MASCULINITIES: A SCALE CHALLENGE IN
IRRIGATION GOVERNANCE IN NEPAL *

JANWILLEM LIEBRAND 2

NORMAL PROFESSIONALISM

Robert Chambers (1988) coined the term ‘normal gesibnalism’ at the end of the
1980s to criticize the ‘disciplinary culture’ ofrigation agencies and academia which
guided the production of knowledge, and to argus tepistemological’ issues were
part of irrigation project failures. This paper logi further on his critical inquiry of
‘normal professionalism’ by addressing much negléctgender issues of
professionalism in irrigation.

MEN'S PARTAKING IN IRRIGATION GOVERNANCE

This paper is inspired by long standing gender eamin irrigation governance, i.e. the
exclusion of women in irrigation decision makingowkever, rather than focusing on
women, this paper is abonten’s partakingn irrigation governance. Professional water
governance bodies such as irrigation agencies,rvid®Os, farmer - and water user
associations, and water research institutions, terabnsist only of men and women'’s
absence and invisibility becomes even more prontinghen moving to higher
management levels. Irrigation powers, authoritind axpertise are mostly vested in
men, and successful performance as a water managstrongly correlated with
behavioural characteristics that are associatede nwdth men than with women
(Zwarteveen, 2008; Laurie, 2005; Lynch, 1993).

This gendered pattern of ‘manhood’ is consideredsauline’ in this paper. With the
objective to continue addressing gender concermnimgfully in irrigation, and to plea
for a new (FMIS) research agenda, linkages betweem, masculinities and power in
irrigation governance need to be unpacked, questiamd scrutinized.

CONCEPTUALIZING MEN, MASCULINITIES AND POWER

The dominant gendered pattern of social practiceaisociety can be labeled as
‘masculine’ when men dominate these practices,ef@mple, the practice of public
politics (Connell, 2005). Irrigation governance (Nepal) is no exception, and is a
(structure of) social practice that is (historigalominated by men.

The type of masculinity in irrigation governancetth consider problematic — as a
‘scale challenge’ — is hegemonic masculinity (Cdhr2005). Gramsci's ‘hegemony’
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means ascendancy through culture, institutions,p@nsluasion. Hegemonic masculinity
entails a gender hierarchy, a norm that impliesntiost honoured way of being a man,
and a dominant pattern to which all men and wonsaretio position themselves. This
theory implies that (high-caste) male irrigatiomfesssionals intentionally nurture their
‘masculinity’ to secure control and power in irrigen governance, to the exclusion of
women and other men (e.g. Madhesi, janajati etc.).

MASCULINITIES: A SCALE CHALLENGE IN IRRIGATION

This paper considers the ‘masculinity’ of irrigatigovernance as a ‘scale challenge’ for
more democratic, and more sustainable and inedjralys of irrigation governance.
Cashet al. (2006) define a ‘scale challenge’ as a situationwhich the current
combination of cross-scale and cross-level inteyast threatens to undermine the
resilience of a human-environment system. For e¥amgn irrigation system is a
human-environment system, and the practice of noanirthting irrigation management
at all ‘scales’, such as policy, planning and opilerg and at all ‘levels’, from field to
office level, undermines the resilience and sustaimuse of irrigation systems.

In irrigation governance, the ‘scale challenge’ vmdn actual field realities, and
expectations and administrative realities is widelcognized. Many irrigation
bureaucracies in developing countries, often with support of funds and expertise
from outside, have adopted policies and programbridge this gap, also in Nepal
(Gautam, 2006; Shukla and Sharma, 1997). Recudleigpents of these programs are
decentralization and user participation, throudfedént levels of users’ representation
in water users’ associations (WUA).

In this model, WUAs form the formal link betweenvgonment bureaucracies and
irrigators or farmers, and as such the WUAs areomamt gatekeepers of flows of
information and resources between two levels ofegamance. Yet, also at the level of
farmer- and water user organizations there is @@ pattern of ‘manhood’. In Nepal,
women participation in WUAs has produced mainlykén representation’ (Ghimire,
2004). Hence, these programs have been unable amgeh (significantly) the

masculinity of irrigation governance, and the ‘scathallenge’ remains thére

MAKING MEN VISIBLE IN IRRIGATION

As a way of making men visible in irrigation govante, this paper presents an analysis
of irrigation history of Nepal based on literatusview. The purpose is to show that
irrigation governance, as a masculine gender meaci especially high caste men with
a Parbatiya and Newar background, evolved and ethroyer time. The focus is
particularly on the emergence of ‘modern’ irrigatiand (hegemonic) masculinities of
civil engineers, and how those has been challehgettie debate on Farmer Managed
Irrigation Systems (FMIS), because FMIS researdh impractitioners, unlike gender
debates in the water sector, continue to poseiausechallenge to hegemonic patterns
of irrigation governance in Nepal.

¥ Membership criteria of WUAs, such as land ownerstrig timing of meetings, have also emerged as
barriers for women'’s participation.



The analyses in this paper nevertheless suggestirtigation governance, also in

relation to FMIS, has becommore masculineand not necessarily more gender
sensitive as generally is assumed by irrigationfgssionals and development
practitioners. To counter this masculine trendriigation governance in Nepal, this

paper produces a set of questions for further rebegas a contribution to a new (FMIS)
irrigation research agenda.

THE MASCULINE POLITICS OF IRRIGATION HISTORY

Writing irrigation history is a political act, archowing that men dominate irrigation
governance, thick with masculine politics. Scruting irrigation history is thus a
critical reflexive exercise for (male) irrigationrgfessionals to appreciate gender
concerns and to scrutinize one’s own masculiniginB a Wageningen educated water
professional doing research on irrigation in Nepabnsider myself partially ainsider,

a colleague of Nepali water professionals, whorene faced with assertive ethnic and
marginalized minorities in Nepal's emerging demegrabut | am also aideshi
(foreigner), a visiting researcher to Nepal, whopat of the (post) coloniabikas
industry and the ‘paternalistic’ social hierarchgttis produced by'it

Analyzing the authors cited in this paper (seeetab)l, shows, in hindsight, that my
writing of (gender) history has barely been ‘indkas, and still far from ideal.

