Volume 1 2021

Nepal Public Policy Review

Research Article
Challenges to Diplomatic Efforts in Resolving Nepal-

India Border Problems in the Himalayas: A Foreign
Policy Analysis (FPA)
Gaurav Bhattarai**

a. Department of International Relations and Diplomacy (DIRD), Tribhuvan University, University Campus, Kirtipur, Kathmandn,
Nepal

Manuscript Received: April 02, 2021, Final Revision: May 27, 2021 Accepted: July 03, 2021

Abstract

The Constitutional Provision on Nepal’s Foreign Policy has emphasized securing Nepal’s
international borders. Nepal’s Foreign Policy-2077 also demands Nepal’s border to be kept
intact by protecting international border points and resolving boundary issues via the means
of peaceful diplomatic negotiations and dialogues, based on historic documents, treaties,
agreements, facts and evidence. Despite the constitutional provision and foreign policy
directives, Nepal’s border problems with its Southern neighbour remain unresolved. Despite
having friendly bilateral relations, and cross-border civilizational linkages, Nepal-India relations
are not free from border problems. Even during the pandemic, when both countries closed
their borders to contain the spread of the coronavirus, they resorted to border confrontations
taking the bilateral relations into the low ebb. This study examines the border problems
between Nepal and India during the time of COVID-19 with a focus on Lipulekh and
Limpiyadhura. Largely concentrated on identifying assorted challenges in resolving Nepal-
India border problems, when Nepal faced India with its new map against the lattet's new route
to Mansarovar, Nepal’s self-help that is limited to diplomatic talks with India has been
elaborated along with Indian and Chinese responses to Nepal’s new map and India’s opening
of a new route to Mansarovar, respectively. By using Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA) as a tool,
this article discusses why diplomatic negotiations haven’t found a headway in the Nepal-India
context, despite Nepal's repeated calls. It is a qualitative study that uses data from both primary
and secondary sources that include government reports, historical documents, archives,
statistics, and treaties. Media sources have also been reviewed to understand various issues of
Nepal’s border problems with India. After the coding and familiarisation of the data, analysis
and interpretation were done. Highlighting the interconnectedness of the Himalayan
geopolitics and India’s securitization of the Himalayan frontier, the article concludes that
Nepal’s diplomatic initiative on resolving the border problem has been impacted by power
condensation in the Himalaya region and India’s lack of interest.
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1. Introduction

Nepal-India border is distinctively unique, not only because it is open. The historical and
cultural linkages established by cross-border ties have also played a part to make the borderlands
special. Nepal-India border length is about 1880 km, and people of both countries can cross
it from different points (Shrestha, 2020). Before the COVID-19 pandemic, only a few border
entry points were patrolled by the security forces of either country (Shrestha, 2020 & Kansakar,
2001). During the pandemic, however, the number of armed police personnel patrolling the
borderlands increased to contain the spread of the COVID-19 virus and prevent the entry of
unwanted elements infiltrating the porous borders (Shrestha, 2020). Notwithstanding the
securitization of borderlands during the pandemic, Nepal-India borderlands symbolize deep-
rooted socio-cultural, emotional and economic inter-linkages among the people of the two
sides that have been strengthened by cross-border mobility. As a long tradition of the free
movement of people across the borders, Nepali and Indian citizens have unrestricted access
to the opportunities available in both countries as per Article 7 of the Treaty of Peace and
Friendship, 1950. Under the Treaty, both the governments are bound to reciprocally “grant to
the nationals of one country in the territories of the other the same privileges in the matter of
residence, ownership of property, participation in trade and commerce, movement and other
privileges of a similar nature.”!

Nepal shares not only open borders but also strong ties with the Indian states of Uttar Pradesh
(UP), Bihar, West Bengal, Uttarakhand and Sikkim (Bhattarai, 2016). Unlike India’s borders
with Pakistan and Bangladesh, which are extremely and moderately militarised respectively,
Nepal-India borderland is an interdependent borderland (Gellner, 2013). Despite having such
a cordial and intimate relationship, quite often Nepal-India relations enter into uncharted
terrain. Border problems existing between the two countries top the list in impacting the
ambience of affinity triggered by cross-border ties (The Kathmandu Post, 2020a).

