing Face of Humanitarian Intervention. St Antony's 
International Review, 11(1), 15-43.  

Bhandari, C. (2015). The Reintegration of Maoist Ex-Combatants in Nepal. Economic 
and political weekly, 50(9), 63-68.  

Bhandari, C. (2017). People’s Liberation Army Post-2006: Integration, Rehabilitation 
or Retirement? Retrieved from https://www.politicalsettlements.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/09/2017_CRAccord_Nepal.pdf 

Bhasin, A. S. (Ed.) (2005a). India's Foreign Relations: Documents - 2005. New Delhi: 
Geetika Publishers. 

Bhasin, A. S. (Ed.) (2005b). Nepal - India Nepal -China Relations: Documents 1947 - 
June 2005 (Vol. I). New Delhi: Geetika Publishers. 

Bhasin, A. S. (Ed.) (2007). India's Foreign Relations - 2006: Domuments. New Delhi: 
Geetika Publishers. 

Bhasin, A. S. (Ed.) (2008). India's Foreign Relations - 2007: Documents (Vol. I). New 
Delhi: Geetika Publishers. 

Bhasin, A. S. (Ed.) (2009). India's Foreign Relations - 2008: Documents (Vol. 1). New 
Delhi: Geetika Publishers. 

Bhasin, A. S. (Ed.) (2011). India's Foreign Relations - 2011: Documents. New Delhi: 
Geetika Publishers. 

Bhasin, A. S. (Ed.) (2012). India's Foreign Relations - 2012: Documents. New Delhi: 
Geetika Publishers. 

Bhasin, A. S. (Ed.) (2013). India's Foreign Relations - 2013: Documents. New Delhi: 
Geetika Publishers. 

Bhattacharya, A. (2005, 21 November). China's 'Observer' Status: Implications for 
SAARC. Retrieved from http://www.ipcs.org/comm_select.php?articleNo=1891 

Bhattarai, B. (1996). Appendix 2: Memorandum from UNPF to the Prime Minister. In 
Paradise Lost?: State Failure in Nepal (pp. 185-189). Lanham, MD: Lexington 
Books. 

Bhattarai, B. (2003). The peace talks and after. Monthly Review: An Independent 
Socialist Magazine. Retrieved from https://monthlyreview.org/commentary/dr-
baburam-bhattarai-on-the-failure-of-the-peace-talks-in-nepal/ 

Bhattarai, D. (2015, 29 Novemebr ). Blockade Indian mistake in diplomacy: Yechury. 
The Kathmandu Post. Retrieved from 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/4396101.stm
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/4214933.stm
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-south-asia-12499391
https://bdnews24.com/bangladesh/2005/04/01/no-chinese-arms-to-nepal
https://www.politicalsettlements.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/2017_CRAccord_Nepal.pdf
https://www.politicalsettlements.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/2017_CRAccord_Nepal.pdf
http://www.ipcs.org/comm_select.php?articleNo=1891
https://monthlyreview.org/commentary/dr-baburam-bhattarai-on-the-failure-of-the-peace-talks-in-nepal/
https://monthlyreview.org/commentary/dr-baburam-bhattarai-on-the-failure-of-the-peace-talks-in-nepal/


300 
 

https://kathmandupost.com/miscellaneous/2015/11/29/blockade-indian-mistake-
in-diplomacy-yechury 

Bhattarai, K. D. (2018, 19 July). Rise of China in Nepal, Op-Ed. Republica. Retrieved 
from https://myrepublica.nagariknetwork.com/news/rise-of-china-in-nepal/ 

Bhattarai, K. D. (2020). China’s Growing Political Clout in Nepal. The Diplomat. 
Retrieved from https://thediplomat.com/2020/05/chinas-growing-political-clout-
in-nepal/ 

Bhattarai, R. (2005). Geopolitics of Nepal and International Responses to Conflict 
Transformation. Kathmandu: Friends for Peace. 

Bhattarai, U. K. (2014). Conflict to Peace Transition in Nepal. New Delhi: Adarsh 
Books. 

Bhattarai, U. K. (2016, 28 September). US-India-Nepal alliance: Countering China. 
Retrieved from https://thehimalayantimes.com/opinion/us-india-nepal-alliance-
countering-china 

Bhattarai, U. K. (2020). Nepal Intertwined with India-China Interest. New Delhi: 
Adroit Publishers. 

Bhushan, R. (2016). Maoism in India and Nepal (South Asia ed.). New Delhi: 
Routledge India. 

Boucher, R. (2005a, 14 February). Consultations for U.S. Ambassador to Nepal. 
Retrieved from https://2001-2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2005/42228.htm 

Boucher, R. (2005b). Consultations for U.S. Ambassador to Nepal. In. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of State. 

Brown, T. L. (1996). The challenge to democracy in Nepal: a political history (Vol. 
10). London: Routledge. 

Bryman, A. (2008). Social research methods (3rd ed.). New York;Oxford;: Oxford 
University Press. 

Cailmail, B. (2008). The fall of a Hindu monarchy: Maoists in power in Nepal. Asie 
visions, 12.  

Camp, D. (2005, March 2). United States Interests and Goals in Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://2001-2009.state.gov/p/sca/rls/rm/2005/42910.htm 

Campbell, I., Wheeler, T., Attree, L., Butler, D. M., & Mariani, B. (2012a). China and 
conflict-affected states. London: Saferworld. 

Campbell, I., Wheeler, T., Attree, L., Butler, D. M., & Mariani, B. (2012b). China and 
Conflict-affected States: Between Principle and Pragmatism. London: 
Saferworld. 

Capoccia, G., & Kelemen, R. D. (2007). The Study of Critical Junctures: Theory, 
Narrative, and Counterfactuals in Historical Institutionalism. World politics, 
59(3), 341-369. doi:10.1017/S0043887100020852 

Carafano, J. J. (2018, August 13). Why Small States Matter to Big Powers. Retrieved 
from https://www.heritage.org/defense/commentary/why-small-states-matter-
big-powers 

CBC News. (2006, July 02). Rebel leader condemns U.S. threat to cut aid to Nepal. 
CBC News. Retrieved from https://www.cbc.ca/news/world/rebel-leader-
condemns-u-s-threat-to-cut-aid-to-nepal-1.585253 

Cesa, M. (2017). Great powers. In R. Devetak, J. George, & S. Percy (Eds.), An 
Introduction to International Relations (Third edition ed., pp. 309). New York: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Chamlagai, A. (2020). Nepal: Tarai/Madhesh Movements and Political Elites. Journal 
of Asian and African studies (Leiden), 2190962095488. 
doi:10.1177/0021909620954881 

https://kathmandupost.com/miscellaneous/2015/11/29/blockade-indian-mistake-in-diplomacy-yechury
https://kathmandupost.com/miscellaneous/2015/11/29/blockade-indian-mistake-in-diplomacy-yechury
https://myrepublica.nagariknetwork.com/news/rise-of-china-in-nepal/
https://thediplomat.com/2020/05/chinas-growing-political-clout-in-nepal/
https://thediplomat.com/2020/05/chinas-growing-political-clout-in-nepal/
https://thehimalayantimes.com/opinion/us-india-nepal-alliance-countering-china
https://thehimalayantimes.com/opinion/us-india-nepal-alliance-countering-china
https://2001-2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2005/42228.htm
https://2001-2009.state.gov/p/sca/rls/rm/2005/42910.htm
https://www.heritage.org/defense/commentary/why-small-states-matter-big-powers
https://www.heritage.org/defense/commentary/why-small-states-matter-big-powers
https://www.cbc.ca/news/world/rebel-leader-condemns-u-s-threat-to-cut-aid-to-nepal-1.585253
https://www.cbc.ca/news/world/rebel-leader-condemns-u-s-threat-to-cut-aid-to-nepal-1.585253


301 
 

China Daily. (2005, February 15). US, EU, India recall envoys from Nepal. Retrieved 
from https://www.chinadaily.com.cn/english/doc/2005-
02/15/content_416624.htm 

Clapham, C. (1998). Rwanda: The Perils of Peacemaking. Journal of Peace Research, 
35(2), 193-210. doi:10.1177/0022343398035002003 

Clark, J. A., & Zahar, M.-J. (2015). Critical Junctures and Missed Opportunities: The 
Case of Lebanon's Cedar Revolution. Ethnopolitics, 14(1), 1-18. 
doi:10.1080/17449057.2014.924659 

Collier, D. (2011). Understanding process tracing. PS: Political Science & Politics, 
44(4), 823-830.  

Colliers, R. B., & Collier, D. (1991). Shaping the political arena: Critical junctures, the 
labor movement, and regime dynamics in Latin America. In. Princeton: 
Princeton University Press. 

Comprehensive Peace Accord. (2006, November 21). Comprehensive Peace Accord 
Signed between Nepal Government and the Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist). 
Retrieved from 
https://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/NP_061122_Comprehe
nsive%20Peace%20Agreement%20between%20the%20Government%20and%2
0the%20CPN%20%28Maoist%29.pdf 

Constitution of the Kingdom of Nepal 1990. (1990). Constitution of the Kingdom of 
Nepal 1990. Retrieved from 
http://www.asianlii.org/np/legis/const/1990/index.html 

Consulate-General of the People's Republic of China in Houston. (2011, 16 August). 
Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Ma Zhaoxu's Remarks on the Situation in Nepal. 
Retrieved from https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/ce/cght/eng/fyrth/t848863.htm 

Cooper, E. (2015). Constitutional Assembly Breakdown: A Study of Why Nepal’s 
Constitution Writing Procces Failed. (Degree of Bachelor of Arts Honors 
Theses). Bates College, Maine. Retrieved from 
https://scarab.bates.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1170&context=honorstheses 
(118) 

CPN (Maoist). (2003, 27 April). An Executive Summery of the Proposal Put Forward 
by CPN (Maoist) for the Negotiations. Retrieved from 
https://nepalconflictreport.ohchr.org/html/documents/2003-04-
27_document_cpn-m_eng.html 

CPN(Maoist). (1996). 40 Point Demand. Retrieved from 
https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/document/papers/40points.htm 

Croicu, M. C., Högbladh, S., Pettersson, T., & Themnér, L. (2011). UCDP External 
Support Project Primary Warring Party Dataset Codebook. In: Version. 

Daley, P. (2006). Challenges to Peace: Conflict Resolution in the Great Lakes Region of 
Africa. Third world quarterly, 27(2), 303-319. doi:10.1080/01436590500432564 

Darby, J. (2001). The Effects of Violence on Peace Processes. Washington, D.C.: 
United States Institute of Peace Press. 

Darby, J., & Mac Ginty, R. (2008). Contemporary peacemaking: conflict, peace 
processes and post-war reconstruction: Springer. 

Datzberger, S. (2017). Peacebuilding through Non-formal Education Programmes: A 
Case Study from Karamoja, Uganda. International Peacekeeping, 24(2), 326-
349. doi:10.1080/13533312.2016.1214073 

Dayton, B. W. (2009). Useful but Insufficient: Intermediaries in Peacebuilding. In B. 
W. Dayton & L. Kriesberg (Eds.), Conflict Transformation and Peacebuilding: 

https://www.chinadaily.com.cn/english/doc/2005-02/15/content_416624.htm
https://www.chinadaily.com.cn/english/doc/2005-02/15/content_416624.htm
https://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/NP_061122_Comprehensive%20Peace%20Agreement%20between%20the%20Government%20and%20the%20CPN%20%28Maoist%29.pdf
https://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/NP_061122_Comprehensive%20Peace%20Agreement%20between%20the%20Government%20and%20the%20CPN%20%28Maoist%29.pdf
https://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/NP_061122_Comprehensive%20Peace%20Agreement%20between%20the%20Government%20and%20the%20CPN%20%28Maoist%29.pdf
http://www.asianlii.org/np/legis/const/1990/index.html
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/ce/cght/eng/fyrth/t848863.htm
https://scarab.bates.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1170&context=honorstheses
https://nepalconflictreport.ohchr.org/html/documents/2003-04-27_document_cpn-m_eng.html
https://nepalconflictreport.ohchr.org/html/documents/2003-04-27_document_cpn-m_eng.html
https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/document/papers/40points.htm


302 
 

Moving From Violence to Sustainable Peace (pp. 62-73). London and New 
York: Routledge. 

Dikshit, S. (2012, December 27). Consensus government the only option in Nepal, says 
India. Retrieved from https://www.thehindu.com/news/national/consensus-
government-the-only-option-in-nepal-says-india/article4241229.ece 

Dixit, J. N., & Singh, S. K. (2003). External Affairs: Cross-border Relations. New 
Delhi: Lotus Collection. 