TABLE 1: THE MASCULINE POLITICS OF CITING AUTHORS

Bikas hierarchy No. of authors cited Men Women
Western men 21 21

High caste Nepali men 13 13

Western women 11 11
High caste Nepali women 7 7
Foreign Asian men 1 1

Madhesi men 1 1

Ethnic Nepali women 1 1
Total 55 (100%) 36 (65%) 19 (35%)

CONSTRUCTING AN IRRIGATION HISTORY OF NEPAL

Constructing an irrigation history, let alone a dered irrigation history, is quite a
challenge. This paper makes use of four categofi@erature) sources: (1) studies on
land tenure and fiscal policies, (2) historical armhropological studies on Hinduism,
the caste system, and the development of NepaHasda kingdom, (3) irrigation (case)
studies and gender research, and (4) documentsigioigt numbers on irrigation in

Nepal.

4 By breaking with the ‘isolationist’ policy of thRanas, and ‘opening up’ to the rest of the worte, new
Nepali leadership wanted to bring development. Phisnomenon, callebikasin Nepal, was the connection
between the nation-state and the rest of the w8itidrma, 2008)



(1) LAND TENURE AND TAXATION

Regmi (1977, 1972) and the many scholars who qumgework emphasize the
predominant role of ‘land’ in Nepal's history, bail to appreciate in the same way that
‘water’ played also a critical role in Nepal's déy@ment as a nation. Subsequently,
irrigation has remained largely invisible in Nepdfistory; incorrectly, because the land
tenure system in Nepal, regulated by a feudal elitd landlords, had its roots in
irrigation. The taxation classification fdhetland in the 19 and early 28 century:
abal, doyam sim, cahar lands (see Regmi, 1977: 132), is a striking exantpht
irrigated land was subject to heavy taxation and {{strict) state control.

Given that higher tax was imposed on irrigated Jahduggests that water resources
(and irrigation) werale factocontrolled through land assignments and taxati@fofe
1951). Hence, once land was assigned by the kimjaa long as tax obligations were
fulfilled, water control for irrigation was considel by the rulers merely an affair of
locality. This thus not mean though, as Benjamid Shivakoti (2002) tend to argue,
that this allowed for ‘autonomous and non-politig@vernance of water resources for
irrigation. On the contrary, through taxation amhdlordism, irrigated land was the
prime interest of state control. Only the revenokected from the exploitation dferai
forests, which is estimated to have amounted 40%h@fnational income in the 19
century (Bajracharya, 1983), could potentially hamatched revenue collected from
(irrigated) agriculturg

(2) HINDUISM AND THE KINGDOM OF NEPAL

Irrigation is linked with Hinduism in important way In Hindu culture, rice is
considered a noble product, the favourite foodathi{Hindu) deities and humans; rice
is an element of social hierarchy, since one canagoept boiled rice prepared by a
member of a lower caste, and rice emerged as afwagssifying the environment, e.g.
land terminology in Nepal is based on the absemgere@sence of wet rice cultivation
(Aubriot, 2004; Bennett, 1983). Tentatively, it ddrus be argued that in many parts of
Nepal, agricultural intensification (of rice) angligation emerged as part of processes
of Hinduisation.

In addition, ‘purity’ in Hindu ideology is linkedhi various ways with water, and these
linkages carry strong (symbolic) gender dimensidis. example, menstrual blood is a
strong source of pollution, particularly to inigat males, and, when menstruating,
women (of high) caste become thus polluted anduattable. At such time, she must
not enter the kitchen, touch food or water thaemhwill eat or drink (Bennett, 1983).
Hence, ‘water’ has functioned as an organizing gple in the Hindu caste system
favouring high caste Brahman men, e.g. being ‘impudiscouraged women’s
involvement in irrigation governance at village égvbut also at higher levels which
were controlled by high cast Brahmans, Chhetrisi@dar men, who preserved purity.

° Exploitation of forests, unlike irrigated rice landay have provided more (and much needeaf)etary
income for the state (Regmi, 1977).



Mythic stories likeMachhendranathin the Kathmandu valley typically feature men as
main characters and associate ‘water’ with ‘merd &isks’ (of long and dangerous
journeys), suggesting that water control had aleattong masculine (Hindu)
connotations at a symbolic level in early times @, 2002). Under the Shah and
Rana rulers, Hinduism became the dominant ideotoglegitimize state control (and
taxation of irrigated lands) (Gellnat al, 2008). Social codes, such as fhiéya
Upadesh(divine council), the political statement dictategl king Prithvi Narayan Shah
(c.1775), which envisioned the kingdom as a trueddstan of fouvarnas(castes) and
thirty-six jats (tribes), and théuluki Ain, the first civil code of Nepal (1854), which
committing the state to the enforcement of a unifocaste-based moral order,
increasingly narrowed down social relations of suty§, most of whom belonged to
non-Hindu tribal communities (Whelpton, 2005)

It was the king’s responsibility (and the nobilgyrrounding the court) to protect the
Hindu kingdom of Nepal from becoming ‘polluted’ ktyhe rule of the Mughals
(Muslims) and their British successors (in Indidjhelpton, 2005). In this context, the
enforcement of ‘traditional’ Hindu regulations bewaa great concern for the rulers. It
legitimated their power and military campaigns tegerve Nepal as a true Hindu
kingdom. It also meant that high-caste (male) Hsdvho preserved purity and did not
slaughter cows, were favoured for assignmentsraf (and water resources).

The social stratification which emerged after thification’ of Nepal, in processes of
Hinduisation, thus, also embodied a significantdggnand ethnic stratification in the
country and in irrigation governance (cf. DFID/WB)06). As Hinduism became the
norm for social relations in the whole country atate governance, it is save to assume
that men and women of low cast and ethnic minaitiut also women of the (high)
Parbatiya castes were further marginalized in $p@ird in irrigation governance.

(3) IRRIGATION STUDIES

To improve design and management of (new) publigdtion systems, studies were
conducted by Cornell university/ Ford foundatiorthe Philippines, Indonesia, Taiwan,
Thailand, andater in Sri Lanka and Nepal as early as the 1960s. Tsteskes revealed
that irrigation behaviour of users was prescribgdutes, which were based on equity,
but that the perception of what was equitable daméth circumstances, and that
operational rules were often embodied in the playsidrastructure of the systems and
in the tenure arrangements among the landownexsng.e1992; Coward, 1980). Hence,
(FMIS) irrigation research was born.