The practice of keeping the borders with Nepal open was a British legacy (Dahal, 1978).
During the time of British colonialism in South Asia, the East India Company kept the Nepal-
India border open with three objectives: to maintain unrestricted migration of the Nepali hill
people to India and to procute them for recruitment in the Indian army; to have easy and free
access of British and Indian manufactured goods into Nepal as well as to Tibet wherein Nepal
was the only easy and accessible route from India before the discovery of Chumbi valley route
from Sikkim; to have a secure and easy supply of raw materials from Nepal into India such as
timber and forest produce, herbs and medicinal plants, hides and skins etc. (Kansakar, 2001).
Today, while an open border with India offers Nepal both a challenge and opportunity to
Nepal’s security, Kathmandu needs to effectively manage and regulate its border with India.
But, while taking measures for border security to prevent unwarranted infiltration, the free
flow of people and goods shouldn’t be impacted. Amidst such complexities characterising
Nepal-India borderlands, the Himalayan country faces border problems with India at many
places. Border issues of Kalapani, as well as Susta, often rivet Nepal-India relations (The
Kathmandu Post, 2020b). Kalapani is a territorial issue, which developed due to the differences
over Limpiyadhura, which Nepal claims to be the source of the Kali River that serves as the
border between India and Nepal. India, however, reckons that the source is a pond by Lipulekh.
Kalapani is the territory between these two places.

1 The Treaty is available at: https://mea.gov.in/bilateral-documents.htm?dtl/ 6295
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This study, however, focuses only on the border problems that surfaced during the first wave
of the COVID-19 pandemic, when both the countries should have rather effectively cooperated
in containing the spread of the novel Corona Virus, owing to the presence of the porous
populated borderlands between them. In 2019, when India unveiled its new map including
Nepali territory, Kathmandu sought a diplomatic resolution, but New Delhi paid no attention
to Nepal's diplomatic note over the same. Instead, in May 2020, when Nepal had closed its
land borders with both of its neighbours, India and China to contain the COVID-19 pandemic,
India unilaterally constructed its Kailash Mansarovar pilgrimage via the Lipulekh pass, which
according to the Sugauli Treaty of 1816 between Nepal and British India territorially belongs
to the Himalayan country.

Upon the same evidence, Nepal also unveiled a new map on May 20, 2020, incorporating its
territory up to Limpiyadhura, against which India has reservations. For New Delhi, Nepal’s
new map is ‘unacceptable’ and artificial’. Since then Nepal has been taking diplomatic initiations
to resolve the problems between the two neighbouring countries, but to no avail. Thus, it is
quite important to discover answers to the few pertaining questions: Why do Nepal’s border
problems with its Southern neighbour remain unresolved despite the constitutional provision
and foreign policy directives to keep Nepal’s border intact by protecting international border
points and resolving boundary issues via means of peaceful diplomatic negotiations? Is it
because of the way India sees China connection in Nepal’s new map or it is more because of
New Delhi’s lack of interest to resolve the border problems owing to its Himalayan frontier
theory? By taking the help of the FPA, this article discusses why diplomatic negotiations
haven’t found a headway in resolving Nepal- India border problems in the Himalayas, despite
Nepal's repeated calls. Using data from both primary and secondary soutces, this qualitative
research aims to discover how Nepal’s diplomatic dealings with India are not gaining
momentum in the face of geopolitical challenges, resulting in India’s reluctance. Thus,
government reports, historical documents, archives, statistics, treaties and media reports have
been reviewed to understand how Nepal’s new map is based on the historical shreds of
evidence including treaties, agreements, maps and letters of exchange, and thus there is no
valid connection between Nepal’s new map and China and doesn’t justify India’s needless
reluctance in resolving the border problems. The issues that emerged from the reviews were
thematically ordered and analysed. The thematic analysis focused on the challenges in terms of
Nepal’s diplomatic efforts in resolving Nepal-India border problems in the Himalayas using
the FPA as an analytical tool.

As soon as the interconnected themes of Himalayan geopolitics and India’s securitization of
the Himalayan frontier are highlighted, it eventually reinforces the major argument on how
Nepal’s diplomatic initiative on resolving border problem has been impacted by power
condensation in the Himalaya region and India’s lack of interest. The themes that emerged
from the review of data have been separately discussed. For instance, while reviewing the data
related to India’s response to Nepal’s new map, we see the emergence of the theme of the
continuity of Himalayan frontier theory in New Delhi’s foreign policy. Similarly, while studying
the data on Nepal’s response to India’s Mansarovar route, diplomacy as Nepal’s self-help is
thematically presented. In the same way, while examining the data on China’s response to
India’s Mansarovar Route, the falsity in exploring China connection in Nepal’s new map is
thematically discussed. All these themes are interconnected by shedding light on different
3
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actors and factors influencing the foreign policy of a country, which is systematically devised
by the countries to achieve their goals in relation to the external environment.