Dixit, K. (2017, 20-26 October). The Turning Point. Nepali Times(880). Retrieved from 
https://archive.nepalitimes.com/article/nation/The-turning-point-war-nepal,3986 

Dixit, K. M. (2011). Peace Politics of Nepal: An opinion from within: Himal Books. 
Dixit, K. M. (2012). The Life and Death of the Constituent Assembly of Nepal. 

Economic and Political Weekly, 47(31), 35-41.  
Dugger, C. W. (2002, May 6). Nepal Says Over 400 Rebels Are Dead After Several 

Battles. The New York Times. Retrieved from 
https://www.nytimes.com/2002/05/06/world/nepal-says-over-400-rebels-are-
dead-after-several-battles.html?auth=login-facebook 

DW. (2016, 29 August). China increases influence over Tibetan refugees in Nepal. DW. 
Retrieved from https://www.dw.com/en/china-increases-influence-over-tibetan-
refugees-in-nepal/a-19511365 

Eckstein, H. (2009). Case Study and Theory in Political Science. In G. Roger, H. 
Martyn, & F. Peter (Eds.), Case Study Method: Key Issues, Key Texts (pp. 118). 
London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 

Economic Times. (2012, December 26). A stable, secular and democratic Nepal in 
India's interest. Retrieved from 
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/a-stable-secular-
and-democratic-nepal-in-indias-interest/articleshow/17769538.cms?from=mdr 

Einsiedel, S., Malone, D., & Pradhan, S. (2012). Conclusions. In S. Einsiedel, D. 
Malone, & S. Pradhan (Eds.), Nepal in Transition: From People's War to 
Fragile Peace (pp. 361-382). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal. (2007a, December 25). Chinese 
Foreign Ministry Spokesman Qin Gang's Remarks on the New Development of 
the Political Situation of Nepal. Retrieved from http://np.china-
embassy.org/eng/ChinaNepal/t393257.htm 

Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal. (2007b, November 12). H.E. Mr. 
Zheng Xianglin attends the delivery and receipt ceremony of election materials 
donated to Nepal by Chinese Government. Retrieved from http://np.china-
embassy.org/eng/ChinaNepal/t380869.htm 

Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal. (2007c, September 5). Nepal-
China Relations. Retrieved from http://np.china-
embassy.org/eng/ChinaNepal/t362330.htm 

Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal. (2008, April 11). Press Release. 
Retrieved from http://np.china-embassy.org/eng/ChinaNepal/t424183.htm 

Embassy of the People's Republic of China in Nepal. (2019). A Retrospective in 
Commemoration of the 65th Anniversary of the Establishment of Diplomatic 
Relations between China and Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/ce/cenp/eng/Diplomacy/t1802845.htm 

Embassy of the People's Republic of China in the Republic of Cyprus. (2015, 21 
September). Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Hong Lei's Regular Press 
Conference. Retrieved from http://cy.china-embassy.org/eng/fyrth/t1298582.htm 

https://www.thehindu.com/news/national/consensus-government-the-only-option-in-nepal-says-india/article4241229.ece
https://www.thehindu.com/news/national/consensus-government-the-only-option-in-nepal-says-india/article4241229.ece
https://archive.nepalitimes.com/article/nation/The-turning-point-war-nepal,3986
https://www.nytimes.com/2002/05/06/world/nepal-says-over-400-rebels-are-dead-after-several-battles.html?auth=login-facebook
https://www.nytimes.com/2002/05/06/world/nepal-says-over-400-rebels-are-dead-after-several-battles.html?auth=login-facebook
https://www.dw.com/en/china-increases-influence-over-tibetan-refugees-in-nepal/a-19511365
https://www.dw.com/en/china-increases-influence-over-tibetan-refugees-in-nepal/a-19511365
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/a-stable-secular-and-democratic-nepal-in-indias-interest/articleshow/17769538.cms?from=mdr
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/a-stable-secular-and-democratic-nepal-in-indias-interest/articleshow/17769538.cms?from=mdr
http://np.china-embassy.org/eng/ChinaNepal/t393257.htm
http://np.china-embassy.org/eng/ChinaNepal/t393257.htm
http://np.china-embassy.org/eng/ChinaNepal/t380869.htm
http://np.china-embassy.org/eng/ChinaNepal/t380869.htm
http://np.china-embassy.org/eng/ChinaNepal/t362330.htm
http://np.china-embassy.org/eng/ChinaNepal/t362330.htm
http://np.china-embassy.org/eng/ChinaNepal/t424183.htm
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/ce/cenp/eng/Diplomacy/t1802845.htm
http://cy.china-embassy.org/eng/fyrth/t1298582.htm


303 
 

Embassy of the People's Republic of China in the United States of America. (2006, 24 
January). Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Kong Quan's Press Conference on 
January 24 2006. Retrieved from http://www.china-
embassy.org/eng/fyrth/t232764.htm 

Flaten, L. T. (2017). Hindu nationalism, history and identity in India: narrating a 
Hindu past under the BJP. London; New York: Routledge. 

ForeignAssistance.gov. (2002). U.S. Foreign Assistance By Country: Nepal. Retrieved 
from https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2002/disbursements/0 

ForeignAssistance.gov. (2003). U.S. Foreign Assistance By Country: Nepal. Retrieved 
from https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2003/disbursements/0 

ForeignAssistance.gov. (2004). U.S. Foreign Assistance By Country: Nepal. Retrieved 
from https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2004/disbursements/0 

ForeignAssistance.gov. (2005). U.S. Foreign Assistance By Country: Nepal. Retrieved 
from https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2005/disbursements/0 

ForeignAssistance.gov. (2006). U.S. Foreign Aid By Country: Nepal Retrieved from 
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2006/disbursements/0 

ForeignAssistance.gov. (2007). U.S. Foreign Aid By Country: Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2007/disbursements/0 

ForeignAssistance.gov. (2008). U.S. Foreign Aid By Country: Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2008/disbursements/0 

ForeignAssistance.gov. (2021). U.S. Foreign Aid by Country: Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/NPL.   https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/NPL 

Ganguly, S., & Shoup, B. (2005). Nepal: Between Dictatorship and Anarchy. Journal of 
Democracy, 16(4), 129-143.  

Gartner, S. S., & Bercovitch, J. (2006). Overcoming Obstacles to Peace: The 
Contribution of Mediation to Short-Lived Conflict Settlements. International 
Studies Quarterly, 50(4), 819-840. doi:10.1111/j.1468-2478.2006.00427.x 

Garver, J. W. (1991). China-India Rivalry in Nepal: The Clash over Chinese Arms 
Sales. Asian survey, 31(10), 956-975. doi:10.2307/2645066 

Gautam, K. C. (2018). Lost in transition: Rebuilding Nepal from the Maoist mayhem 
and mega earthquake: Publication Nepalaya. 

George, A. L., & Bennett, A. (2005). Case studies and theory development in the social 
sciences. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press. 

Gerring, J. (2004). What Is a Case Study and What Is It Good for? The American 
Political Science Review, 98(2), 341-354. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/stable/4145316 

Gerring, J. (2007). Case study research: principles and practices. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Ghimire, S. (2019). The Politics of Peacebuilding: Emerging Actors and Security Sector 
Reform in Conflict-Affected States (1 ed. Vol. 1). London; New York: 
Routledge. 

Ghimire, Y. (2015, 23 September). Any act that amounts to undermining Nepal’s 
sovereignty is not acceptable: Prachanda. The Indian Express. Retrieved from 
https://indianexpress.com/article/world/neighbours/any-act-that-amounts-to-
undermining-nepals-sovereignty-is-not-acceptable-prachanda/ 

Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect. (2022). What is R2P? Retrieved from 
https://www.globalr2p.org/what-is-r2p/ 

Global Times. (2009a, 30 December). China, Nepal to boost political, trade ties: joint 
statement. Retrieved from 
https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/200912/495464.shtml 

http://www.china-embassy.org/eng/fyrth/t232764.htm
http://www.china-embassy.org/eng/fyrth/t232764.htm
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2002/disbursements/0
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2003/disbursements/0
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2004/disbursements/0
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2005/disbursements/0
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2006/disbursements/0
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2007/disbursements/0
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/nepal/2008/disbursements/0
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/NPL
https://foreignassistance.gov/cd/NPL
http://www.jstor.org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/stable/4145316
https://indianexpress.com/article/world/neighbours/any-act-that-amounts-to-undermining-nepals-sovereignty-is-not-acceptable-prachanda/
https://indianexpress.com/article/world/neighbours/any-act-that-amounts-to-undermining-nepals-sovereignty-is-not-acceptable-prachanda/
https://www.globalr2p.org/what-is-r2p/
https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/200912/495464.shtml


304 
 

Global Times. (2009b, 13 October). Chinese top political advisor pledges closer ties 
with Nepal.  

Global Times. (2009c, 11 September). Vice premier: China to cement good-neighborly 
ties with Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/200909/466923.shtml 

Global Times. (2010a, 26 March). China pledges military cooperation with 
Afghanistan, Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/201003/516375.shtml 

Global Times. (2010b, 26 June). Symposium on Nepal-China relation held in 
Kathmandu. Retrieved from 
https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/201006/545716.shtml 

Gobal Times. (2013, 6 October). China officially hands over election materials to 
Nepal. Retrieved from https://www.globaltimes.cn/content/815752.shtml 

Gobal Times. (2015, 25 June). China offers 483 mln USD worth of aid package for 
Nepal. Retrieved from https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/201506/928882.shtml 

Guelke, A. (1974). Force, Intervention and International Conflict. In F. S. Northedge 
(Ed.), The Use of Force in International Relations. London: Farber and Faber 
Limited. 

Haidar, S. (2015, 20 September). Kathmandu ignores Delhi’s concerns on Constitution. 
The Hindu. Retrieved from https://www.thehindu.com/news/international/nepal-
prepares-to-unveil-its-new-constitution-kathmandu-ignores-delhis-concerns-on-
constitution/article7668925.ece 

Hall, I. (2019). Modi and the Reinvention of Indian Foreign Policy: Bristol University 
Press. 

Harbom, L., Wallensteen, P., Humanistisk-samhällsvetenskapliga, v., Uppsala, u., 
Samhällsvetenskapliga, f., & Institutionen för freds- och, k. (2005). Armed 
Conflict and Its International Dimensions, 1946-2004. Journal of Peace 
Research, 42(5), 623-635. doi:10.1177/0022343305056238 

Harding, L. (2002, 5 May). Nepal Army Kills 390 Maoists. The Guardian. Retrieved 
from https://www.theguardian.com/world/2002/may/05/nepal 

Heping, S. (2005). One country, two viewpoints. In N. Times (Ed.). Kathmandu: Nepali 
Times. 

Himal Khabarpatrika. (2004, 03-09 December). Rangers in action Nepali Times(224). 
Retrieved from 
http://archive.nepalitimes.com/news.php?id=1836#.YCEW4UxuKUk 

Holzgrefe, J. L. (2003). The Humanitarian Intervention Debate. In J. L. Holzgrefe & R. 
O. Keohane (Eds.), Humanitarian Intervention: Ethical, Legal and Political 
Dilemmas (pp. 15-52). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Housden, O. (2010). Nepal's Elusive Peace. The RUSI journal, 155(2), 70-77. 
doi:10.1080/03071847.2010.486554 

Huber, K. (2013). Conflict Analysis in Peace Processes: Pitfalls Potential Remedies. In 
Managing Peace Processes: A Handbook for AU Pranctitioners (Vol. 1, pp. 11-
33). Geneva: African Union and Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue. 