Careful reading reveals that especialhderperformancef public irrigation systems in
the Terai, provided space for alternative (FMIS) irrigatidininking in Nepal, and
secondary thextensionof government services for FMIS rehabilitation.r example,
the International Irrigation Management InstitutdM(), which major focus was
initially FMIS research, was established in 198dlyaafter management problen{sf
public irrigation systems) had been identified &g key to improving irrigation
performance. Subsequently, the government pickedruimterest to extent its services
to FMIS rehabilitation. For example, an internatibeeminar on public intervention in
FMIS systems was organized in Nepal in 1987 (Pradb@07).



FMIS research in Nepal in the 1980s and 1990s sdaaffirm place in global irrigation

debates. First generation FMIS studies in Nepah&é 1980s were mainly concerned
with understanding irrigation management in FMIStsgns (Pradhan, 1989; Martin and
Yoder, 1988; Howarth and Pant, 1987). Second géoarBMIS studies in Nepal in the

1990s were more concerned with defining principles management of common

property resources for ‘crafting irrigation institins’ (cf. Shivakoti and Ostrom, 2002;
Lam, 2006; 1996). Both type of FMIS research eggstbw that FMIS ‘work’ in Nepal,

but, and here | refer especially to second germr&MIS studies, with the objective to
draw (universal) principles for better managemiéntends to de-contextualize FMIS
irrigation, and this has a number of consequences.

While seeing the value of strategic counter reseagainst technocratic, centralist state
planning, it regrettably has fed the fashionablet imcorrect idea that ‘the fiercely
independent mountain men and women of Nepal (...¢ ltsigned and operated their
own irrigation systems for centuries’ (Carsthal, 1992: 46). Such an understanding of
irrigation history disguises the fact that irrigatiinstitutions in Nepal emerged (and
sometimes disappeared) in the context of spec#icggaphical, socio-economic, and
cultural-political circumstances. Hence, the idé&epali irrigation (institutions) since
time immemorial presents irrigation and men’s gantg in irrigation as normal, and is
thus highly problematic from a gender perspective.

Parallel to FMIS research in Nepal to makemers visible in irrigation, studies on
gender in irrigation were conducted elsewhere t&enaomen (farmers) visible in
irrigation (Koppen, 1992). Soon home-grown gendadigs on irrigation emerged in
Nepal, which pointed out the overwhelming involvetnef women in farming and
irrigated agriculture (Ghimire, 2004; Upadhyay, 200das, 2002; Koppeet al, 2001;
Zwarteveen and Neupane, 1996). In this conteid,dtpuzzle to understand why gender
issues did not prominently surface in FMIS resedrclthe 1980s. Surely, irrigation
scholars must have witnessed the overwhelming gigation of women farmers in
irrigated agriculture, yet, seemingly, it remain@shoticed in their work (Martin and
Yoder, 1988; Pradhan, 1989). This can be no coamue.

(4) NUMBERS ON IRRIGATION IN NEPAL

The collection of irrigation data answered clos&ypolitical interests of (male) civil
engineers whose duty it was to construct canalsesthe 1950s as part of planned
development. Analyzing numbers on irrigation (saélé 2) can thus reveal how
hegemonic masculinity, as a scale challenge, dpedlin irrigation governance. As per
2006, irrigation engineers’ knowledge and practidéstated irrigation governance,
while their ‘stake’ in the irrigation sector in Napvas only 26%.

The neglect of FMIS irrigation in data collectiorasvno coincidence or a matter of
ignorance. The proceedings of the first confereopeagriculture in Nepal in 1958
explicitly mentioned the importance of locally mged irrigation schemes, and
emphasized the need to support existing irrigasigstems (Dahal, 1997). Apparently,
indigenous irrigation did not fit théikas project of Nepal, and did not serve the
interests of irrigation engineers.



TABLE 2: EVOLUTION OF IRRIGATION DATA IN NEPAL

Year Total AMIS FMIS Ground Non-
irrigated (ha) (ha) water | convent.
area (ha) (ha)
(ha) Terai Terai Hills & Terai Terai,
Mnt. Hills &
Mnt.
1961 31.900 31.90Q - - - -
1970 117.500 117.50( - - - -
1972 180.000 180.00( - - - -
1980 267.000 267.00( - - - -
1981 875.000 (s.1980 458.000 150.000 - -
1984 539.000 - 405.000 134.000 - -
1988 958.000 350.00( (s.1981) (s.1981) - -
1990 1.155.605 547.60% (s.1981) (s.1981) - -
2006 1.227.353 314.521 416.184 205.479 278.158 13|011
Perc.: 100% 26% 34% 17% 22% 1%

Sources: Biswas, 1989; WECS, 1981; Land Resour@spMg, 1984, Irr. Master Plan,
1990, Eco. survey, 1987/1988; DBID, 2007

The numbers in table 2 are still thick with pokticThe concepts ‘FMIS’ and ‘AMIS’,
now taken for granted, have emerged in a specifitofical period, namely in a
situation of underperformance of publicly finandethation systems in the 1980s; and
served a specific goal, namely to increase perfoomalevels of AMIS systems.
Technically, FMIS and AMIS may not match real sitoas anymore. For instance, how
to categorize FMIS systems which received ‘agerssistance’ for rehabilitation
(333.427 ha according to DBID, 2007), or ‘turneceB\AMIS systems as part of IMT
policies?

Reviewing these data, in the absence of much esgeBenjamin and Shivakoti (2002)

are right to argue that it is difficult to concluaenhether irrigation before 1950 was
developed or not. However, their presentation ¢ dd 109 (FMIS) systems from the

National Irrigation Institutions Systems (NIIS) dbase, makes a rough estimation
possible; 33 of them have their origin prior to @%hd 13 of those operating before
1800 (see table 3). Given that irrigation constarctof FMIS) requires manual labour,

it can tentatively be argued that there is a retatbetween population growth and

irrigation development (cf. Aubriot, 2004). Up teet1980s, population growth was still

(more or less) correlated with (new) land settleniethe Teraf.

