NEPAL 

1. Background to the Conflict in Nepal:

(a) the history of conflict/tensions

Nepal has experienced ten years of violent conflict since the Maoists’ “People’s War” began in February1996. At least 13.000 people have been killed and 200,000 displaced. 

Ethnic, caste, gender and rural-urban inequalities are at the heart of the conflict. The Maoist movement gained legitimacy and popularity by raising issues of social justice and political exclusion. Although Nepal’s population is incredibly diverse, administrative and political power has traditionally been held by the “upper”-caste elite, principally Brahmans, Chhetris and Newars. Women, ethnic groups and the “low” Hindu casts are systematically subjected to widespread discrimination. Although the democratization process during the early 1990s gave real hope of improvement to these marginalized groups, the early years of democracy only produced the consolidation of previous social structures, and the hopes of the vast majority were quickly dashed. The success of the Maoist campaign has allowed them to increase their presence to cover 80% of the country, largely restricting the armed forces and government presence to the urban areas and district headquarters. Meanwhile, development has stalled in many parts of the country and the structures and systems for delivering basic services have been weakened, deepening the inequality that led to the conflict in the first place. On the surface the situation has changed drastically since April 24th, with a national army, a secular state and a new government engaged in peace talks with the CPN (Maoists) with the primary aim of agreeing the modalities for a constituent assembly to draft a new constitution. Underneath the surface however, little has changed as yet, and the structural transformation that will be required to resolve the decade-old conflict in the country will take several years.

(b) the challenges faced and the existing gaps

As with many early post-conflict phases, Nepal today is witnessing a realignment of political interests and a readjustment of economic strategies, rather than a shift from violence to consent, theft to production, or repression to democracy. Re-framing development and related-recovery programming to cope with this realignment will be a huge challenge. For many years, development has fallen far short of people’s expectations, particularly in rural areas, and remains an elitist sector dominated by influential upper caste cliques, and characterized by the same opaque distribution and control systems that typify other resource allocation and power structures. In this context, the growing involvement of development agencies presents important political opportunities for local power brokers, not least control over the allocation of resources in order to generate respect and support among recipient communities.

Over the past few years, partly as a result of the CPN (Maoist) political agenda pressure has grown for development programmes to live up to the principles of impartiality, transparency and accountability. The increasing confidence with which the Maoist-aligned Autonomous Regional and District Governments are asserting themselves, the presentation of formal policies, development plans and regulations – particularly in the context of weak local administration and DDC capacities – suggests that development assistance will be highly contested until new democratically elected bodies are functioning at the VDC, district and national level. This is likely to take at least 18 – 24 months. 

2. What have been your Democratic Governance interventions in Conflict Prevention arena in the past?

(c) In what way has the design of the programmatic interventions taken into account conflict prevention?

Since the escalation of the armed conflict in 2002, the UNDP programme on the ground faced lot of difficulties in implementation. The dissatisfaction on the part of Maoist came due to close association of UNDP with the state (one of the conflicting party to the conflict) and lack of tangible results on the ground in improving the quality of lives of rural population. All  the UNDP supported programme in late 2003 and early 2004 were reoriented to address the immediate needs of the people and particularly those from the disadvantaged communities. More allocation was made to the community level activities targeting the most vulnerable population.   

(d) In what way has the programme implementation addressed the issue of conflict prevention?

As a result of targeting the most vulnerable and neglected population it has contributed in the positive feeling among these population which has contributed in local harmony. The social mobilization programme (nearly 30,000 groups covering almost 5 million population) has been a plate form for the community to discuss and resolve local level dispute. This has also created pressure from the below for both Maoist and the political forces for a peaceful settlement of the conflict.  

3. What have been the good and bad results of your interventions with regard to preventing or escalating conflict? 

The Good results:

 Well targeted programmes are, implemented in a transparent fashion and fully owned by the community, have been successfully implemented even in conflict zones. This has also led to improve social harmony.

The Bad results: 

The dimension of national political conflict and the local level conflict (due to exclusion/exploitation of people) are quite different but they are mutually reinforcing. There are many examples of programming interventions that were either captured by local elites and thus reinforced the structures and systems of local-level conflict, or inadvertently excluded marginalized and oppressed groups and communities, again reinforcing the behaviours and attitudes that are at the heart of the conflict in Nepal. UNDP has striven to address these mistakes, but capacity constraints, geographical adversity, and conflict-related access problems have often prevented regular monitoring and undermined systematic efforts to ensure project activities are indeed conflict-sensitive.

4. What lessons have you learned?

To prevent conflict, one has to address the root causes of conflict not the symptoms alone.

Careful participatory assessment and need identification, active community involvement, full transparency in the implementation process and a robust communication with the stakeholders are the key elements for the success of any programme in conflict situation. Similarly, effective service delivery alone will not end the conflict , there is a need for shifting of the power balance between different groups, people and the state.  

5. How has your approach changed as a result?

UNDP at the country office level and the project level started looking at projects from a conflict lens. Recruitment is much more gender sensitive and efforts are under way to bring more and more disadvantaged groups in the decision making process . There is a careful approach in allocating resources. More and more resources is being allocated for downstream activities rather than policy support and capacity building.  Field staffs are trained to deal safely and effectively with the conflicting parties on the ground through the knowledge and use of the Basic Operating Guidelines (BOGs).  Adoption of the BOGs has created development space for other actors also and supported the development of community capacities to defend their rights and negotiate more effectively with both Maoist cadres and security forces.