Human Rights Watch. (2004). Between a Rock and a Hard Place: Civilians Struggle to 
Survive in Nepal's Civil War. Retrieved from 
https://www.hrw.org/sites/default/files/reports/nepal1004.pdf 

Human Rights Watch. (2007). Nepal: Events of 2006. Retrieved from 
https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2007/country-chapters/nepal 

https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/200909/466923.shtml
https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/201003/516375.shtml
https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/201006/545716.shtml
https://www.globaltimes.cn/content/815752.shtml
https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/201506/928882.shtml
https://www.thehindu.com/news/international/nepal-prepares-to-unveil-its-new-constitution-kathmandu-ignores-delhis-concerns-on-constitution/article7668925.ece
https://www.thehindu.com/news/international/nepal-prepares-to-unveil-its-new-constitution-kathmandu-ignores-delhis-concerns-on-constitution/article7668925.ece
https://www.thehindu.com/news/international/nepal-prepares-to-unveil-its-new-constitution-kathmandu-ignores-delhis-concerns-on-constitution/article7668925.ece
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2002/may/05/nepal
http://archive.nepalitimes.com/news.php?id=1836#.YCEW4UxuKUk
https://www.hrw.org/sites/default/files/reports/nepal1004.pdf
https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2007/country-chapters/nepal


305 
 

Human Rights Watch. (2014). Under China's Shadow: Mistreatment of Tibetans in 
Nepal. Retrieved from https://www.hrw.org/report/2014/04/01/under-chinas-
shadow/mistreatment-tibetans-nepal 

Hutt, M. (2020). Before the dust settled: is Nepal's 2015 settlement a seismic 
constitution? Conflict, security & development, 20(3), 379-400. 
doi:10.1080/14678802.2020.1771848 

Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007. (2007). Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007. 
Retrieved from https://constitutionnet.org/vl/item/interim-constitution-nepal-
2007 

International Crisis Group. (2005). Nepal's Royal Coup: Making a Bad Situation Worse 
(91). Retrieved from https://www.crisisgroup.org/asia/south-asia/nepal/nepals-
royal-coup-making-bad-situation-worse 

International Crisis Group. (2007). Nepal’s Maoists: Purists or pragmatists (132). 
Retrieved from https://www.refworld.org/pdfid/4652d6da2.pdf 

International Crisis Group. (2009). Nepal's Future: In Whose Hands? (173). Retrieved 
from  

International IDEA. (2015). Nepal’s Constitution Building Process: 2006-2015. 
Stockholm: International IDEA. 

Jaffrelot, C. (1996). The Hindu nationalist movement and Indian politics 1925 to the 
1990s: strategies of identity-building, implantation and mobilisation (with 
special reference to Central India). London: Hurst. 

Jaiswal, P. (2014, 1 March). Caught in the India-China Rivalry: Policy Options for 
Nepal. Retrieved from http://www.ipcs.org/issue_select.php?recNo=556 

Jha, H. B. (2017, 6 June). Corridor between China, Nepal and India: Is it realistic? 
Retrieved from https://www.orfonline.org/expert-speak/corridor-between-china-
nepal-and-india-is-it-realistic/ 

Jha, P. (2012a, 9 November). Nepali Congress demands Bhattarai’s resignation. The 
Hindu. Retrieved from https://www.thehindu.com/news/international/nepali-
congress-demands-bhattarais-resignation/article4081556.ece 

Jha, P. (2012b). A Nepali perspective on international involvement in Nepal. In S. 
Einsiedel, D. Malone, & S. Pradhan (Eds.), Nepal in transition: From people’s 
war to fragile peace (pp. 332-358). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Jolly, J. (2011). Uncertainty in Nepal as UN mission ends. BBC News. Retrieved from 
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-south-asia-12184250 

Joshi, B. L., & Rose, L. E. (2021). Democratic Innovations in Nepal: A Case Study of 
Political Acculturation. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California 
Press. 

Joshi, M., & Mason, T. D. (2007). Land Tenure, Democracy, and Insurgency in Nepal: 
Peasant Support for Insurgency versus Democracy. Asian Survey, 47(3), 393-
414.  

Kafle, H. R. (2008). Prithvi Narayan Shah and Postcolonial Resistance. Bodhi: An 
Interdisciplinary Journal, 2(1), 136-147. doi:10.3126/bodhi.v2i1.2867 

Kantha, P. K. (2009). Maoist–Madhesi dynamics and Nepal’s peace process. In M. 
Lawoti & A. K. Pahari (Eds.), The Maoist Insurgency in Nepal (pp. 176-192): 
Routledge. 

Kantha, P. K. (2010). Understanding Nepal’s Madhesi movement and its future 
trajectory.  

Karan, P. P., & Ishii, H. (1996). Nepal: a Himalayan kingdom in transition. Tokyo: 
United Nations University Press. 

Katawal, R. (2016). My Story. Kathmandu: Publication nepa-laya. 

https://www.hrw.org/report/2014/04/01/under-chinas-shadow/mistreatment-tibetans-nepal
https://www.hrw.org/report/2014/04/01/under-chinas-shadow/mistreatment-tibetans-nepal
https://constitutionnet.org/vl/item/interim-constitution-nepal-2007
https://constitutionnet.org/vl/item/interim-constitution-nepal-2007
https://www.crisisgroup.org/asia/south-asia/nepal/nepals-royal-coup-making-bad-situation-worse
https://www.crisisgroup.org/asia/south-asia/nepal/nepals-royal-coup-making-bad-situation-worse
https://www.refworld.org/pdfid/4652d6da2.pdf
http://www.ipcs.org/issue_select.php?recNo=556
https://www.orfonline.org/expert-speak/corridor-between-china-nepal-and-india-is-it-realistic/
https://www.orfonline.org/expert-speak/corridor-between-china-nepal-and-india-is-it-realistic/
https://www.thehindu.com/news/international/nepali-congress-demands-bhattarais-resignation/article4081556.ece
https://www.thehindu.com/news/international/nepali-congress-demands-bhattarais-resignation/article4081556.ece
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-south-asia-12184250


306 
 

Keohane, R. O. (1990). Multilateralism: An Agenda for Research. International 
Journal, 45(4), 731-764. doi:10.1177/002070209004500401 

Keohane, R. O. (2003). Introduction. In R. O. Keohane & J. L. Holzgrefe (Eds.), 
Humanitarian Intervention: Ethical, Legal and Political Dilemmas. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Khadka, N. (1986). Crisis in Nepal's partyless Panchayat system: The case for more 
democracy. Pacific Affairs, 429-454.  

Khanal, K. (2017). Federal discourse. In D. Thapa & A. Ramsbotham (Eds.), Two steps 
forward, one step back: The Nepal peace process. London: Conciliation 
Resources. 

King, C. (1997). Ending Civil Wars. New York: Oxford University Press. 
King Gyanendra. (2006a, 21 April). Nepal: Proclamation to the Nation from His 

Majesty King Gyanendra Bir Bikram Shah Dev - 21 Apr 2006. Retrieved from 
https://reliefweb.int/report/nepal/nepal-proclamation-nation-his-majesty-king-
gyanendra-bir-bikram-shah-dev-21-apr-2006 

King Gyanendra. (2006b, 24 April). Proclamation to the Nation from His Majesty King 
Gyanendra Bir Bikram Shah Dev. Retrieved from 
https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/document/papers/King_Gyanend
ra%20Proclamation_Apr24.htm 

Klodkowski, P. (2016). Geopolitics and the Issue of the Broken National Identity in 
Nepal. Politeja(40), 373-394.  

Koinova, M. (2018). Critical junctures and transformative events in diaspora 
mobilisation for Kosovo and Palestinian statehood. Journal of Ethnic and 
Migration Studies, 44(8), 1289-1308. doi:10.1080/1369183X.2017.1354158 

Krishnan, A. (2013, 25 July). China, Nepal agree to deepen military ties. The Hindu. 
Retrieved from https://www.thehindu.com/news/international/world/china-
nepal-agree-to-deepen-military-ties/article4951454.ece 

Kumar, A. (2013). China Factor in Nepal. New Delhi: Sumit Enterprises. 
Lawoti, M., & Pahari, A. K. (2010). The Maoist Insurgency in Nepal: Revolution in the 

Twenty-first Century (Special Indian Edition 2015 ed.). London: Routledge. 
Lee, S., & Abdelrahman, A. (2016). The Intervention of “Neighbor” Countries in Civil 

War Peace Negotiations. Conflict Resolution Quarterly, 33(4), 355-381.  
Lemke, D., & Regan, P. M. (2004). Interventions as Influence. In P. F. Diehl (Ed.), The 

Scourge of War: New extensions on an old problem (pp. 145-168). Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press. 

Leupp, G. (2005). Nepali Maoists Announce 3-Month Ceasefire. Retrieved from 
https://www.counterpunch.org/2005/09/07/nepali-maoists-announce-3-month-
ceasefire/ 

Lockyer, A. (2017). Foreign Intervention, Warfare and Civil Wars : External 
Assistance and Belligerents' Choice of Strategy. Milton, UNITED KINGDOM: 
Taylor & Francis Group. 

Louis, N. D. (2015). The Role of External Actors in Peace-Building and 
Democratization in Africa: A Comparative Study of Burundi, Rwanda and the 
Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). International Journal of Humanities and 
Social Science, 5(9), 1.  

Lyons, T. (2016). Successful Peace Implementation: Plans and Processes. 
Peacebuilding, 4(1), 71-82. doi:10.1080/21647259.2015.1094906 

Mac Ginty, R., & Williams, A. (2009). Conflict and Development. London: Routledge. 
Mage, J. (2007). The Nepali Revolution and International Relations. Economic and 

Political Weekly, 42(20), 1834-1839.  

https://reliefweb.int/report/nepal/nepal-proclamation-nation-his-majesty-king-gyanendra-bir-bikram-shah-dev-21-apr-2006
https://reliefweb.int/report/nepal/nepal-proclamation-nation-his-majesty-king-gyanendra-bir-bikram-shah-dev-21-apr-2006
https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/document/papers/King_Gyanendra%20Proclamation_Apr24.htm
https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/document/papers/King_Gyanendra%20Proclamation_Apr24.htm
https://www.thehindu.com/news/international/world/china-nepal-agree-to-deepen-military-ties/article4951454.ece
https://www.thehindu.com/news/international/world/china-nepal-agree-to-deepen-military-ties/article4951454.ece
https://www.counterpunch.org/2005/09/07/nepali-maoists-announce-3-month-ceasefire/
https://www.counterpunch.org/2005/09/07/nepali-maoists-announce-3-month-ceasefire/


307 
 

Mahat, R. S. (2020). Trials, Tremors and Hope: Political Economy of Contemporary 
Nepal: Adroit Publishers. 

Mahoney, J. (2000). Path Dependence in Historical Sociology. Theory and society, 
29(4), 507-548. doi:10.1023/A:1007113830879 

Mahoney, J. (2015). Process Tracing and Historical Explanation. Security studies, 
24(2), 200-218. doi:10.1080/09636412.2015.1036610 

Martin, I. (2010). All Peace Operations Are Political. In Review of Political Missions 
2010 (pp. 8-14). New York: Center on Inernational Cooperation. 

Martin, I. (2012). The United Nations and Support to Nepal’s Peace Process: The Role 
of the UN Mission in Nepal. In S. v. Einsiedel, D. M. Malone, & S. Pradhan 
(Eds.), Nepal in transition: From people’s war to fragile peace (pp. 201-231). 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

McCarthy, R. (2001, 7 June). Revealed: Secrets of Palace Massacre. The Guardian. 
Retrieved from https://www.theguardian.com/world/2001/jun/07/rorymccarthy 

McCarthy, R. (2002, 18 February). Maoist rebels kill 129 in Nepal raids. The Guardian. 
Retrieved from https://www.theguardian.com/world/2002/feb/18/nepal 

McNamee, T., & Muyangwa, M. (2021). The State of Peacebuilding in Africa: Lessons 
Learned for Policymakers and Practitioners (1st 2021. ed.). Cham: Springer 
International Publishing. 

Michael, B. A. (2012). Statemaking and territory in South Asia: lessons from the Anglo-
Gorkha War (1814-1816). New York: Anthem Press. 

Mihai Cătălin Croicu, Stina Högbladh, Therése Pettersson, & Themnér, L. (2011). 
UCDP External Support Project Primary Warring Party Dataset Codebook 
Version 1. Retrieved from: 
https://ucdp.uu.se/downloads/extsup/ucdp_external_support_primary_warring_p
arty_codebook_1.0.pdf 

Miklian, J. (2009). Nepal's Terai: Constructing an ethnic conflict: PRIO Oslo. 
Ministry of Defence of the Government of India. (2007). Annual Report 2006-2007. 

Retrieved from https://www.mod.gov.in/dod/annual-reports?page=1 
Ministry of Defence of the Government of India. (2008). Annual Report 2007-2008. 