Foreign policy has observable artefacts, which is known as foreign policy behaviour and is
explained with the help of the FPA (Smith et. al., 2012, p. 14), which examines how foreign
policy decisions are made and implemented. FPA helps to look below the nation-state level of
analysis, build actor-specific theory, pursue multi-causal explanations traversing multiple levels
of analysis, and utilize theory and results from across the gamut of social science (Smith et. al.,
2012, p. 14). While making the FPA of Nepal-India border problems in the Himalayas, we see
how government organizations, private media, security experts and public opinion influenced
the foreign policy decision-making in both countries. But, when we try to understand why
Nepal and India have not been able to resolve their border problems, despite having unique
cross-border relations, it is realised that geopolitical contestation between China and India in
the Himalayan region has severely influenced the foreign policy behaviour, resulting into
securitization of their foreign policies towards Nepal. India’s Mansarovar route itself echoes
the geographical determinism in India’s Himalayan frontier theory. But, to make the FPA of
India’s Mansarovar route and Nepal’s new map, it is best to start by shedding licht on the
foundational works on FPA and how they can be applied in understanding why the two
neighbouring countries haven’t been able to resolve their border problems diplomatically.

Three important works form the foundation of the FPA: "Pre-theories and Theories of
Foreign Policy" by James N. Rosenau, “Decision-Making as an Approach to the Study of
International Politics", a monograph by Richard C. Snyder, H. W. Bruck, and Burton Sapin and
“Man-Milieu Relationship Hypotheses in the Context of International Politics” by Harold and
Margaret Sprout. As Rosenau’s study has contributed to the development of the actor-specific
theory (Rosenau, 1960), it helps us to explain the behaviour of specific actors allowing for a
richer explanation and prediction of the foreign policy behaviour of Nepal, India and China.
Similarly, the emphasis of Synder, Bruck and Sapin on the decision-making process of foreign
policy itself, not as foreign policy outputs, but as part of the explanation (Synder et. al., 2002),
is appropriate to evaluate the process of foreign policymaking in Kathmandu, New Delhi and
Beijing. Similarly, as Harold and Sprouts believed that foreign policy can only be explained
concerning the social, political, situational and psychological contexts of the individuals
involved in the decision-making (Sprout & Sprout, 19506), it helps us to understand how public
opinion and private media influenced the foreign policy of India and Nepal. Thus, the FPA of
India’s Mansarovar route, Nepal’s new map, China’s response over Nepal-India border
problems during the COVID-19 pandemic not only helps us to understand why diplomatic
negotiations haven't yielded results towards resolving the border problem, but also offers
scope in pursuing evidence-based policymaking in dealing with the issue of border security.

Most of the literature available today on Nepal-India borders have been written either from
the perspective of national security or human security. Literature endorsing the discourse of
national security has touched upon the issues of border security, encroachment, the problem
of the riverine border, the disappearance of border pillars, among others, while literature
embracing the human security approach has discussed the issues of cross-border migration,
livelihood strategies in the borderlands, mobility, work and identity. But, the literature that
analyses borderlands from the perspective of foreign policy are not sufficiently available. Not
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only from the perspective of knowledge but also in the policies, a gap exists that needs to be
bridged. Constitutional provisions on Nepal’s national interest and the Government's Foreign
Policy-2020 have recommended specific policies on border security and resolving the border
problems respectively. But, how far have the actors and factors been impacting the effective
implementation of such policies been studied? Hence, this study aims to fulfil the same
knowledge and policy gaps. The use of FPA as a tool to analyse Nepal- India border problems
can be justified in three ways: firstly, as the provisions of the constitution of Nepal on national
Interest and foreign Policy (Article 5.1) has emphasised that border security is a basic element
of Nepal’s national interest, FPA helps to assess how far the constitutional directives on taking
help of diplomacy in resolving border problems have been implemented. Secondly, Nepal’s
Foreign Policy-2020 requires that Nepal’s border be kept intact by protecting international
border points. Article 8.1 of Nepal’s Foreign Policy-2020 has stated that boundary issues
should be resolved via means of peaceful diplomatic negotiations and dialogues, based on
historic documents, treaties, agreements, facts and evidence. Hence, FPA provides ways to
evaluate whether historical documents, treaties, agreements help Nepal in resolving its border
problems with India. Thirdly, while Nepal shares a long border with China and India, the
recurrent episodes of standoffs, skirmishes and clashes in the Himalayan borders between the
two nuclear powers have already multiplied security threats for Kathmandu. When New Delhi
tried to explore China connection in Nepal’s new map, the geopolitical complications riling
Nepal-India border problems was visible. In such a situation, the FPA of Nepal-India border
problems in the Himalayas offers an evidence-based approach in understanding and accepting
challenges to Nepal’s efforts in resolving border problems and signals ways to strengthen its
self-help by persistently finding refuge in diplomatic efforts and taking decisions accordingly,
to reduce the threats emanating from the geopolitical contestations in the Himalaya