% In this reasoning, | discard the construction MI& systems because it embodied a new mode gétidn
development which did not exist in the past; hentaking comparison meaningless



TABLE 3: (FMIS) IRRIGATOIN DEVELOPMENT IN NEPAL

Year Population FMIS (sample FMIS total in Nepal Irrigated
no. NIIS (ha) ha/p.
database)

1800 3.100.000 (before 1800)L3 (comp. weight)74.143 0,024

1911 5.638.749 (before 1909 33 (comp. weight)188.210 0,033

1930 5.532.574

1954 8.256.625

1971 11.555.983

1991 18.491.097 (as per 1992109 (as per 2006921.663 0,034

2001 23.151.423

Sources: Central Bureau of Statistics, 2003; Aup2004 (for pop. est. 1800); NIIS
database (Shivakoti and Ostrom, 2002).

So, if an irrigated hectare per person can be tak®na measure for irrigation
development, table 3 provides some evidence, albieitumstantial, that (FMIS)
irrigation was equally well developed around 190@83 ha/p) than in the 1990s (0,034
ha/p). The figures also suggest that there waswathrof (FMIS) irrigation somewhere
in the 19" century, or early 20 century (cf. Aubriot, 2004). Presumably, land use
arrangements before 1900 were too exploitativetiftars to engage into irrigation
development without hesitations. This could explaihy the number around 1800
(0,024 ha/p) was lower. Overall, these numbersutatie in an average irrigation growth
in a period of nearly 200 years, of more than 1%ymar. If that is so, it stresses the
point that also irrigation, like land, was the bmtk of the Hindu kingdom under the
Shah and Rana rulers.

SIX TRANSITIONS OF IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT IN NEPAL

Irrigation development in Nepal can be categorimesix transition§ Irrigation in each
transition emerged in specific geographical andosoultural circumstances, but there
is only space to present a rough outline. The dibjeds to engender irrigation history
by showing that irrigation in Nepal since ‘time iramorial’ is a myth and that early
irrigation development did not take place in anémomous and non-political’ context.

(1) FIRST IRRIGATION TRANSITION: STATE PATRONAGE

Before 1860, mainly in the hills (Kathmandu valley) total approximately 75.000 ha
Example of irrigation system: Raj kuloin Palpa district (western hills of Nepal), 103
ha.; over 300 years old; initiated by Mani Makurg@n, the first Sen Rajah of Papla;
constructed to support a temptuthi) (Martin and Yoder, 1988).

Farm households in Nepal occupied land urideat (communal) orraikar (statutory)
land tenure (Regmi, 1977). Under Hindu dynastigsat land tenure was increasingly
molded into state ownershipa{kar) through royal charters, e.guthi, birta, jagir, etc.
(Regmi, 1972). Cultivators omaikar land obtained land through reclamation or

! Irrigation in the Kathmandu valley is presumably anwlder than elsewhere in Nepal, and may have
undergone an earlier transition.



redistribution under theaibandi system, i.e. periodical rotation of (rice) lanagséd on
the size of the family, hence, favouring big fassliwith many meand many women,
and were only allowed to obtain a share of the éstrvt was in this context that wet-
rice cultivation (and irrigation) originally evolde

In this transition, the promotion of irrigation part of land reclamation, and settlement
- and taxation policies, became key strategy oettganding Gorkha state. For example,
king Prithvi Narayan Shah directed ‘in case theme lrouses on lands which can be
converted into fields, these shall be shifted elsaw; irrigation canals shall be
constructed, and the field shall than be cultivaigégmi, 1972: 143). In this context, it
is easy to misinterpret a directive of king Ram ISlod Gorkha (1606-1636) which
stipulated that ‘complaints regarding the use offew#or irrigation should not be heard’
(Regmi, 1972: 18). Hence, if irrigation was reailhgignificant, it would never have
been mentioned in a directive in the first pface

It is also grossly misleading to take state expenelion irrigation as a measure for the
significance of irrigation for the kingdom. For ewple, revenue records of Morang
district in 1808 show that the amount sanctionadirfiigation facilities was only Rs.
1.000 of Rs. 96.159 (1%), and indeed can be corexideegligible (Regmi, 1972).
However, the state at that time, primarily ugbdra (forced) labour to invest in
irrigation.

The pressure on cultivators was enormous as thét resincreasingly higher (land)

rents, and eviction and enslavement (to creditaesle the reality of the day (Regmi,

1972). Farm households only held ‘occupancy rigtased on actual cultivation,

payment of rent and fulfillingjhara labour obligations. Generally, ‘the strained
relationship between peasants and landlords ddtetine peasantry from taking

independent steps to improve the pattern of resouse’ (Bajracharya, 1983: 231).
Nevertheless, farm households may have investadigation: (a) to safeguard land

and water rights through occupation (b) to redusksrof crop failure for revenue

payments and prevent eviction from the land, ortécsecure a subsistence level of
production. So, if farmers ‘crafted irrigation iftstions’ (Shivakoti and Ostrom, 2002),

then they did so under coercion and exploitatibela relations.

An exception was, perhaps, irrigation canals cowesgtd undeguthi land tenure, i.e.
land endowments made by kings and the ‘common péfgn religious and charitable
purposes (Regmi, 1977, 1972). Presumably, propiyitys were more secure for farm
households, because, the state had a (religiouticpblinterest in the maintenance of
guthi lands and cultivators were presumably keen to iobsame religious merit
themselves and do their job well. Being a faithfiithdu may have inspired cultivators
to invest in irrigation, and, not surprisingly sowfethe oldest irrigation systems are on
guthiland (Shukla and Sharma, 1997; Pradan, 1989).

Irrigation in this transition emerged strongly geretl, particularly benefitting high-
caste men with a Parbatiya and Newar backgroundt, Fand grants, likdirta and

8 This edict did thus not provide for autonomous awd-political governance of irrigation as argued b
Benjamin and Shivakoti (2002).



jagir, tended to be concentrated for the most part anBvagmans, Chhetris and other
classes of Indo-Aryan origin to the exclusion ofridoloid and autochthonous groups
such as the Gurungs, Magars, Limbus and TamanggiRd977). This presumably
informed lower levels of (irrigation) governanceg.eland grantees must have been
keen to earn religious merit (and political pres}ithemselves, favouring (high-caste)
Hindu cultivators for irrigated lands.