Retrieved from https://www.mod.gov.in/dod/annual-reports?page=1 
Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (1950). Treaty of Peace and 

Friendship between the Government of India and the Government of Nepal. 
Retrieved from https://mea.gov.in/bilateral-
documents.htm?dtl/6295/Treaty+of+Peace+and+Friendship 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2006). Annual Report 2005-
2006. Retrieved from New Delhi: 
http://www.mea.gov.in/Uploads/PublicationDocs/167_Annual-Report-2005-
2006.pdf 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2007). Annual Report 2006-
2007.  Retrieved from 
http://www.mea.gov.in/Uploads/PublicationDocs/168_Annual-Report-2006-
2007.pdf 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2008). Annual Report 2007-
2008.  Retrieved from 
http://www.mea.gov.in/Uploads/PublicationDocs/169_Annual-Report-2007-
2008.pdf 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2009). Annual Report 2008-
2009.  Retrieved from 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2001/jun/07/rorymccarthy
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2002/feb/18/nepal
https://ucdp.uu.se/downloads/extsup/ucdp_external_support_primary_warring_party_codebook_1.0.pdf
https://ucdp.uu.se/downloads/extsup/ucdp_external_support_primary_warring_party_codebook_1.0.pdf
https://www.mod.gov.in/dod/annual-reports?page=1
https://www.mod.gov.in/dod/annual-reports?page=1
https://mea.gov.in/bilateral-documents.htm?dtl/6295/Treaty+of+Peace+and+Friendship
https://mea.gov.in/bilateral-documents.htm?dtl/6295/Treaty+of+Peace+and+Friendship
http://www.mea.gov.in/Uploads/PublicationDocs/167_Annual-Report-2005-2006.pdf
http://www.mea.gov.in/Uploads/PublicationDocs/167_Annual-Report-2005-2006.pdf
http://www.mea.gov.in/Uploads/PublicationDocs/168_Annual-Report-2006-2007.pdf
http://www.mea.gov.in/Uploads/PublicationDocs/168_Annual-Report-2006-2007.pdf
http://www.mea.gov.in/Uploads/PublicationDocs/169_Annual-Report-2007-2008.pdf
http://www.mea.gov.in/Uploads/PublicationDocs/169_Annual-Report-2007-2008.pdf


308 
 

http://www.mea.gov.in/Uploads/PublicationDocs/170_Annual-Report-2008-
2009.pdf 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2013a, 9 July). Fact Sheet: 
India-Nepal Partnership. Retrieved from https://www.mea.gov.in/press-
releases.htm?dtl/21920/Fact+Sheet+IndiaNepal+Partnership 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2013b). Successful conduct of 
free and fair elections in Nepal. In. 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2014a). India-Nepal 
Relations. Retrieved from 
https://www.mea.gov.in/Portal/ForeignRelation/Nepal_July_2014_.pdf 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2014b, November 26). 
Transcript of Media Briefing by Official Spokesperson and Joint Secretary 
(North) in Kathmandu on Prime Minister’s ongoing visit to Nepal.  

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2014c, August 5). Transcript 
of Media Briefing by Official Spokesperson in Kathmandu on Prime Minister’s 
Visit to Nepal. Retrieved from https://mea.gov.in/media-
briefings.htm?dtl/23813/Transcript_of_Media_Briefing_by_Official_Spokespers
on_in_Kathmandu_on_Prime_Ministers_Visit_to_Nepal_August_4_2014 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2015a, 20 January ). Official 
Spokesperson's response to a question on situation in Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://mea.gov.in/media-
briefings.htm?dtl/24707/Official_Spokespersons_response_to_a_question_on_si
tuation_in_Nepal 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2015b, 3 December). 
Statement by External Affairs Minister on Calling Attention Motion on 
''Situation in Nepal and State of Indo-Nepal Relation'' in Rajya Sabha. Retrieved 
from https://mea.gov.in/Speeches-
Statements.htm?dtl/26104/Statement_by_External_Affairs_Minister_on_Calling
_Attention_Motion_on_Situation_in_Nepal_and_State_of_IndoNepal_Relation_
in_Rajya_Sabha_December_03_20 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2015c, September 20). 
Statement on the situation in Nepal. Retrieved from https://mea.gov.in/press-
releases.htm?dtl/25821/Statement_on_the_situation_in_Nepal 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2015d, 21 September). 
Statement on the situation in Nepal [2]. Retrieved from https://mea.gov.in/press-
releases.htm?dtl/25825/Statement_on_the_situation_in_Nepal 

Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India. (2021, Februry 25). Annual 
Reports. Retrieved from https://www.mea.gov.in/annual-
reports.htm?57/Annual_Reports 

Ministry of Finance of the Government of Nepal. (2013). Source Book: White Book. 
Retrieved from https://mof.gov.np/site/publication-category/45 

Ministry of Finance of the Government of Nepal. (2021a). Emergency Petrol Products. 
Retrieved from 
https://amis.mof.gov.np/c/portal/layout?p_l_id=21268&p_p_id=report_WAR_A
MPportlet&p_p_lifecycle=0&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_render=activityDetail
s&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_activityId=20855 

Ministry of Finance of the Government of Nepal. (2021b). Emergency Relief Goods 
(Three Batches). Retrieved from 
https://amis.mof.gov.np/c/portal/layout?p_l_id=21268&p_p_id=report_WAR_A

http://www.mea.gov.in/Uploads/PublicationDocs/170_Annual-Report-2008-2009.pdf
http://www.mea.gov.in/Uploads/PublicationDocs/170_Annual-Report-2008-2009.pdf
https://www.mea.gov.in/press-releases.htm?dtl/21920/Fact+Sheet+IndiaNepal+Partnership
https://www.mea.gov.in/press-releases.htm?dtl/21920/Fact+Sheet+IndiaNepal+Partnership
https://www.mea.gov.in/Portal/ForeignRelation/Nepal_July_2014_.pdf
https://mea.gov.in/media-briefings.htm?dtl/23813/Transcript_of_Media_Briefing_by_Official_Spokesperson_in_Kathmandu_on_Prime_Ministers_Visit_to_Nepal_August_4_2014
https://mea.gov.in/media-briefings.htm?dtl/23813/Transcript_of_Media_Briefing_by_Official_Spokesperson_in_Kathmandu_on_Prime_Ministers_Visit_to_Nepal_August_4_2014
https://mea.gov.in/media-briefings.htm?dtl/23813/Transcript_of_Media_Briefing_by_Official_Spokesperson_in_Kathmandu_on_Prime_Ministers_Visit_to_Nepal_August_4_2014
https://mea.gov.in/media-briefings.htm?dtl/24707/Official_Spokespersons_response_to_a_question_on_situation_in_Nepal
https://mea.gov.in/media-briefings.htm?dtl/24707/Official_Spokespersons_response_to_a_question_on_situation_in_Nepal
https://mea.gov.in/media-briefings.htm?dtl/24707/Official_Spokespersons_response_to_a_question_on_situation_in_Nepal
https://mea.gov.in/Speeches-Statements.htm?dtl/26104/Statement_by_External_Affairs_Minister_on_Calling_Attention_Motion_on_Situation_in_Nepal_and_State_of_IndoNepal_Relation_in_Rajya_Sabha_December_03_20
https://mea.gov.in/Speeches-Statements.htm?dtl/26104/Statement_by_External_Affairs_Minister_on_Calling_Attention_Motion_on_Situation_in_Nepal_and_State_of_IndoNepal_Relation_in_Rajya_Sabha_December_03_20
https://mea.gov.in/Speeches-Statements.htm?dtl/26104/Statement_by_External_Affairs_Minister_on_Calling_Attention_Motion_on_Situation_in_Nepal_and_State_of_IndoNepal_Relation_in_Rajya_Sabha_December_03_20
https://mea.gov.in/Speeches-Statements.htm?dtl/26104/Statement_by_External_Affairs_Minister_on_Calling_Attention_Motion_on_Situation_in_Nepal_and_State_of_IndoNepal_Relation_in_Rajya_Sabha_December_03_20
https://mea.gov.in/press-releases.htm?dtl/25821/Statement_on_the_situation_in_Nepal
https://mea.gov.in/press-releases.htm?dtl/25821/Statement_on_the_situation_in_Nepal
https://mea.gov.in/press-releases.htm?dtl/25825/Statement_on_the_situation_in_Nepal
https://mea.gov.in/press-releases.htm?dtl/25825/Statement_on_the_situation_in_Nepal
https://www.mea.gov.in/annual-reports.htm?57/Annual_Reports
https://www.mea.gov.in/annual-reports.htm?57/Annual_Reports
https://mof.gov.np/site/publication-category/45
https://amis.mof.gov.np/c/portal/layout?p_l_id=21268&p_p_id=report_WAR_AMPportlet&p_p_lifecycle=0&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_render=activityDetails&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_activityId=20855
https://amis.mof.gov.np/c/portal/layout?p_l_id=21268&p_p_id=report_WAR_AMPportlet&p_p_lifecycle=0&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_render=activityDetails&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_activityId=20855
https://amis.mof.gov.np/c/portal/layout?p_l_id=21268&p_p_id=report_WAR_AMPportlet&p_p_lifecycle=0&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_render=activityDetails&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_activityId=20855
https://amis.mof.gov.np/c/portal/layout?p_l_id=21268&p_p_id=report_WAR_AMPportlet&p_p_lifecycle=0&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_render=activityDetails&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_activityId=17070


309 
 

MPportlet&p_p_lifecycle=0&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_render=activityDetail
s&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_activityId=17070 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Government of Nepal. (2020). Nepal – US Relations. 
Retrieved from https://mofa.gov.np/nepal-us-relations/ 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China. (2005a, 23 April). Hu 
Jintao Meets with King Gyanendra of Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/topics_665678/hjtfw_665840/t193903.shtml 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China. (2005b, 24 April). Jia 
Qinglin Meets with Nepalese King Gyanendra. Retrieved from 
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb
_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t193719.shtml 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China. (2005c, 31 March). King 
of Nepal Meets with Foreign Minister Li Zhaoxing. Retrieved from 
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjdt_665385/wshd_665389/t190201.shtml 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China. (2009, 30 December). Hu 
Jintao Meets with Nepalese Prime Minister. Retrieved from 
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb
_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t649573.shtml 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China. (2012a, 14 August). 
China and Nepal Hold the Ninth Round of Diplomatic Consultations. Retrieved 
from 
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb
_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t960662.shtml 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China. (2012b, 14 January). 
Premier Wen Jiabao Meets with Leaders of the Nepalese Government, Political 
Parties and Constituent Assembly. Retrieved from 
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb
_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t896572.shtml 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China. (2013, 25 August). 
Acting President Parmananda Jha of Nepal Meets with State Councilor Yang 
Jiechi. Retrieved from 
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb
_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t1053759.shtml 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China. (2014a, 27 December). 
President Ram Baran Yadav of Nepal Meets with Wang Yi. Retrieved from 
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb
_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t1224188.shtml 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of China. (2014b, 27 December). 
Wang Yi: China Is Willing to See Peace, Stability, Unity and Development in 
Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb
_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t1224154.shtml 

Mishra, B. P. (2009). The Nepalese peace process. Kathmandu: FinePrint Books. 
Mishra, R. (2004). India's Role in Nepal's Maoist Insurgency. Asian Survey, 44(5), 627-

646. doi:10.1525/as.2004.44.5.627 
Mitchell, C. (2008). Mediation and the ending of conflicts. In J. Darby & R. Mac Ginty 

(Eds.), Contemporary peacemaking: Conflict, peace processes and post-war 
reconstruction (2nd edition ed., pp. 94-104). London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Mitchell, J. C. (1983). Case and Situation Analysis. The Sociological Review, 31(2), 
187-211. doi:10.1111/j.1467-954X.1983.tb00387.x 

https://amis.mof.gov.np/c/portal/layout?p_l_id=21268&p_p_id=report_WAR_AMPportlet&p_p_lifecycle=0&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_render=activityDetails&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_activityId=17070
https://amis.mof.gov.np/c/portal/layout?p_l_id=21268&p_p_id=report_WAR_AMPportlet&p_p_lifecycle=0&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_render=activityDetails&_report_WAR_AMPportlet_activityId=17070
https://mofa.gov.np/nepal-us-relations/
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/topics_665678/hjtfw_665840/t193903.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t193719.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t193719.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjdt_665385/wshd_665389/t190201.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t649573.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t649573.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t960662.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t960662.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t896572.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t896572.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t1053759.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t1053759.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t1224188.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t1224188.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t1224154.shtml
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/wjb_663304/zzjg_663340/yzs_663350/gjlb_663354/2752_663508/2754_663512/t1224154.shtml


310 
 

Motwani, N., & Bose, S. (2015). Afghanistan: 'Spoilers' in the Regional Security 
Context. Australian journal of international affairs, 69(3), 266-284. 
doi:10.1080/10357718.2014.958815 

Mross, K. (2019). First Peace, then Democracy? Evaluating Strategies of International 
Support at Critical Junctures after Civil War. International peacekeeping 
(London, England), 26(2), 190-215. doi:10.1080/13533312.2018.1557052 

Mukherjee, P. (2009). Riz Khan - An Interview: Pranab Mukherjee - 27 Jan 09 - Part 2. 
In R. Khan (Ed.): Al Jazeera English. 