1.1 Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA) of Nepal-India Border Problems

To resolve the border rows between Nepal and India, as per the policy directives and
constitutional provisions, it is best to start by identifying the problems through the perspective
of FPA, which includes small-group decision making (refers to the structure and process of
groups in foreign policy decision making), organizational process (the influence of the
respective organisation on foreign policy decision making), comparative foreign policy
(comparing the foreign policy behaviour), and the psycho-societal milieu (role of individual
characteristics and societal context). In the context of Nepal-India border problems, the role
of various committees and task forces including Eminent Persons Group (EPG), which have
been constituted to resolve the boundary issues, can be interpreted from the perspective of
group decision making, while the role of administrative structures of the government including
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Department of Survey, security bodies, among others are
discussed from the perspective of bureaucratic politics. Also, the foreign policy behaviours of
Nepal and India towards the disputed territories, and China’s foreign policy behaviour towards
the bilateral disputes in the different periods are compared. In the same way, understanding the
psychology of the foreign policy decision-maker is very important when it comes to resolving
border problems. Thus, the social and psychological contexts behind foreign policy decision-
making need to be explored. For instance, it is apt to make a socio-psychological interpretation
of Nepal's Prime Minister K.P. Oli’s reference to India’s national Ashoka Chakra emblem as
“Singham Jayate” rather than “Satyamev Jayate,” saying the lions represented India’s
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“hegemonic” designs. Prime Minister Oli’s allegory needs to be understood in the context of
India’s neighbourhood policy towards Nepal and how India’s involvement and interests in the
Himalayan state are perceived by Nepali folks. In addition, it is also important to examine how
history, geography, economics, culture, political institutions have determined the foreign policy
decision making in the context of Nepal-India border problems.

The concept of groupthink owes much to the scholarly contribution of Irving Janis. Today,
there has been a resurgence of interest in the study of the process, structures of groups
(Hermann & Hermann, 1982), and leadership (Hermann et.al, 2001), group conflict and rivalry
(Vertzberger, 1990) influencing foreign policy decision making. In the context of Nepal-India
border problems, the role of groupthink is often constrained by bureaucratic politics in the
same way as the role of Eminent Persons Group (EPG)is confined to offering recommendations
to the leadership. Other groupthink mechanisms also share the same fate of restrains. The
Boundary Working Group, Joint Field Survey Teams and Survey Officials’ Committee—the
three teams formed by India and Nepal in 2014 to complete the boundary work, are mandated
to work on the bordering areas, except Susta and Kalapani, which are to be resolved at the
foreign secretary-level. Thus, the constraint of such groupthink lies in awaiting the foreign-
secretary level meeting. Although the third meeting of the Nepal-India Joint Commission in
Kathmandu in 2014 had agreed to resolve the disputes, with the involvement of the foreign
secretaries of both countries and the Boundary Working Group was tasked with providing
inputs to the foreign secretary-level mechanism, to resolve the border issues, but there has
been no major development. Instead, the new map published by India in November 2019
placed the disputed territory of Kalapani within its territory, worsening the problem further.