Male cultivators had more opportunities than femaldtivators to claim a say in
irrigation matters. Occupancy rights were basedcwaltivation, payment of rent and
fulfiling jhara labour obligations. Both men and women in farm dedwlds could
claim a say in irrigation affairs based on theirtiggpation in cultivation (which was
institutionalized in theaibandi system). However, payment of rent and fulfillifngwra
labour obligations was mainly a men’s affair. Foample, the entire ‘male adult
population [but no women], irrespective of class aammunity’ was under the
obligation ofjhara labour (Regmi, 1972: 103). In addition, women hadvercome
many cultural barriers (of Hinduism) for public mlvement in irrigation governance.

Farmers and irrigators, regardless of their ethamd religious background, had to
legitimize their control over land and water res@msrin relation to Hinduism and a king.
Tentatively, it can thus be argued, that irrigatigovernance in this transition co-
evolved with hierarchical (Hindu) masculinitiesydarring high-caste Hindu men, and
marginalizing indigenous men and women in gendragiation had firmly become a

men’s affair.

(2) SECOND IRRIGATION TRANSITION: PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS

Between 1860 and 1950, mainly in the hills, but asTerai; total approximately
130.000 ha. Examples of irrigation systemg1) Megha kuloin Solma district (eastern
hills of Nepal), 40 ha.; start in 1883; initiated ¢wroup of 52 farmers (Howarth and Pant,
1987); (2)Thulo kuloin Palpa district (western hills of Nepal), 42 ;hstart in 1928;
initiated by two individuals soon followed by 25useholds (Martin and Yoder, 1988).

Excessive exploitation of cultivators continued endhe Ranas, but the revision of
revenue settlements between 1854 and 1868, mahnkegradual evolution of a private
property rights regime oraikar land (Regmi, 1977). New records of cultivators aver
made (1861-1862) specifying the land they held diedtotal payments due thereon.
Such registration was considered the ultimate exideof land-holding rights. Those
listed were in a comparative advantage; they had the possibility to rent their land,
hire sharecroppers, or mortgage or sell it, as sghe registered cultivator made the
stipulated payments (Regmi, 1977).

Furthermore, the gradual transfer from #@mthiya system (sharecropping) to thet
system (fixed rents), caused that the relation eetwproductivity and tax was lost. In
addition, ijara, an abusive revenue collection system was graduslbstituted by
amanaf a system which controlled exploitation of the ssds by landlords. These
changes established opportunities for various wafysent-receiving land holding.

10



‘Private property rights’had emerged on approximately 86% of the cultivdtea
around 1908, and the prospect of returns on investment pravia®aple opportunities
for cultivators to invest (voluntarily) in irrigath and reap the benefitscausing an
unprecedented boom in irrigation development.

The registration of cultivators further benefitteden (and marginalized women),
because the ‘registered cultivator’ was usuallyhbad of the household. Furthermore,
it was particularly high-caste male cultivators wdrmoerged as petty landlords.

(3) THIRD IRRIGATION TRANSITION: MODERNIZING NEPAL

After 1923, particularly between 1960 and 1990, maly in the Terai; total
approximately 300.000 to 550.000 ha. Examples ofrigation systems: (1) Nepal
West Gandak Irrigation Scheme in Nawalparasi dis{ivestern Terai); 8700 ha.; start
in 1963; initiated by the government; (2) Khagerigation System in Chitwan district
(central Terai); 3900 ha.; start in 1961; initiatgdthe government (Khanal, 2003).

In 1923, the first public irrigation project, theh&hdra canal, was build under
supervision of British engineers in the Terai (Sauknd Sharma, 1997). Irrigation, as
one of the first (successful) modernization praggeeimbodied a logical continuation of
state efforts to control and modernize the couriffer 1951, agricultural productivity
and food production became the concept for irrigatievelopment rather then securing
political support, and irrigation became part odrpled development in 1956 (Shukla
and Sharma, 1997; Dahal, 1997).

New ideals of social progress, science and teclgyoloow informed irrigation
governance rather than loyalty to the king and ssive taxation. Furthermore,
irrigation became subject to large public investtaenvhich were largely provided
though foreign aid. This implied that Nepaliikas project in irrigation became subject
to a wide range of donor and foreign interestsdéamentally changing the cultural-
political landscape of irrigation governance in ef. Sharma, 2008; Mihaly, 1965).
In addition, a specifically trained cadre of ci@hgineers was entrusted with the
construction and management of irrigation systevesv gender layers and (hegemonic)
masculinities emerged in irrigation governancehis tontext.

= Irrigation (and gender) progress became imaginedairframework of bikas
prescribing, often implicitly, different developmntetrajectories for men and women.
Men and women became imagined as separate homagemeoups with specific
(irrigation) development needs.

= Bikas entailed new (international) hierarchical relatonf those who know about
progress and those who are beneficiaries (and gmerant about modernization).
Foreign experts introduced (Anglo-Saxon) Americard gBritish) Indian ideas of
progress, ‘patronizing’ Nepali professionals (M§hal965). On a national level, high-

9 It concerned here rights between individuals, assthte could still confiscate the land without
compensation (Regmi, 1977; 1972)..
10 This figure is calculated by taking 1952 as arnefee year (Regmi, 1977).
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caste male engineers with a Parbatiya and Newadigbaend emerged as those who
know about irrigation, and Nepali men and womenddferent caste and ethnic
background, emerged as those who were to be ‘tmwbitabout modernization, and
hegemonidikashierarchies became associated \itfhunbad Gellneret al., 2008).

= [rrigation professionalism emerged strondigciplinedand stronglygenderedn the
1950s in Nepal. Most irrigation professionals weikél engineers. As per 2008, 84% of
the positions in DOI remain occupied by civil eregns (DOI, 2008). Furthermore, civil
engineers were mainly high-caste male with a Pgiaand Newar background.
However, and this is counter to the general trehn@rahman/Chhetri domination in
governance (DFID/WB, 2006), Madhesis are also djsprtionally overrepresented
among DOI staff (40%), and janajatis are disprdpodlly overrepresented among top
positions of DOI (43% of ‘gazetted I’ positions) @D 2008).