Muni, S. D. (2012). Bringing the Maoists down from the Hills: India's Role. In S. 
Einsiedel, D. Malone, & S. Pradhan (Eds.), Nepal in Transition: From People's 
War to Fragile Peace. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Muni, S. D. (2012). Bringing the Maoists down from the Hills: India's Role. In S. v. 
Einsiedel, D. M. Malone, & S. Pradhan (Eds.), Nepal in Transition: From 
People's War to Fragile Peace (pp. 313-331). New York: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Muni, S. D. (2016). Foreign Policy of Nepal (Revised and Enlarged ed.). New Delhi: 
Adroit Publishers. 

Mwagiru, M. (2006). Conflict in Africa: Theory, Processes, and Institutions of 
Management. Nairobi: Centre for Conflict Research. 

Nayak, N. (2008). Involvement of major powers in Nepal since the 1990s: Implications 
for India. Strategic Analysis, 33(1), 41-53.  

Nayak, N. (2011). The Madhesi Movement in Nepal: Implications for India. Strategic 
Analysis, 35(4), 640-660. doi:10.1080/09700161.2011.576099 

Nayak, N. (2012). Nepal Issues and Concerns in India-Nepal Relations. In R. Dahiya & 
A. K. Behuria (Eds.), India’s neighborhood. Challenges in the next two decades 
(pp. 137-162). New Delhi: Pentagon Security International. 

Nepal Peace Trust Fund. (2021). Message from Executive Director. Retrieved from 
http://www.nptf.gov.np/content.php?id=235 

Nepal Reconstruction Authority (2021, 16 September). [Data of Donor Support]. 
Nepali Times. (2006, 10-16 February). Ten Year Timeline. Nepali Times(285). 

Retrieved from 
https://archive.nepalitimes.com/news.php?id=10616#.YcaswGhByUk 

Nepali Times. (2012, 11 April). Army in charge. Nepali Times. Retrieved from 
http://archive.nepalitimes.com/blogs/thebrief/2012/04/11/army-in-charge/ 

Nepali Times. (2015, 9-15 October). Proxy war. Nepali Times(779). Retrieved from 
http://archive.nepalitimes.com/article/editorial/editorial-proxy-war-blockade-is-
not-about-the-constitution-anymore,2637 

Nepali Times. (2016, 5-11 February). 20 years wasted. Nepali Times(794). Retrieved 
from http://archive.nepalitimes.com/article/editorial/20-years-wasted-in-
war,2850 

Newar, N. (2006, 19-25 May). Magna Carta: A New Nepal is born. Retrieved from 
http://archive.nepalitimes.com/news.php?id=11836#.YQF2-I4zaUk 

newsfront. (2007, 12-18 March). Norway proposes US disposes. newsfront, 2. Retrieved 
from 
http://himalaya.socanth.cam.ac.uk/collections/journals/newsfront/pdf/Newsfront
_007.pdf 

OneIndia. (2006, November 22). US, UN Welcomes Peace Accord, Nepal Declares 
Public Holiday. Retrieved from https://www.oneindia.com/2006/11/22/us-un-
welcomes-peace-accord-nepal-declares-public-holiday-1164176769.html 

http://www.nptf.gov.np/content.php?id=235
https://archive.nepalitimes.com/news.php?id=10616#.YcaswGhByUk
http://archive.nepalitimes.com/blogs/thebrief/2012/04/11/army-in-charge/
http://archive.nepalitimes.com/article/editorial/editorial-proxy-war-blockade-is-not-about-the-constitution-anymore,2637
http://archive.nepalitimes.com/article/editorial/editorial-proxy-war-blockade-is-not-about-the-constitution-anymore,2637
http://archive.nepalitimes.com/article/editorial/20-years-wasted-in-war,2850
http://archive.nepalitimes.com/article/editorial/20-years-wasted-in-war,2850
http://archive.nepalitimes.com/news.php?id=11836#.YQF2-I4zaUk
http://himalaya.socanth.cam.ac.uk/collections/journals/newsfront/pdf/Newsfront_007.pdf
http://himalaya.socanth.cam.ac.uk/collections/journals/newsfront/pdf/Newsfront_007.pdf
https://www.oneindia.com/2006/11/22/us-un-welcomes-peace-accord-nepal-declares-public-holiday-1164176769.html
https://www.oneindia.com/2006/11/22/us-un-welcomes-peace-accord-nepal-declares-public-holiday-1164176769.html


311 
 

Onta, P., & Tamang, S. (2013). Nepal. In A. Guneratne & A. M. Weiss (Eds.), 
Pathways to Power: The Domestic Politics of South Asia. Plymouth, United 
Kingdom: Rowman & Littlefield. 

Outlook. (2005, 9 May). Rocca gets Indian assessment of Nepal before her trip there. 
Outlook. Retrieved from https://www.outlookindia.com/newswire/story/rocca-
gets-indian-assessment-of-nepal-before-her-trip-there/296936 

Özerdem, A., & Mac Ginty, R. (2019). Comparing Peace Processes (1 ed.). Milton: 
Routledge Ltd. 

Pan, P. P. (2002, 14 July). China Backs Nepal over Maoist Rebels. The Washinton Post. 
Retrieved from 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/2002/07/14/china-backs-
nepal-over-maoist-rebels/23df97dc-2534-4bce-ac90-518dc6b6811f/ 

Pandey, N. N. (2010). New Nepal: The Fault Lines. New Delhi: SAGE Publications. 
Pant, R. (2008, 24 - 30 October). Fusion or confusion. Nepali Times. Retrieved from 

http://archive.nepalitimes.com/news.php?id=15314#.YMdr4vkzaUk 
Paquin, J., & Saideman, S. M. (2017). Foreign Intervention in Ethnic Conflicts. In: 

Oxford University Press. 
Parajuli, J. N. (2007, November 16-November 22). "I will resign after elections". Nepali 

Times(374). Retrieved from 
https://archive.nepalitimes.com/issue/374/Headline/14173 

Pattison, J. (2010). Humanitarian Intervention and the Responsibility to Protect: Who 
should Intervene? New York: Oxford University Press. 

Peace Agreements Database. (2015). The 16 Point Agreement. Retrieved from 
https://www.peaceagreements.org/view/1342 

Pemble, J. (1968). The invasion of Nepal: John Company at war 1814-1816. (PhD). 
University of London, Retrieved from https://eprints.soas.ac.uk/29718/  

Pemble, J. (2009). FORGETTING AND REMEMBERING BRITAIN'S GURKHA 
WAR. Asian affairs (London), 40(3), 361-376.  

People's Daily. (2013, 29 July). Nepal army chief returns from official visit to China. 
Retrieved from http://en.people.cn/90786/8343870.html 

Pillalamarri, A. (2015, 8 January). Nepal: China’s Gateway to South Asia? The 
Diplomat. Retrieved from https://thediplomat.com/2015/01/nepal-chinas-
gateway-to-south-asia/ 

Pokharel, B. (2020, February 2). Magh 19 Pachhi Bharatiya Pradhanmantri Manamohan 
Singh sanga Tatkalin Raja Gyanendrako Tyo Katutapurna Bhetawaarta (That 
'Resentful' Meeting of the then King Gyanendra with Indian Prime Minister 
Manmohan Singh after February 1). BBC News Nepali. Retrieved from 
https://www.bbc.com/nepali/news-51346205 

Pokharel, B., & Rana, S. (2013). Nepal Votes for Peace (First ed.). New Delhi: 
Cambridge University Press India. 

Pradhan, S. B. (2013, 14 March). Nepal's political crisis ends as Chief Justice Khil Raj 
Regmi sworn-in as prime minister. Daily News and Analysis. Retrieved from 
https://www.dnaindia.com/world/report-nepal-s-political-crisis-ends-as-chief-
justice-khil-raj-regmi-sworn-in-as-prime-minister-1811003 

Puri, M. S. (2020). From the UNSC, a tale of India, Nepal and jeeps [Newspaper 
Article]. Retrieved from https://www.hindustantimes.com/analysis/from-the-
unsc-a-tale-of-india-nepal-and-jeeps/story-NfvZ3CIMLlmOIvoXddyyxO.html 

Rae, R. (2021). Kathmandu Dilemma: Resetting India-Nepal Ties. New Delhi: Penguin 
Random House India. 

https://www.outlookindia.com/newswire/story/rocca-gets-indian-assessment-of-nepal-before-her-trip-there/296936
https://www.outlookindia.com/newswire/story/rocca-gets-indian-assessment-of-nepal-before-her-trip-there/296936
https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/2002/07/14/china-backs-nepal-over-maoist-rebels/23df97dc-2534-4bce-ac90-518dc6b6811f/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/2002/07/14/china-backs-nepal-over-maoist-rebels/23df97dc-2534-4bce-ac90-518dc6b6811f/
http://archive.nepalitimes.com/news.php?id=15314#.YMdr4vkzaUk
https://archive.nepalitimes.com/issue/374/Headline/14173
https://www.peaceagreements.org/view/1342
https://eprints.soas.ac.uk/29718/
http://en.people.cn/90786/8343870.html
https://thediplomat.com/2015/01/nepal-chinas-gateway-to-south-asia/
https://thediplomat.com/2015/01/nepal-chinas-gateway-to-south-asia/
https://www.bbc.com/nepali/news-51346205
https://www.dnaindia.com/world/report-nepal-s-political-crisis-ends-as-chief-justice-khil-raj-regmi-sworn-in-as-prime-minister-1811003
https://www.dnaindia.com/world/report-nepal-s-political-crisis-ends-as-chief-justice-khil-raj-regmi-sworn-in-as-prime-minister-1811003
https://www.hindustantimes.com/analysis/from-the-unsc-a-tale-of-india-nepal-and-jeeps/story-NfvZ3CIMLlmOIvoXddyyxO.html
https://www.hindustantimes.com/analysis/from-the-unsc-a-tale-of-india-nepal-and-jeeps/story-NfvZ3CIMLlmOIvoXddyyxO.html


312 
 

Rai, D. (2018, March 30). Oli and the Jhapa Rebellion. The Record. Retrieved from 
https://www.recordnepal.com/wire/oli-and-the-jhapa-rebellion/ 

Ramana, P. V. (2010). Linkages between Indian and Nepalese Maoists.  Retrieved from 
https://idsa.in/idsacomments/LinkagesbetweenIndianandNepaleseMaoists_pvra
mana_091110 

Rana, N. R. L. (1970). The Anglo-Gorkha War, 1814-1816: NRL Rana. 
Regan, P. M. (1996). Conditions of Successful Third-Party Intervention in Intrastate 

Conflicts. The Journal of Conflict Resolution, 40(2), 336-359. 
doi:10.1177/0022002796040002006 

Regan, P. M. (2002). Civil Wars and Foreign Powers: Outside Intervention in 
Intrastate Conflict. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

Regan, P. M., & Abouharb, M. R. (2002). Interventions and civil conflicts. World 
Affairs, 165(1), 42.  

Regan, P. M., & Aydin, A. (2006). Diplomacy and Other Forms of Intervention in Civil 
Wars. The Journal of Conflict Resolution, 50(5), 736-756. 
doi:10.1177/0022002706291579 

Regan, P. M., Frank, R. W., & Aydin, A. (2009). Diplomatic Interventions and Civil 
War: A New Dataset. Journal of Peace Research, 46(1), 135-146. 
doi:10.1177/0022343308098408 

Regmi, D. R. (1960). Ancient Nepal (First ed.). Calcutta: Firma K. L. Mukhopadhyay. 
Regmi, D. R. (1961). Modern Nepal: Rise and Growth in the Eighteenth Century (First 

ed.). Calcutta: Firma K. L. Mukhopadhyay. 
Regmi, D. R. (1965). Medieval Nepal: Part I (First ed.). Calcutta: Firma K. L. 

Mukhopadhyay. 
Regmi, D. R. (1966a). Medieval Nepal: Part II (First ed.). Calcutta: Firma K. L. 

Mukhopadhyay. 
Regmi, D. R. (1966b). Medieval Nepal: Part III (First ed.): Firma K. L. Mukhopadhyay. 
Republica. (2012, 15 January). China pledges Rs 9.75b grant. Republica.  
Republica. (2019, 29 July). Blockade on Nepal was 'foolish thing': BJP leader. 

Retrieved from https://myrepublica.nagariknetwork.com/news/blockade-on-
nepal-was-foolish-thing-bjp-leader/ 

Rioux, J.-S. (2003). Third Party Interventions in International Conflicts: Theory and 
Evidence. Paper presented at the Meeting of the Canadian Political Science 
Association, Halifax, NS. 

Roberts, C. (1996). The Logic of Historical Explanation. Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania 
State University Press. 