Officially introduced in 20106, the EPG was mandated not only to evaluate the state of bilateral
relations but to come up with key recommendations on the open border and the 1950 treaty
(Xavier, 2020). Although the Eminent Persons Group on Nepal-India Relations proposed a
‘smart and regulated’ borderlands(Baral, 2019), India’s Prime Minister Narendra Modi hasn’t
received the report yet, generating a suspicion that the Modi administration does not agree
with the joint report’s recommendations floated by the experts of both the countries. In such
a situation, the fate of Nepal-India borderlands remains in limbo: regulated or porous, free and
open. Except for the blockades of major transit points by India in 1970, 1989 and 2015 (The
Kathmandu Post, 2015), Nepal-India borderlands have always remained open for both
countries. But, in 2020, the Nepal-India border remained closed for over five months, from
March to August, amidst the fear of Covid-19 spread. But, the entry of people through porous
border points didn’t stop, exposing the risk of the spread of the virus. Also, border security
was severely affected by such porous routes, as people entered each other’s territory through
proxy routes. And, as the migrant returnees didn’t know properly about the quarantine facilities,
the risk of an outbreak of coronavirus got higher in the villages adjoining border areas
(CESLAM, 2020). Most surprising was No Man’s Land being used as the temporary quarantine
facilities (Gahatraj & Sharma, 2020) invoking unprecedented challenges to the border
management amidst the COVID-19 pandemic. Fearful of the spread of COVID-19, Nepal
deployed 6000 Armed Police Force (APF) personnel to stop the flow of people entering Nepal
from India in April 2020 (Republica, 2020). Because, the 1880 km long borders are fence-free
and porous, the security forces, except the check posts, do not patrol the entire border. Thus,
border management became a crucial issue for both countries. Even the EPG report has not
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recommended any specific measures regarding which border points should be regulated and
which should be kept open (The Kathmandu Post, 2018) for effective border management,
although in the period of two years, during their nine meetings held in New Delhi and
Kathmandu, experts from Nepal and India intensely pushed for regulated borderlands and
urged the governments to determine the number of entry and exit points. But, the EPG’s
proposal on regulated borderland was reprimanded by the foreign policy experts for ignoring
the social reality (The Kathmandu Post, 2018) as the report was prepared without taking
feedback from the people living in the interdependent borderlands.

Generally, decision making is characterised by choice behaviour and is necessarily information-
dependent (Kirkpatrick et.al, 1976). Hence, it is important to obtain the required information
to teduce the group's uncertainty (Robertson, 1980). In the context of EPG’s proposal over
Nepal-India borderlands, PM Modi not receiving the report has aggravated the climate of
uncertainty, paralyzing the policy choice over borderlands. The only information available to
the group is that Modi has not received the report “owing to his busy schedule (Baral, 2019)”
which has raised doubts over India’s commitment to implementing recommendations forwarded
by the EPG (Republica, 2018). Nepal even sought ways to submit the report to Modi during
the BIMSTEC summit in the August of 2018 in Kathmandu but India refused to discuss any
bilateral agenda in a multilateral forum. While the small group dynamic of EPG is confined to
making recommendations, it is up to the two governments to further review and implement the
recommendations. Most importantly, the recommendations are not binding, On January 16 of
2021, when Nepal and India held the sixth meeting of the Nepal-India Joint Commission in
New Delhi discussing a gamut of bilateral issues, Nepal’s Foreign Minister Pradeep Gyawali
was reported to have raised the issue of the border dispute and early submission of the Eminent
Persons Group’s report to the Prime Minister of India, but India was reluctant to discuss them
saying that the Joint Commission and boundary talks are separate mechanisms (Neupane &
Giri, 2021). Thus, it indicates how the groupthink mechanism like EPG is incapacitated by the
bureaucratic politics in the context of Nepal-India border problems.

The bureaucratic politics approach doesn't view the state as a unitary actor, as the rational
actor model does, rather shows how the rational model of decision making is insufficient in
explaining a foreign policy behaviour. Rather, the bureaucratic politics model analyses how
foreign policy decisions have to undergo through the competing entities within a particular
country, and foreign policy outcome is the result of bargaining among the governmental
institutions and actors with various abilities and preferences (Halperin et. al., 2006). Graham
Allison (1969) is accredited for introducing the bureaucratic models in the foreign policy
decision-making through his 1969 article “Conceptual Models and the Cuban Missile Crisis”
published in The American Political Science Review. In the article, Allison presented the
bureaucratic politics model as a tool to interpret how actors often pursue the policies that are
advantageous to the organizations they represent rather than the collective interests (Allison,
1969).