In this transition, women lost critical grounds famarticipation in irrigation governance.
Modern irrigation designs were typically based ba thousehold unit’, assuming that
resources and labour were equally shared and mebilivithin a family by the head of
the household, i.e. men (Koppen, 1992). Throughamtrwith engineers and extension
staff of irrigation projects, heads of household®1(l) became the main beneficiaries of
new irrigation developments (cf. Upadhyay, 2004urtlirermore, participation in
irrigation projects offered attractive venues fanmo obtain status and political gain in
thebikashierarchy of a new Nepal (Sharma, 2001).

(4) FOURTH IRRIGATION TRANSITION: MIGRATION AND SET TLEMENT

Between 1960 and 1990, mainly in the Terai; total ppproximately 400.000 ha.
Examples of irrigation systems:(1) Baise kuloin Nawalpasari district (western Terai);
100 ha.; start in 1977, initiated by 15 househo(@%,Chipleti kuloin Chitwan district
(central Terai); 140 ha.; start in 1971; initiated farm households (Ternstrom and
Shukla, 2001).

The Land Act of 1957, defined a ‘registenaikar landholder’ as ‘landowner’ (Regmi,
1977), and by the 1963-1964 land reforms, therestedi legal land rights on
approximately 90% of cultivated land in Nepal. Tiiad an impact on irrigation
development in two different ways. Petty landloaisl cultivators (in the hills) had
now (even) more secure property rights and weredffeom forced labour obligations,
and this gave them better opportunities to invesiriigation. On the other hand,
inequalities in agriculture remained unchangedirforeased) and this fuelled a steady
flow of hill migrants to theTerai who were now ‘free’ to go. On a massive scales¢he
hill migrants initiated irrigation development inetTerai'’.

Re-settlement programs in tierai seriously took off after 1954 (Mihaly, 1965). Re-
settlement was part of Nepabskas project; it was believed that ‘the supposed heavy
production deficit of the hill region could be aliated by resettling a significant portion
of the hill population in the sparsely settl@érai (Bajracharya, 1983: 230). Even

1 This went (often) accompanied with dispossessioagsses of haru andDarais communities in the Terai
(Gellneret al, 2008).
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though ‘traditional’ practices, such as land acclation by politicians, took hold again,
more land was brought under the plough by farm ébolsls, and they brought an area
under irrigation which equaled (or was more thdig) area brought under irrigation by
planned development.

Generally, land reforms and resettlement program® Bess beneficial for women than
men, because women hardly obtained land rightheénprocess of land reforms and
gender inequalities in land access remained fewfugrominently in the agrarian
structure of Nepal (cf. Regmi, 1977).

(5) FIFTH IRRIGATION TRANSITION: UNCONVENTIONAL IRR  IGATION

After 1970, mainly after 1990, in the hills and theTerai; approximately 295.000 ha.
Examples of irrigation systems: (1) Bhairahawa Lumbini Groundwater Irrigation
Project in Rupandehi district (western Terai); 85.ha. (in 25 years); start in 1976;
initiated by the government (Gautam, 2006); (2)pOrrigation in Palpa district; appr.
0,01 ha/user; start in 1998; 779 users; initiatgdiniternational Development Enterprise
(Upadhyay, 2004).

Even though, groundwater irrigation projects wendidted as early as 1976 (see
example), the government recognized the underedilipotential of ground water
irrigation in the Terai only early 1990s, and launched programs such bsidimed
credit schemes to facilitate growth in groundwategation (Gautam, 2006). Although
slower than planned, by 2006, approximately 22%rigfated area in Nepal was ground
water irrigated (see table 2). The focus shiftésb &0 unconventional irrigation,
facilitated mainly by (international) NGOs, suchdafp irrigation and treadle pumps to
target the poorest farm households (Manandhat, 2009).

Conventional ways of irrigation governance prewilefore the 1990s, i.e. working
with male beneficiaries, but in the 1990s, more mdad-based participatory
approaches’ were adopted (Gautam, 2006). Uncororaitiirrigation projects often

targeted women farmers. Nevertheless, gender tmmeenain to exist, as most project
staff are male and mainly have contact with maleefieiaries (Upadhyay, 2004).

(6) SIXTH IRRIGATIN TRANSITION: SUSTAINABILITY AND EQUITY

In the near future, in the hills and the Terai New approaches:Holistic irrigation
development with a focus on efficient, sustainadie equitable use of water; towards
integrated and democratic irrigation governance.

This transition sees the end of ‘irrigation expansiwhich has been the common
denominator of all previous transitions. All cultiMe area in Nepal will be used, and
the population will continue to grow, putting inasng pressure on water resources,
water use patternand irrigation institutions. Irrigation must be managenore
efficiently, but also governed more integrated ameimocratically to deal with
contestations and conflicts. Contemporary useligyaation and turn over policies can
be viewed as cautious steps in this direction.
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In the context of a growing feminization of rurabbur (Upadhyay, 2004), hegemonic
masculinities in irrigation governance emerges agtial barrier, a scale challenge, for
more inclusive ways of irrigation governance. Thiealtenge is to counter the
masculinisation of irrigation governance rathernttntribute to male hegemony in
irrigation development. Masculinities, if ever, thaow, need to be transformed in
positive gender practices to face thé 2éntury challenges in irrigation governance.

THE MASCULINISATION OF IRRIGATION GOVERNANCE

The lesson that can be learned from this analgdisat ‘men’ and ‘masculinities’ have
controlled irrigation right from the beginning ineal, albeit in different ways. Isolated
masculinities before 1750 became hierarchicallyapized in the caste system of the
Hindu kingdom to legitimize excessive taxation, @axploitative land — and water use
practices in irrigation governance. After 1923, tigatarly after 1951, the ‘distant’
hegemony of Hindu kingship was replaced by a ‘pesae’ hegemony odbikas (and
state involvement) in irrigation governance. Esplygi hegemonic masculinities
evolving with the emergence of a distinctively geredl cadre of (male) irrigation
engineers entailed un unprecedented masculinisafigmigation governance at almost
all levels, manifesting itself as a ‘scale challeng irrigation.