Robins, S., Bhandari, R. K., & Group, E.-P. R. (2016). Poverty, stigma and alienation: 
Reintegration challenges of ex-Maoist combatants in Nepal. Berghof 
Foundation, 17. Retrieved from 
http://www.simonrobins.com/Robins%20et%20al%20-
%20Reintegration%20challenges%20of%20ex-
Maoist%20combatants%20in%20Nepal.pdf 

Rose, L. E., & Fisher, M. W. (1970). The politics of Nepal: Persistence and Change in 
an Asian Monarchy Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 

Rosenau, J. N. (1968). The Concept of Intervention. Journal of International Affairs, 
22(2), 165-176.  

Rosenau, J. N. (1969). Intervention as a Scientific Concept. The Journal of Conflict 
Resolution, 13(2), 149-171. doi:10.1177/002200276901300201 

https://www.recordnepal.com/wire/oli-and-the-jhapa-rebellion/
https://idsa.in/idsacomments/LinkagesbetweenIndianandNepaleseMaoists_pvramana_091110
https://idsa.in/idsacomments/LinkagesbetweenIndianandNepaleseMaoists_pvramana_091110
https://myrepublica.nagariknetwork.com/news/blockade-on-nepal-was-foolish-thing-bjp-leader/
https://myrepublica.nagariknetwork.com/news/blockade-on-nepal-was-foolish-thing-bjp-leader/
http://www.simonrobins.com/Robins%20et%20al%20-%20Reintegration%20challenges%20of%20ex-Maoist%20combatants%20in%20Nepal.pdf
http://www.simonrobins.com/Robins%20et%20al%20-%20Reintegration%20challenges%20of%20ex-Maoist%20combatants%20in%20Nepal.pdf
http://www.simonrobins.com/Robins%20et%20al%20-%20Reintegration%20challenges%20of%20ex-Maoist%20combatants%20in%20Nepal.pdf


313 
 

Routledge, P. (2010). Nineteen Days in April: Urban Protest and Democracy in Nepal. 
Urban studies (Edinburgh, Scotland), 47(6), 1279-1299. 
doi:10.1177/0042098009360221 

Roy, S. (2015, 24 September). Make seven changes to your Constitution: India tells 
Nepal, News Report. The Indian Express. Retrieved from 
https://indianexpress.com/article/world/neighbours/make-seven-changes-to-
your-constitution-address-madhesi-concerns-india-to-nepal/ 

Said, H. (2019). External States as Spoilers in Peace processes: A Case Study of the 
USA in Afghanistan. (Bachelor). Linnaeus University, Retrieved from 
https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1285414/FULLTEXT02  

Samuel, T. (2015, 19 November) "Good Offices" Means Taking Risks/Interviewer: J. 
Della-Giacoma. Global Peace Operations Review. 

Sarkar, D. (2014, 10 June). India and Nepal finalise major arms deal. The Economic 
Times. Retrieved from https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-
nation/india-and-nepal-finalise-major-arms-
deal/articleshow/36352406.cms?from=mdr 

Sarkar, S. (2005, 11 May). US to keep military aid to Nepal on hold: Rocca. Hindustan 
Times. Retrieved from https://www.hindustantimes.com/india/us-to-keep-
military-aid-to-nepal-on-hold-rocca/story-ExbxgOuHUtSA1kdWMRVNlJ.html 

Saunders, H. H. (1996). Prenegotiation and circum-negotiation: arenas of the peace 
process. In C. A. Crocker, F. O. Hampson, & P. R. Aall (Eds.), Managing 
Global Chaos: Sources of and Responses to International Conflict (pp. 419-
432). Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of Peace Press. 

Savada, A. M. (1991). Nepal: A Country Study. Washington: GPO for the Library of 
Congress. 

Savada, A. M. (1993). Nepal and Bhutan: country studies. Washington, D.C.: Federal 
Research Division, Library of Congress. 

Security Council Report. (2007a, 28 September). October 2007 Monthly Forecast: 
Nepal. Retrieved from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-
forecast/2007-10/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_3454435.php 

Security Council Report. (2007b). Update Report No. 3: Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/update-
report/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_2423965.php 

Security Council Report. (2008a, 28 March). April 2008 Monthly Forecast: Nepal. 
Retrieved from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-
04/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_3967981.php 

Security Council Report. (2008b). January 2008 Monthly Forecast: Nepal Retrieved 
from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-
01/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_3750609.php 

Security Council Report. (2008c, 27 June). July 2008 Monthly Forecast: Nepal. 
Retrieved from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-
07/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4278463.php 

Security Council Report. (2008d, 30 April). May 2008 Monthly Forecast: Nepal. 
Retrieved from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-
05/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4065747.php 

Security Council Report. (2008e, 30 October). November 2008 Monthly Forecast: 
Nepal. Retrieved from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-
forecast/2008-11/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4709765.php 

https://indianexpress.com/article/world/neighbours/make-seven-changes-to-your-constitution-address-madhesi-concerns-india-to-nepal/
https://indianexpress.com/article/world/neighbours/make-seven-changes-to-your-constitution-address-madhesi-concerns-india-to-nepal/
https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1285414/FULLTEXT02
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/india-and-nepal-finalise-major-arms-deal/articleshow/36352406.cms?from=mdr
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/india-and-nepal-finalise-major-arms-deal/articleshow/36352406.cms?from=mdr
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/india-and-nepal-finalise-major-arms-deal/articleshow/36352406.cms?from=mdr
https://www.hindustantimes.com/india/us-to-keep-military-aid-to-nepal-on-hold-rocca/story-ExbxgOuHUtSA1kdWMRVNlJ.html
https://www.hindustantimes.com/india/us-to-keep-military-aid-to-nepal-on-hold-rocca/story-ExbxgOuHUtSA1kdWMRVNlJ.html
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2007-10/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_3454435.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2007-10/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_3454435.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/update-report/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_2423965.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/update-report/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_2423965.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-04/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_3967981.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-04/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_3967981.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-01/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_3750609.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-01/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_3750609.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-07/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4278463.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-07/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4278463.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-05/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4065747.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-05/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4065747.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-11/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4709765.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-11/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4709765.php


314 
 

Security Council Report. (2008f, 29 September). October 2008 Monthly Forecast: 
Nepal. Retrieved from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-
forecast/2008-10/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4559905.php 

Security Council Report. (2009a, 30 March). April 2009 Monthly Forecast: Nepal. 
Retrieved from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2009-
04/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_5053253.php 

Security Council Report. (2009b). January 2009 Monthly Forecast. Retrieved from 
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2009-
01/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4838011.php 

Security Council Report. (2009c, 2 November). November 2009 Monthly Forecast: 
Nepal. Retrieved from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-
forecast/2009-11/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_5566463.php 

Security Council Report. (2010a). January 2010 Monthly Forecast: Nepal.  
Security Council Report. (2010b, 29 April). May 2010 Monthly Forecast: Nepal. 

Retrieved from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2010-
05/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_5968935.php 

Security Council Report. (2010c, 30 September). October 2010 Monthly Forecast: 
Nepal. Retrieved from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-
forecast/2010-10/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_6280873.php 

Security Council Report. (2010d, 25 August). September 2010 Monthly Forecast: 
Nepal. Retrieved from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-
forecast/2010-09/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_6196117.php 

Security Council Report. (2011). January 2011 Monthly Forecast: Nepal. Retrieved 
from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2011-
01/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_6453283.php 

Sen, P. (2016, 21 July). What Are Nepal's Madhesis Fighting For? The Wire. Retrieved 
from https://thewire.in/external-affairs/nepal-madhesi-protests 

Shah, A. (2012, 28 December). Nepal: India advocates consensus during President’s 
visit. Retrieved from https://www.orfonline.org/research/nepal-india-advocates-
consensus-during-presidents-visit/ 

Shah, V. K. (2018). Witnessing Palace, Power and Politics: Memoir of a Military 
Secretary. Kathmandu: FinePrint Books. 

Shakya, S. (2019). Unleashing the Vajra: Nepal’s Journey Between India and China. 
Gurgaon: Penguin Books. 

Sharma, G. (2020). TIMELINE: Main events in Nepal's Maoist war and march to peace. 
Reuters. Retrieved from https://jp.reuters.com/article/us-nepal-elections-
maoists/timeline-main-events-in-nepals-maoist-war-and-march-to-peace-
idUSDEL23817820080414 

Sharma, H., & Gibson, J. (2020). Escalation of civil war in Nepal: The role of poverty, 
inequality and caste polarisation. Munich Personal RePEc Archive. Retrieved 
from https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/101450/ 

Sharma, S. (2004, 10 February). India 'hands over' Nepal rebels. Retrieved from 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/3475301.stm 

Sharma, S. (2019). The Nepal Nexus: An Inside Account of the Maoists, the Durbar and 
New Delhi. Gurgaon: Penguin Random House India Private Limited. 

Singh, B., & Shah, S. (2016). China’s strategic foray in the post-monarchy Nepal: 
Implications for India. Misión Jurídica: Revista de derecho y ciencias sociales, 
9(10), 55-76.  

https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-10/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4559905.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2008-10/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4559905.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2009-04/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_5053253.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2009-04/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_5053253.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2009-01/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4838011.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2009-01/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_4838011.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2009-11/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_5566463.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2009-11/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_5566463.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2010-05/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_5968935.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2010-05/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_5968935.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2010-10/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_6280873.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2010-10/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_6280873.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2010-09/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_6196117.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2010-09/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_6196117.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2011-01/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_6453283.php
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/monthly-forecast/2011-01/lookup_c_glkwlemtisg_b_6453283.php
https://thewire.in/external-affairs/nepal-madhesi-protests
https://www.orfonline.org/research/nepal-india-advocates-consensus-during-presidents-visit/
https://www.orfonline.org/research/nepal-india-advocates-consensus-during-presidents-visit/
https://jp.reuters.com/article/us-nepal-elections-maoists/timeline-main-events-in-nepals-maoist-war-and-march-to-peace-idUSDEL23817820080414
https://jp.reuters.com/article/us-nepal-elections-maoists/timeline-main-events-in-nepals-maoist-war-and-march-to-peace-idUSDEL23817820080414
https://jp.reuters.com/article/us-nepal-elections-maoists/timeline-main-events-in-nepals-maoist-war-and-march-to-peace-idUSDEL23817820080414
https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/101450/
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/3475301.stm


315 
 

Singh, S. (2021, 4 June). For India, a Moment of Reckoning in the Neighbourhood. The 
India Forum. Retrieved from https://www.theindiaforum.in/article/india-
moment-reckoning-neighbourhood 

Sinha, A. C. (2019). Dawn of Democracy in the Eastern Himalayan Kingdoms. New 
York: Routledge. 

Slater, D., & Simmons, E. (2010). Informative Regress: Critical Antecedents in 
Comparative Politics. Comparative political studies, 43(7), 886-917. 
doi:10.1177/0010414010361343 

Soifer, H. D. (2012). The Causal Logic of Critical Junctures. Comparative political 
studies, 45(12), 1572-1597. doi:10.1177/0010414012463902 

Sood, R. (2010). "India would like to see stability return". In Nepali Times (Ed.). 
Kathmandu. 

Sousa, R. R. P. d. (2014). External Interventions and Civil War Intensity in South-
Central Somalia (1991-2010). Cadernos de estudos africanos, 28(28), 57-86. 
doi:10.4000/cea.1678 

South Asia Terrorism Portal. (2013). Major Incidents of Terrorist Violence in Nepal 
since 1999. Retrieved from 
https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/database/majorincidents.htm 

South Asia Terrorism Portal (SATP). (2015, 8 June). The 16-point agreement. Retrieved 
from https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/document/papers/16-
point_agreement.htm 

Stedman, S. J. (1997). Spoiler Problems in Peace Processes. International Security, 
22(2), 5-53. doi:10.1162/isec.22.2.5 

Stern, P. C., & Druckman, D. (2000a). Evaluating Interventions in History: The Case of 
International Conflict Resolution. International Studies Review, 2(1), 33-63. 
doi:10.1111/1521-9488.00183 

Stern, P. C., & Druckman, D. (2000b). International conflict resolution after the Cold 
War. Washington, D.C: National Academy Press. 

Strachan, A. (2009). Peacekeeping and Peacebuilding in Post-Conflict Environments: A 
Critical Analysis of the UN Approach in Timor-Leste, Liberia and Nepal. 
Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies, 16-18.  

Subedi, D. (2011, 16 January). UNMIN’s Departure: Will it have effects in Nepali 
Peace Process?, Op-Ed. The Rising Nepal.  