In the context of Nepal’s response over India’s Mansarovar route, we can see the differences
in the approaches adopted by different independent organizations, including the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Armed Police Force, legislative-parliament, parliamentary committees,
Supreme Court and the Central Bureau of Statistics. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Nepal
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sought to resolve the dispute diplomatically by handing over a diplomatic note to Indian
Ambassador to Nepal Vinay Mohan Kwatra (The Kathmandu Post, 2020c), while Armed
Police Force set up a new border post to monitor Indian activities in the disputed territories
(Paudel, 2020). The State Affairs and Good Governance Committee of the House of
Representatives, however, directed the government of Nepal to internationalize the issue (The
Himalayan Times, 2020a). Amidst the availability of different alternatives, Nepal’s parliament
issued a new map in June 2020, showing Kalapani, Limpiyadhura and Lipulekh as Nepali
territories (The Kathmandu Post, 2020e), which India’s Ministry of External Affairs perceived
as an artificial enlargement of territorial claims. In the January of 2020, the Supreme Court of
Nepal also directed the government of Nepal to submit the original map of Nepal exchanged
with India during the signing of the Sugauli Treaty in 1810, in response to the public interest
litigation demanding political and diplomatic attempts to shield Nepali territories (Pradhan,
2020). While both governments are yet to resolve the border disputes diplomatically, the
Central Bureau of Statistics, which is responsible for conducting the census, has shown its
intention of covering the Kalapani area, but, for many years, Indian authorities have prohibited
Nepali folks from entering the Kalapani area (The Kathmandu Post, 2021). The last census
that Nepal had conducted in Lipulekh was six decades ago, but after the Sino-Indian war of
1962, the area has been under Indian control. Although all the aforementioned institutions and
organizations are oriented to an understanding that the dispute should be resolved through the
political and diplomatic means, the diverse approaches that have been pursued need to adhere
to the directives issued by the new Foreign Policy-2020 that peaceful diplomatic negotiations
and dialogues prompted by the historic documents, treaties, agreements, facts and evidence,
are to be used in resolving the border problems.

While the Bureaucratic model examines different actors, factors and conditions influencing a
country's foreign policies, the Comparative Foreign Policy (CFP) which is rooted in the
discipline of comparative politics, applies comparative methods to the study of foreign policy.
Equipped with the legacy of behaviouralism in the genealogy of the FPA, the CFP allows
events to be compared along a behavioural dimension (Smith et. al., 2012, p. 21), for instance,
whether the impact of foreign policy behaviour was positive or negative, or what kinds of the
instruments of statecraft (military, economic, diplomatic, among others) were used (Caporaso
et. al,, 1987). In the context of Nepal-India border problems, the press statement of India’s
Ministry of External Affairs over Nepal’s new map and Nepal’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs
over India’s Mansarovar route could be compared. Being agent-centric, the CFP examines the
influence of both, the international system and domestic political contexts on foreign policy
decision making, The objective material conditions and subjective understandings are
acknowledged as important factors influencing the policymakers. In the context of Nepal-
India border problems, the CFP helps us to understand how geopolitical contestation in the
Himalayan region has aggravated Nepal’s border problems with India. While Nepal protested
India's Mansarovar route, Indian army chief General MM Naravane rematked that Nepal was
acting at “the behest of someone else" (Soutce), an indirect reference to China. Nepali security
experts and foreign policy analysts not only perceptively condemned Naravane's remarks but
also reiterated that it would be unfitting to perceive that Nepal was acting at the behest of
China. Precisely, by making a Comparative FPA of India’s Mansarovar route, we come to
understand how India’s foreign policy towards Nepal is driven by an act of securitization and
frontier theory, while Nepal’s self-help is limited in diplomatically balancing India and China.

Page| 8
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To shed light on the same, it’s best to begin by identifying challenges faced by Nepal-India
borderlands.

While the spread of the COVID-19 pandemic pervaded a grave crisis in human, national and
international security, the porous border was exploited as an ideal point for the border crossing
at night, eventually impacting the border security, as most of the bordering areas are covered
by agricultural fields, forests and rivers and streams. Already, Nepal and India were facing
problems related to border demarcation. Equally, outlaws and political terrorists have been
misusing territory on the opposite side of the border as a sanctuary. Besides, smuggling of
goods from Nepal into India and vice-versa seems to be a perpetual problem (Gaige, 1975).
The unrestricted border has resulted in criminal, anti-social and illegal activities such as robbery,
theft, murder, and smuggling of goods evading customs duties, narcotic drugs trafficking,
arms smuggling, poaching etc. (Shukla, 2000). Encroachment has become a major challenge to
border management. Even no man’s lands have been encroached. The territorial dispute
between Nepal and India in Susta of Nawalparasi district is triggered by the change of the
course by the Narayani River (Baral, 2018) which is called Gandak in India. The river has been
changing its route because of floods and cutting. Besides the natural cutting of the river leading
into territorial dispute, encroachment of fer