The masculinisation of irrigation governance wettampanied with the exclusion of
women. As summarized in table 4, women lost marguigds in various irrigation
transitions to claim a say in irrigation governance

TABLE 4: WOMEN LOOSING GROUNDS FOR A SAY IN IRRIGAT ION

Grounds Time frame Men Women
Land allocation faibandi) Before 1850 X X
Cultivation ofkhet 19" & 20" century X X
Hinduisation 18 & 20" century X

Fulfilling jhara labour 19 & 20" century X

Payment of rent 198 20" century X
Registration of land rights 1861-62 X

Land reforms and resettlement 1950s, 60s, 70s X

Male irrigation engineers After 1923 X
‘Household unit’ (head of household) After 1951 X
Participation irbikasprojects After 1951 X

The large public irrigation systems in the Terag avidence of the heydays and
unquestioned authority of civil engineering in Nepas the guardians obikas the
engineers’ knowledge, practice and masculinitiesevirardly contested. Hence, the bias
of engineers towards large-scale projects had ntt o do with their ‘disciplined
education’ (Chambers, 1988), or rent-seeking (@str2002), but also with hegemonic
masculinities, i.e. to secure a top place for tlepdi male irrigation engineer in the
bikas hierarchy. An obvious way of doing that is to éoné doing what irrigation
engineers have always done: Constructing canalslesigning big projects.

Hence, in a masculinity perspective, the profesdiogsilience of irrigation engineers as
a group to social inclusion and gender progressha@nge is thus importantly about
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being professional, being knowledgeable and thitinescy to be a certain type of man
associated with civil engineering in irrigation gormance.

If that is so, how can hegemonic masculinitiesriofjation engineers be challenged and
transformed in positive gender practices to oveedhe scale challenge for a new
mode of irrigation governance? The FMIS and gerdidyates, which emerged in a
context of underperformance of large-scale irrgaschemes, may yield some answers,
because it also questioned those who practicedation governance, i.e. irrigation
engineers. Hence, the ‘irrigation crisis’ in publidgation governance, was thus also a
‘masculinity crisis’ of irrigation engineers in thE980s, and this is a useful starting
point for analyzing the challenges of underperfarosa

COMPARING DEBATES ON FMIS AND GENDER

FMIS and gender debates and their practitionersh boballenged hegemonic
masculinities of irrigation engineers and normalofpssionalism in irrigation
governance, but, as | see it, the ‘FMIS debate’ been more successful in doing so
than the ‘gender debate’ in NeffalThe rest of this paper is devoted to understaigd t
and to learn about circumstances under which hegenmeasculinities successfully can
be challenged and ‘negotiated’.

Comparison is based on the follow understanding\fS and gender research:

= FMIS and gender research in irrigation took placea context of underperformance
and failed irrigation projects, and identified tlaek of respectively farmer and women
participation as key problems.

= FMIS and gender research in irrigation was condalsimultaneously in the 1970s
and 1980s, albeit in different countries, by resipety irrigation scholars and gender
scholars (Pradhan, 1989; Koppen, 1992).

= FMIS and gender research both produced ground-mgaksights in failures of
irrigation projects, based on legal anthropologaaproaches to make farmers/women
visible in irrigation, e.g. property rights, hydfauproperty, tenure relations, juridical
aspects of irrigation infrastructure (Koppen, 198award, 1980).

= FMIS and gender research in irrigation was bottetasn diametrically opposed
concepts of irrigation construction, rights and @mance, embodying ‘radical’
knowledge, contesting engineers’ knowledge on alnadlsfronts, e.g. state versus
farmer control, ‘sophisticated’ versus ‘simple’ b@ology, etc.

= FMIS and gender research produced both clear pepliegcriptions, i.e. user and
women participation.

In spite of these similarities, the low impact egler research in irrigation governance
in the 1980s and 1990s, stands in shrill contrat$t thhe compromises the FMIS debate
achieved in the same decades. First, the concep§ Fjdined gravity in mainstream
irrigation governance, and it obtained a ‘constity¢ among irrigation engineers,
unlike gender, which remained a low priority on thégation agenda. Second, FMIS

12 Concerns about ecological damage and competirgjheteveen sectors can be identified as a third afrea
concern in the 1980s, which eventually became éhai on ‘integrated water resources management’.
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knowledge was molded into new leading policy paelsagf user participation in the
1990s for irrigation reform in Nepal. In additiom the 1980s, DOI had already
extended its focus to FMIS rehabilitation.

In contrast, four decades of gender research igation (so far) hardly challenged
practices in irrigation governance. Even thoughicadfural mechanization in the fifth
plan (1975-1980) was dropped, perhaps due to thergments’ apprehension about the
negative impact of mechanization on rural livelideqof women) (Upadhyay, 2004),
and gender issues have been incorporated intaatioiy policies since the 1990s,
irrigation governance has remained as masculineevas. For example, widely
implemented quota for women in WUAs have only reslin ‘token representation’ in
Nepal (Ghimire, 2004), and barriers for meaningfwimen participation remain there
(Zwarteveen, 2008).

WHY FMIS AND NOT GENDER?

The question here is why FMIS knowledge (and itia@qascholars) were ‘embraced’

with relatively little resistance by irrigation eingers in the 1980s, and gender
knowledge (and gender scholars) ‘excluded’ frongation governance, while there
was an enormous overlap in their understandingridation, and both types of

irrigation knowledge contested conventional irrigatknowledge and exposed normal
professionalism and vested interests of irrigaéagineers in various ways, if it was not
for a crisis of masculinity?

Obviously, FMIS research was molded into a formatich legitimized the practice of
irrigation scholars in irrigation governance, afdléenged hegemonic masculinities of
irrigation engineersvithin rangesthat were considered acceptable to them (as ggrou
Apparently, this never happened with gender knoggeid irrigation, or put differently,
gender knowledge was too much to swallow for itilya engineers operating in a
masculinebikas hierarchy, making it difficult for gender scholais legitimize their
practice in irrigation governance. Arguments amasarized below why this happened
with ‘FMIS’ and not with ‘gender’.

= FMIS research was practiced by irrigation scholedso were ‘international’
(western)men who held high positions in the masculibé&as hierarchy of Nepal.
Hence, irrigation scholars and the FMIS researaty tproduced, challenged the
knowledge and practice of irrigation engineers, it necessarily their place as ‘male
engineers’ in Nepal's hegemoniikas hierarchy. In contrast, gender scholars were
mostly (westernjvomen who generally held lower positions in thi&ashierarchy, and
produced gender knowledge, which was based on g@s&ums of ‘patriarchy’ and
‘manhood’, explicitly challenging hegemonic masnities of irrigation engineers (and
not only their practice and knowledge).