Suhrke, A. (2011). Virtues of a Narrow Mission: The UN Peace Operation in Nepal. 
Global governance, 17(1), 37-55. doi:10.1163/19426720-01701003 

Tesser, L. (2007). Prospects for a Successful Peace Process in Nepal: Internal and 
International Perspectives. Retrieved from 
https://www.usip.org/publications/2007/04/prospects-successful-peace-process-
nepal-internal-and-international 

Thakur, R., & Sampford, C. (2016). Responsibility to Protect and Sovereignty. London: 
Routledge. 

Thapa, D. (2001, 1 May). Day of the Maoist. Himal Southasian. Retrieved from 
https://www.himalmag.com/day-of-the-maoist/ 

Thapa, D. (2002, 1 April). Erosion of the Nepali World. Himal Southasian. Retrieved 
from https://www.himalmag.com/26515/ 

Thapa, D., & Ramsbotham, A. (Eds.). (2017). Two Steps Forward, One Step Back: The 
Nepal Peace Process. London: Conciliation Resources. 

Thapa, G. (2017). Decline and fall of the monarchy. Retrieved from https://rc-services-
assets.s3.eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fs-

https://www.theindiaforum.in/article/india-moment-reckoning-neighbourhood
https://www.theindiaforum.in/article/india-moment-reckoning-neighbourhood
https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/database/majorincidents.htm
https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/document/papers/16-point_agreement.htm
https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/document/papers/16-point_agreement.htm
https://www.usip.org/publications/2007/04/prospects-successful-peace-process-nepal-internal-and-international
https://www.usip.org/publications/2007/04/prospects-successful-peace-process-nepal-internal-and-international
https://www.himalmag.com/day-of-the-maoist/
https://www.himalmag.com/26515/
https://rc-services-assets.s3.eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/Two_steps_forward_one_step_back_The_Nepal_peace_process_Accord_Issue_26.pdf
https://rc-services-assets.s3.eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/Two_steps_forward_one_step_back_The_Nepal_peace_process_Accord_Issue_26.pdf


316 
 

public/Two_steps_forward_one_step_back_The_Nepal_peace_process_Accord_
Issue_26.pdf 

The Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist). (1995a). Strategy and Tactics of Armed 
Struggle in Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/document/papers/strategy_and_t
attics.htm 

The Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist). (1995b). Theoretical Premises for the Historic 
Initiation of the People’s War. Retrieved from 
https://www.bannedthought.net/Nepal/UCPNM-Docs/index.htm 

The Indian Express. (2012, December 27). India wants political consensus in Nepal. 
Retrieved from http://archive.indianexpress.com/news/india-wants-political-
consensus-in-nepal/1050774/ 

The Kathmandu Post. (2014, 21 February). Chinese Army pledges Rs 500m aid to NA. 
Retrieved from https://kathmandupost.com/miscellaneous/2014/02/21/chinese-
army-pledges-rs-500m-aid-to-na 

The Telegraph. (2005, 24 April). China rolls out red carpet for king. The Telegraph. 
Retrieved from https://www.telegraphindia.com/india/china-rolls-out-red-carpet-
for-king/cid/662252 

The Times of India. (2003, 21 December). Let's face Maoists together: India to Nepal, 
News Report. The Times of India. Retrieved from 
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/lets-face-maoists-together-india-to-
nepal/articleshow/372587.cms 

Tiwari, B. N. (2010). An assessment of the causes of conflict in Nepal. In M. Lawoti & 
A. K. Pahari (Eds.), The Maoist insurgency in Nepal: Revolution in the twenty-
first century (Special Indian Edition, 2015 ed., pp. 241-262). New York: 
Routledge. 

U.S. Department of State. (2001, 23 September). Executive Order 13224. Retrieved 
from https://www.state.gov/executive-order-13224/ 

U.S. Department of State. (2004). FY 2005 Congressional Budget Justification for 
Foreign Operations. Retrieved from https://2009-
2017.state.gov/s/d/rm/rls/cbj/2005/index.htm 

U.S. Department of State. (2005a, 11 May). Assistant Secretary Rocca's Travel to Nepal 
(Taken Question). Retrieved from https://2001-
2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2005/46062.htm 

U.S. Department of State. (2005b, 14 February ). Daily Press Briefing. Retrieved from 
https://2001-2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/dpb/2005/42281.htm 

U.S. Department of State. (2006, February 13). FY 2007 Congressional Budget 
Justification for Foreign Operations. Retrieved from https://2009-
2017.state.gov/s/d/rm/rls/cbj/2007/index.htm 

U.S. Department of State. (2009, 13 June). Friendship Between teh U.S. and Nepal. 
Retrieved from https://2009-2017.state.gov/p/sca/rls/rmks/2009/125070.htm 

U.S. Department of State. (2010, 21 January). Press Roundtable. Retrieved from 
https://2009-2017.state.gov/p/sca/rls/rmks/2010/136428.htm 

U.S. Department of State. (2012a). Delisting of the Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist). 
In. Washington, DC. 

U.S. Department of State. (2012b, 11 September). Remarks at Hyatt Hotel. Retrieved 
from https://2009-2017.state.gov/p/sca/rls/rmks/2012/197706.htm 

U.S. Department of State. (2015, 21 September). Daily Press Briefing - September 21, 
2015. Retrieved from https://2009-
2017.state.gov/r/pa/prs/dpb/2015/09/247117.htm 

https://rc-services-assets.s3.eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/Two_steps_forward_one_step_back_The_Nepal_peace_process_Accord_Issue_26.pdf
https://rc-services-assets.s3.eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/Two_steps_forward_one_step_back_The_Nepal_peace_process_Accord_Issue_26.pdf
https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/document/papers/strategy_and_tattics.htm
https://www.satp.org/satporgtp/countries/nepal/document/papers/strategy_and_tattics.htm
https://www.bannedthought.net/Nepal/UCPNM-Docs/index.htm
http://archive.indianexpress.com/news/india-wants-political-consensus-in-nepal/1050774/
http://archive.indianexpress.com/news/india-wants-political-consensus-in-nepal/1050774/
https://kathmandupost.com/miscellaneous/2014/02/21/chinese-army-pledges-rs-500m-aid-to-na
https://kathmandupost.com/miscellaneous/2014/02/21/chinese-army-pledges-rs-500m-aid-to-na
https://www.telegraphindia.com/india/china-rolls-out-red-carpet-for-king/cid/662252
https://www.telegraphindia.com/india/china-rolls-out-red-carpet-for-king/cid/662252
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/lets-face-maoists-together-india-to-nepal/articleshow/372587.cms
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/lets-face-maoists-together-india-to-nepal/articleshow/372587.cms
https://www.state.gov/executive-order-13224/
https://2009-2017.state.gov/s/d/rm/rls/cbj/2005/index.htm
https://2009-2017.state.gov/s/d/rm/rls/cbj/2005/index.htm
https://2001-2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2005/46062.htm
https://2001-2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2005/46062.htm
https://2001-2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/dpb/2005/42281.htm
https://2009-2017.state.gov/s/d/rm/rls/cbj/2007/index.htm
https://2009-2017.state.gov/s/d/rm/rls/cbj/2007/index.htm
https://2009-2017.state.gov/p/sca/rls/rmks/2009/125070.htm
https://2009-2017.state.gov/p/sca/rls/rmks/2010/136428.htm
https://2009-2017.state.gov/p/sca/rls/rmks/2012/197706.htm
https://2009-2017.state.gov/r/pa/prs/dpb/2015/09/247117.htm
https://2009-2017.state.gov/r/pa/prs/dpb/2015/09/247117.htm


317 
 

United Nations. (2008a). Secretary-General Clarifies Comments made in Nepal by 
United Nations Resident, Humanitarian Coordinator, 24 January In. New York: 
Department of Public Information News and Media Division. 

United Nations. (2008b). Security Council Favours Extending Downsized Political 
Mission in Nepal, following Government's Request for Continued United 
Nations Presence. In. New York: Department of Public Information News and 
Media Division. 

United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights. (2012). Nepal 
Conflict Report: Executive Summary. Retrieved from 
https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Countries/NP/OHCHR_ExecSumm_Nepal_
Conflict_report2012.pdf 

United Nations Peacemaker. (2005). 12-Point Understanding between the Seven 
Political Parties and Nepal Communist Party (Maoists). Retrieved from 
https://peacemaker.un.org/nepal-12pointunderstanding2005 

United Nations Peacemaker. (2011). Seven Point Agreement. Retrieved from 
https://peacemaker.un.org/nepal-sevenpoint2011 

United Nations Security Council. (2007a). Report of the Secretary-General on the 
request of Nepal for United Nations assistance in support of its peace process. 
Retrieved from https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-
6D27-4E9C-8CD3-CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/Nepal%20S2007%20442.pdf 

United Nations Security Council. (2007b). Resolution 1740.  Retrieved from 
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C-
8CD3-CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/Nepal%20SRES%201740.pdf 

United Nations Security Council. (2009, 23 January). Resolution 1864. Retrieved from 
http://unscr.com/files/2009/01864.pdf 

United Nations Security Council. (2010, 15 September). Resolution 1939. Retrieved 
from http://unscr.com/en/resolutions/1939 

United States Congress. (2005). Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related 
Programs Appropriations for 2006: Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, One Hundred Ninth 
Congress, First Session. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

Upadhya, S. (2012). Nepal and the geo-strategic rivalry between China and India. New 
York: Routledge. 

Upadhyay, D. K. (2015). India wants to start afresh in Nepal. In Nepali Times (Ed.). 
Kathmandu: Nepali Times. 

Upreti, B. R. (2006). Armed Conflict and Peace Process in Nepal. New Delhi: Adroit 
Publishers. 

Upreti, B. R. (2009). External engagement in Nepal’s armed conflict. In M. Lawoti & 
A. K. Pahari (Eds.), The Maoist insurgency in Nepal: Revolution in the twenty-
first century (pp. 219-237). New York: Routledge. 

Upreti, B. R. (2012). Nepal From War to Peace. Peace Review, 24(1), 102-107. 
doi:10.1080/10402659.2012.651040 

Upreti, B. R., & Sapkota, B. (2017). Case Study on Nepal: Observations and reflections 
on the peace and constitution-making process. Sonnenbergstrasse swisspeace. 

Vaughn, B. (2006). Nepal: Background and US Relations. 
Vennesson, P. (2008). Case studies and process tracing: theories and practices. In 

Approaches and Methodologies in the Social Sciences (pp. 223-239): Cambridge 
University Press. 

Verma, A. S., & Navlakha, G. (2007). People's War in Nepal: Genesis and 
Development. Economic and political weekly, 42(20), 1839-1843.  

https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Countries/NP/OHCHR_ExecSumm_Nepal_Conflict_report2012.pdf
https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Countries/NP/OHCHR_ExecSumm_Nepal_Conflict_report2012.pdf
https://peacemaker.un.org/nepal-12pointunderstanding2005
https://peacemaker.un.org/nepal-sevenpoint2011
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C-8CD3-CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/Nepal%20S2007%20442.pdf
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C-8CD3-CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/Nepal%20S2007%20442.pdf
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C-8CD3-CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/Nepal%20SRES%201740.pdf
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C-8CD3-CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/Nepal%20SRES%201740.pdf
http://unscr.com/files/2009/01864.pdf
http://unscr.com/en/resolutions/1939


318 
 

Voice of America. (2007, January 11). Disarming Nepal's Maoists. Retrieved from 
https://editorials.voa.gov/a/a-41-2007-01-22-voa1-83108587/1480059.html 

Voice of America. (2009). US Envoy Meets Nepal's King, Presses for Human Rights. 
Voice of America. Retrieved from https://www.voanews.com/archive/us-envoy-
meets-nepals-king-presses-human-rights 

von Einsiedel, S., Malone, D. M., & Pradhan, S. (2012). Nepal in Transition: From 
People's War to Fragile Peace: Cambridge University Press. 

von Hehn, A. (2011). The Internal Implementation of Peace Agreements after Violent 
Intrastate Conflict: Guidance for Internal Actors Responsible for 
Implementation. Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill | Nijhoff. 

Wakugawa, I., Gautam, P., & Shrestha, A. (Eds.). (2011). From Conflict to Peace in 
Nepal: Peace Agreements 2005-2010. Kathmandu: Asian Study Center for 
Peace & Conflict Transformation. 

Walker, E. (2016, 11 January ). China's Influence in Nepal Endangers Tibetan 
Refugees. New Internationalist Retrieved from https://newint.org/features/web-
exclusive/2016/01/11/chinas-influence-in-nepal-endangers-tibetan-refugees 

Whitfield, T. (2008). Masala peacemaking: Nepal’s peace process and the contribution 
of outsiders. Paper presented at the Conflict Prevention and Peace Forum. 