= Irrigation scholars were in a much better positieain gender scholars to negotiate
their masculinities with irrigation engineers. FEirérrigation scholars, being men,
allowed for a ‘matching’ of masculinities as mencag men. This gave irrigation
scholars a head start over gender scholars whggséai to get into ‘old boys networks’.
Second, irrigation scholars often worked closelyhwiirigation engineers in Nepal,
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providing ample opportunities to iron out (profesel) masculinities in irrigation
governance. Irrigation scholars must have been weluainted, consciously or
unconsciously, with the ‘technical’ and ‘socio-eulil’ sensitivities for engineers of
their work. In contrast, gender scholars becang kttive in Nepal in the 1990s.

= The close cooperation between irrigation scholasigrigation engineers allowed
to muscle ‘radical’ FMIS knowledge into new moddsragation governance in which
hegemonic masculinities of irrigation engineersava@ccommodated’. In an historical
perspective, FMIS research was recycled into alfammode of irrigation governance,
i.e. a ‘distant’ government ‘assisting’ farmers wheeemed necessary (see first and
second irrigation transition). In contrast, gendesearch in irrigation, implicitly and
explicitly, addressed deeper structures of inetjuald exclusion in society, which had
emerged in a long historical context. Thereforayas difficult for irrigation engineers
(and gender scholars), the majority being partrofilpged groups in society, to pour
gender knowledge into a format which did not raltijcahallenge their knowledge,
practices and hegemonic masculinities in irrigatiorernance.

= In sum, FMIS research, recycled into a familiar gmance mode, made possible
by cooperation with male irrigation scholars, offdéra welcome way out of the
engineers’ masculinity crisis in public irrigatigovernance and allowed them to hold
power. The FMIS debate even provided a promisimgspthrough FMIS rehabilitation,
to strengthen professional interests of enginerds safeguard masculine practices in
irrigation governance. Home-grown FMIS researclo aldded international prestige to
Nepal's irrigation sector.

The paradoxical lesson learned here is that toc&ssfully’ challenge hegemonic
masculinity in irrigation governance, men and mésties must be ‘accommodated’
during transformation processes. Putting it diffélse as long as men and masculinities
in irrigation governance are not explicitly addexband ‘negotiated’, transformations to
a more inclusive governance mode in irrigation \Walve (very) limited scope. Seeing
the FMIS debate as a successfully negotiated switle it is worth to reflect, in
retrospect, how successful the FMIS debate actuall/from a gender perspective.

THE FMIS DEBATE: A NEGOTIATED SETTLEMENT

Two ‘compromises’ in FMIS research can be identifighich remain problematic from
a gender perspective.

First, FMIS research, especially second generagsearch, tends tde-contextualize

FMIS irrigation to obtain principles for better nagement, but, in doing so, men and
women farmers from different castes and ethnic aminds are made invisible. For
instance, Shukla, Shivakoti, Benjamin and Ostro60%) argue that FMIS have to be
recognized as ‘legal entities’ with full rights.MIFS are then subject to state water rule
and hegemonic irrigation governance. From an histbperspective, state water rule
and (local) FMIS water rights (and authorities) &ased on diametrically opposed
conceptions of the source of rights to use wategi®ration of FMIS as a legal entities
thus fundamentally challenges the socio-politieddric of FMIS irrigation control, i.e.
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the state and not men and women farmers in diffeaegas in Nepal will then be the
highest authority.

Second, the invisibility of gender in FMIS researths arguably been the most
worrisome compromise in the FMIS debate. Why dithation scholars not see (or
write) about the overwhelming participation of wamiarmers in irrigated agriculture

(Martin and Yoder, 1988; Pradhan, 1989; Shivakatl &®strom, 2002)? Most FMIS

research discussed ‘irrigation’ in its narrow megnirather than speaking of ‘irrigated
agriculture’ which would have allowed for genderabmsis. From a masculinity

perspective, as argued above, this is no coincalenc

In spite of these compromises, the FMIS debateddmentally challenged normal
professionalism and hegemonic masculinities igétion governance, through concepts
such as ‘social capital’ and defining new governgrinciples, and therefore praise to
FMIS scholars. User participation and turn oveigies$, and also the establishment of a
National Federation of Water User Associations gpal (NFIWUAN) can be viewed
as a direct outcome of the FMIS debate. At le&st, dreated space for male, and some
female farmers, throughout Nepal to re-partakeriigdation governance. This would
never have happened if masculinities of civil eegits in irrigation governance were
not challenged by FMIS research and irrigation koisan the 1980s and 1990s.

CONCLUSIONS: A NEW RESEARCH AGENDA

The conclusions summarize 8 research questions faw (FMIS) research agenda on
gender in Nepal:

1. How do numbers on irrigation correlate with specifirofessional interests, of
which men, how is that linked to hegemonic masdtidis in irrigation governance?

2. In what ways is ‘expansionist’ irrigation, the commdenominator in 5 irrigation
transitions, linked to men and masculinities ifgation governance?

3. Who were foreign (irrigation) experts in the 19%0wl 1960s; what men, and how
did their masculinity became linked to new ideafspoogress, and how did that
simultaneously ‘e-masculinize’ Nepali irrigationgeneers in the ‘paternalistiddikas
hierarchy?

4. How was irrigation governance at village and distievels, characterized by a
plethora of cultures, masculinized by irrigationgemers (and scholars) under the
cultural unity model of thpanchayaigovernment?

5. Why has gender remained invisible in mainstream $dsearch, while women
actively participate in irrigated agriculture? H@swthat linked to men and masculinities
in irrigation governance?

6. Who are the Madhesi and janajati men in DOI, and kdad they negotiate their
masculinity in irrigation?

7. Knowing that contemporafyahunbademerged in an international contextifas
and that Brahmans have been at the forefront opdlltical change and in adopting
emancipatory political values in recent decadedlij€eet al, 2008), how idahunbad
linked to notions of hegemonic masculinity in iatgpn governance?
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8. Knowing that irrigation engineering emerged witid‘@ureaucracies’ in the 1950s
in Nepal (Whelpton, 2005), and that the engineetiadition in India originates from
the 1830s, how different are Nepali masculinitinsscomparison with, for example,
Indian masculinities in irrigation governance?
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