Whitfield, T. (2010). External Actors in Mediation: Dilemmas & Options for Mediators. 
Geneva: Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue. 

Whitfield, T. (2010). Working with Groups of Friends. Washington, D.C.: United States 
Institute of Peace Press. 

Whitfield, T. (2012). Nepal’s Masala peacemaking. In S. v. Einsiedel, D. M. Malone, & 
S. Pradhan (Eds.), Nepal in Transition: From People’s War to Fragile Peace 
(pp. 155-174). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Wight, C. (2004). Theorizing the Mechanisms of Conceptual and Semiotic Space. 
Philosophy of the social sciences, 34(2), 283-299. 
doi:10.1177/0048393103262554 

Willis, B. (2014). The advantages and limitations of single case study analysis. E-
International Relations, 4, 1-7.  

Woodside, A. (2010). Case Study Research: Theory, Methods and Practice. Bradford: 
Emerald Group Pub. 

Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research: design and methods (Fifth ed.). Los Angeles: 
SAGE. 

Yoon, M. Y. (1997). Explaining U.S. Intervention in Third World Internal Wars, 1945-
1989. The Journal of Conflict Resolution, 41(4), 580-602. 
doi:10.1177/0022002797041004005 

Zahar, M.-J. (2010). SRSG Mediation in Civil Wars: Revisiting the “Spoiler” Debate. 
Global Governance: A Review of Multilateralism and International 
Organizations, 16(2), 265-280. doi:https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-01602006 

Zee News. (2010, 1 January). Indian Army chief to visit Nepal. Retrieved from 
https://zeenews.india.com/news/nation/indian-army-chief-to-visit-
nepal_591865.html 

Zee News. (2011, 14 January). US asks Nepal`s leaders to respect commitment on 
peace. Retrieved from https://zeenews.india.com/news/south-asia/us-asks-
nepals-leaders-to-respect-commitment-on-peace_680418.html 

 

 

https://editorials.voa.gov/a/a-41-2007-01-22-voa1-83108587/1480059.html
https://www.voanews.com/archive/us-envoy-meets-nepals-king-presses-human-rights
https://www.voanews.com/archive/us-envoy-meets-nepals-king-presses-human-rights
https://newint.org/features/web-exclusive/2016/01/11/chinas-influence-in-nepal-endangers-tibetan-refugees
https://newint.org/features/web-exclusive/2016/01/11/chinas-influence-in-nepal-endangers-tibetan-refugees
https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-01602006
https://zeenews.india.com/news/nation/indian-army-chief-to-visit-nepal_591865.html
https://zeenews.india.com/news/nation/indian-army-chief-to-visit-nepal_591865.html
https://zeenews.india.com/news/south-asia/us-asks-nepals-leaders-to-respect-commitment-on-peace_680418.html
https://zeenews.india.com/news/south-asia/us-asks-nepals-leaders-to-respect-commitment-on-peace_680418.html


319 
 

Appendix: List of interviewees 

 

S/N Interviewees Post/Affiliation/Specialisation 

1.  Madhav Kumar 

Nepal  

Former Prime Minister (Nepal)/ Former Geneal 

Secretary of CPN (UML) 

2.  Dr. Baburam 

Bhattarai 

Former Prime Minister (Nepal)/Former Finance 

Minister/ Vice Chairperson of UCPN (Maoist) 

3.  Ram Chandra Poudel Former Deputy Prime Minister/Peace and 

Reconstruction Minister/Home Minister (Nepal) 

4.  Narayan Kaji 

Shrestha 

Former Deputy Prime Minister/Foreign Affairs 

Minister/Home Minister (Nepal)/ Maoist leader 

5.  Pradeep Kumar 

Gyawali 

Former Foreign Affairs Minister/Member, 

Government Peace Talk Team 

6.  Dr. Ram Sharan 

Mahat 

Former Finance Minister/Foreign Affairs Minister 

(Nepal)/Economist 

7.  Dr. Prakash Chandra 

Lohani 

Former Foreign Affairs Minister/Finance Minister 

(Nepal), Chief Negotiator of Peace Talks (2003) 

8.  Ramesh Nath 

Pandey 

Former Foreign Affairs Minister (Nepal) 

9.  Hisila Yami Former Minister (Nepal)/Maoist politician 

10.  CP Gajurel Former Head, Department of Foreign Affairs, CPN 

(Maoist) 

11.  Muma Ram Khanal Former Maoist politician 

12.  Gen. Rookmangud 

Katawal 

Chief of Army Staff (Retd.), Nepal Army 



320 
 

13.  Gen. Balananda 

Sharma 

Lieutenant General (Retd.), Nepal Army 

14.  Gen. Dr. Umesh 

Kumar Bhattarai 

Brigadier General (Retd.), Nepal Army 

15.  Dugra Prasad 

Bhattarai 

Former Foreign Secretary, Permanent Representative 

to the UN (Nepal) 

16.  Bhojraj Pokharel Former Chief Election Commissioner, Election 

Commission of Nepal 

17.  Daman Nath 

Dhungana 

Politician/Facilitator/Civil Society Leader  

18.  Kanak Mani Dixit Journalist/Civil Society Leader 

19.  Dr. Bishnu Raj 

Upreti 

Peace and Conflict Specialist 

Executive Director, Nepal Centre for Contemporary 

Research 

20.  Yubaraj Ghimire Journalist/Political Commentator  

21.  Sudheer Sharma Journalist/Author, 

Editor-in-Chief of Kantipur Daily 

22.  Dr. Indra Adhikari International Relations/Security Expert 

Deputy Executive Director of Institute of Foreign 

Affairs (Nepal) 

23.  Dr. Rupak Sapkota Research Fellow, The Charhar Institute, China 

24.  Geja Sharma Wagle Research Fellow, University of Birmingham 

Security and Strategic Affairs Expert 

25.  Bishnu Sapkota Country Director, FHI 360 

26.  Dr. Bimal Koirala Former Chief Secretary/ Finance Secretary (Nepal) 



321 
 

27.  Rameshwar Khanal Former Finance Secretary (Nepal) 

28.  Dr. Karan Singh Former Union Minister (India) 

29.  Gen. Ashok Mehta Major General (Retd.), Indian Army 

30.  Prof. SD Muni Distinguished Fellow, Institute for Defence Studies 

and Analyses (India) 

31.  Prof. Harsh V. Pant Head of Strategic Studies Program, Observer Research 

Foundation (India) 

32.  Dr. Nihar Nayak Research Fellow, Institute for Defence Studies and 

Analyses 

33.  Dr. Constantino 

Xavier 

Foreign Policy Studies Fellow, Brookings India 

34.  Prof. Wang Hongwei Professor, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences 

35.  Prof. Wang Dehua Director, Institute of South-Central Asia Studies 

36.  Prof. Dai Yonghong Professor, Sichuan University  

37.  Dr. Huang Zhengduo Director, Center of China Studies, Sichuan University 

38.  Prof. Long Xingchun Director, Center of India Studies, China West Normal 

University 

39.  James F. Moriarty The US ambassador to Nepal (2004-2007) 

40.  Scott H. DeLisi The US ambassador to Nepal (2010-2012) 

 


	Chapter One: Introduction
	1.1.  External actors, external interventions and the peace process: clarification of terms
	1.1.1. External actors
	1.1.2. External intervention
	1.1.3. Peace process

	1.2.  External actors in Nepal’s peace process
	1.2.1. UNMIN
	1.2.2. The United Kingdom and the European Union
	1.2.3. India, China and the United States
	1.2.3.1.  Strategic interests
	1.2.3.2.  Strategic competition


	1.3.  India, China and the United States in Nepal’s peace process
	1.3.1. The India-Nepal relationship
	1.3.2. The China-Nepal relationship
	1.3.3. The United States-Nepal relationship
	1.3.4. Gap in the literature

	1.4.  Research questions
	1.5.  Significance of the research
	1.6.  Research Design
	1.6.1. Case study
	1.6.2. Process tracing
	1.6.3. Data collection methods
	1.6.4. External intervention typology framework
	1.6.5. Critical junctures
	1.6.6. Critical junctures in Nepal’s peace process

	1.7.  Chapter structure/scope

	Chapter Two: An Overview of Nepal’s Civil War and Peace Process (1996-2015)
	2.1. Introduction
	2.2.  Context: Nepal’s history of war and peace
	2.3.  Root causes of conflict
	2.3.1. Political causes
	2.3.2. Socioeconomic causes

	2.4.  Synopsis of the civil war and peace process
	2.4.1. Civil war
	2.4.2. The Comprehensive Peace Accord
	2.4.3. The CA Election 2008
	2.4.4. The Constitution of Nepal 2015

	2.5.  Conclusion

	Chapter Three: The Role of External State Interventions in Peace Processes
	3.1. Introduction
	3.2. Conceptual definitions of external actors, external intervention and the peace process: clarification of terms
	3.2.1. External actors
	3.2.2. External intervention
	3.3.3. The peace process

	3.3. External state interventions in civil wars and peace processes
	3.3.1. Conceptual definition of external state intervention
	3.3.1. The role of external state actors
	3.3.2. Scope of external state intervention

	3.4. External actor intervention theory building
	3.5. External State Intervention Typology Framework
	3.6. Conclusion

	Chapter Four: The Comprehensive Peace Accord (2006)
	4.1. Introduction
	4.2. India
	4.2.1. Diplomatic intervention
	4.2.1.1. The royal coup
	4.2.1.2. The 12-point understanding
	4.2.1.3. The Jana Andolan II

	4.2.2. Military intervention
	4.2.2.1. The royal coup
	4.2.2.2. The 12-point understanding
	4.2.2.3. The Jana Andolan II

	4.2.3. Economic intervention

	4.3. China
	4.3.1. Diplomatic intervention
	4.3.1.1. The royal coup
	4.3.1.2. The 12-point understanding
	4.3.1.3. The Jana Andolan II

	4.3.2. Military intervention
	4.3.2.1. The royal coup
	4.3.2.2. The 12-point understanding
	4.3.2.3. The Jana Andolan II

	4.3.3. Economic intervention

	4.4. The United States
	4.4.1. Diplomatic intervention
	4.4.1.1. The royal coup
	4.4.1.2. The 12-point understanding
	4.4.1.3. The Jana Andolan II

	4.4.2. Military intervention
	4.4.2.1. The royal coup
	4.4.2.2 The 12-point understanding
	4.4.2.3. The Jana Andolan II

	4.4.3. Economic intervention

	4.5. Discussion and Conclusion

	Chapter Five: The Constituent Assembly Election (2008)
	5.1. Introduction
	5.2.  India
	5.2.1. Diplomatic intervention
	5.2.1.1. The Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007
	5.2.1.2. Establishment of UNMIN
	5.2.1.3. Madhes Movements

	5.2.2.  Military intervention
	5.2.3. Economic intervention

	5.3. China
	5.3.1. Diplomatic intervention
	5.3.1.1. The Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007
	5.3.1.2. Establishment of UNMIN
	5.3.1.3. Madhes Movements

	5.3.2. Military intervention
	5.3.3. Economic intervention

	5.4. The United States
	5.4.1. Diplomatic intervention
	5.4.1.1. The Interim Constitution of Nepal 2007
	5.4.1.2. Establishment of UNMIN
	5.4.1.3. The Madhes Movements

	5.4.2. Military intervention
	5.4.3. Economic intervention

	5.5. Discussion and Conclusion

	Chapter Six: The Constitution of Nepal 2015
	6.1. Introduction
	6.2. India
	6.2.1. Diplomatic intervention
	6.2.1.1. UNMIN’s departure
	6.2.1.2. The CA election 2013
	6.2.1.3. Constitution promulgation process

	6.2.2. Military intervention
	6.2.3. Economic intervention

	6.3. China
	6.3.1. Diplomatic intervention
	6.3.1.1. UNMIN Departure
	6.3.1.2. The CA election 2013
	6.3.1.3. Constitution promulgation process

	6.3.2. Military intervention
	6.3.3. Economic intervention

	6.4. The United States
	6.4.1. Diplomatic intervention
	6.4.1.1. UNMIN departure
	6.4.1.2. The CA election 2013
	6.4.1.3. Constitution promulgation process

	6.4.2. Military intervention
	6.4.3. Economic intervention

	6.5. Discussion and Conclusion

	Chapter Seven: Conclusion
	7.1.  Research findings
	7.1.1. Interventions, influences and interests
	7.1.2. Great powers, small states, and peace processes

	7.2.  Research contribution
	7.3. Future direction
	References
	Appendix: List of interviewees


