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In 2014 alone, the national capital witnessed a string of violent incidents perpetrated against people from the North-Eastern states of India. 

The one incident which has gained most publicity is the case of Nido Taniam, a 20-year-old student from Arunachal Pradesh who was studying in the Lovely Professional University, Jalandhar. On January 29, 2014, he died after being beaten up at a marketplace in the Lajpat Nagar area of Delhi, triggering widespread protests. Nido had reportedly gone to Lajpat Nagar with three friends on Wednesday evening and was looking for an address, when someone at a sweet shop allegedly began mocking him. Nido responded by breaking a glass door at the sweet shop and the incident escalated.
Four days before Nido’s tragic death, barely 3 km from the spot in Lajpat Nagar where he was brutally assaulted, two young women from Manipur were thrashed in full public view by some local goons at Kotla-Mubarakpur in South Delhi. Tharmila Jajo and Chonmila came face to face with the harsh reality of living in Delhi around 9 p.m. on January 25, 2014. Chonmila, who works at a local mall, had gone to a local shop managed by Tharmila to buy some Manipuri herbs. On spotting them, the goons first hurled racial abuses at them. When they did not react, one of them tied the leash of his pet dog to Chonmila’s boots. She got so scared that she started kicking the dog away, afraid that it would bite her. As a result, the men, as if on cue, attacked them.

In the same area, Kotla-Mubarakpur, a 30-year-old Manipuri man was allegedly beaten to death by a group of men. The deceased Shaloni was returning from a friend’s place in Kotla-Mubarakpur on July 21, 2014, when a group of 5-6 men arrived at the spot by car and attacked him. He was rushed to the AIIMS Trauma Centre where he succumbed to his injuries.

Incidentally, Shaloni lived in the Munirka area of South Delhi, where too a series of barbaric acts directed against the people of the Northeast has transpired in recent times. 

In February 8, 2014, a minor girl from Manipur was raped by the son of her landlord in Delhi’s Munirka area. The 14-year-old girl, who had stepped out to buy some household items from a shop near her house in Munirka, was abducted and forced into a room nearby and raped.
 

The reaction to this incident by the local people of Munirka, however, was shocking. Binalakshmi Nepram, an activist and founder of Manipur Women Gun Survivors Network, reported that a “panchayat meeting took place on 9th February after the 14-year-old from Manipur was raped. … At the first meeting, some of the people said that the people from Northeast are ‘gandey log’ (dirty people). Then another meeting was held on Sunday, where they said they wanted to rid of all ‘gandey log’.” 

This grassroots reaction, so to speak, is not dissimilar to that which was brought forth by the vigilante-style ‘raid’ carried out by AAP minister Somnath Bharti in Khirki Extension in his constituency, targeting African nationals on the suspicion that they were involved in a drugs and sex racket. The AAP has been criticized for its policy of encouraging people to catch wrongdoing and for standing by Bharti. Nepram was correct when she pointed out, “This [the Munirka panchayet diktat] is similar to the Khirki incident, and they have said that Northeast girls are loose and of bad character.”

There is only one way of describing these barbaric, sometimes mortal, assaults on the people of the Northeast, and the grassroots reaction they elicit: they are racist. And, this description applies, mutatis mutandis, to similar attacks on Dalits across the country, which has been discussed persuasively by Samata Biswas in a recent thought-provoking essay. My intention here, however, is not to festoon this piece with an inventory of grisly racist attacks, important from the political perspective though they may be, but to look at the reactions at the level of the so-called ‘enlightened’ circles they bring out. In left/ marxisant tertulias, the reaction inevitably is one of horror provoked by an incident that is quickly labelled atavistic. These are crimes committed by Neanderthals; these are ugly social coelacanths that have somehow mysteriously survived in this age of development, globalization and ‘progress’. In arriving at such a conclusion, the well-meaning advocates of ‘progress’ have missed the wood for the trees.
It is crucial to note that capitalist development is not necessarily antithetical to cultural racism. This, of course, is evident from the feverish xenophobia that the western democracies have been exhibiting over the last many decades. But the argument can be further extended to indicate that it is in the very nature of capitalist development, be it of the colonial vintage or its finance avatar, to produce its well-demarcated racial categories first, that is before primitive accumulation can begin. In other words, as Bodhisattva Kar had argued in the case of colonial Assam and I have tried to show in the case of colonial Jalpaiguri, primitive accumulation necessarily presupposes an accumulation of the primitive. Having said this, it is important to point out that with the emergence of global finance capital the modes of reconstituting and redeploying races/ ethnicities before accumulation takes place (and during accumulation) have morphed in significant new ways. If we understand this, then we will realize that racism in India is not an atavistic survival but the pith and marrow of the economic exigencies of the time.
But, in what ways does global capital reconstitute and redeploy races/ ethnicities? For our present purposes, we will focus on the Northeast to track this development. However, this is only a paper in the making; and, I hope, by the time the work is complete, a second section dealing with the constitution of the dalits as ‘race’ would become part of this paper. For now, let us turn to the Northeast.

As Ranabir Samaddar in a recent tract has pointed out, the theme of state in a postcolonial study of accumulation is not accidental. Also, it is not strange that in western capitalism, theoretical critiques of capitalist accumulation process have almost done way with the state, as if capitalism unfolded in the long twentieth century without the state machinery and the imperialist order. Politics was once more taken out of political economy. In globally-positioned views, the state always appears as a minor factor, while in local revolutionary views the state appears always as a crucial factor facilitating globalization and capitalism. The state facilitates restructuring of capitalist order. It is the site of passive revolution. Owing to this, importantly, the theme of state allows us a sustained engagement with the issue of transition and thus to the specific form of post-colonial capitalism. A salient aspect of the post-colonial situation is the near permanent condition of primitive accumulation as the Other of the most modern form of capital, which one may term as virtual capital. Developmental and conflict-induced migration within the country and to other countries takes place under primitive and precarious conditions, and female labour forms a substantial chunk of this scenario. As more and more virtual capital— in the form of offshore funds, venture business, hedge funds, sovereign-wealth funds, internet-based investment and banking, and forward-trading-based wealth— reach the postcolonial shores and result in massive property boom, skyrocketing land prices, construction upsurge, and a new surge in the prices of raw material like iron ore, and at times foodstuff, the more people are pushed towards accepting precarious and informal work condition; and, as a consequence, there is more de-peasantisation, and appearance of unorganised labour, which can be best described as ‘immaterial labour’. “Flexibilisation here appears not so much in the form of what is called in the West as ‘post-fordism’,” avers Samaddar, “but much more in the shape of uncertain work profile, uncertain conditions of reproduction of labour, catering to the backward linkages of new capital which is based on various automated technologies and flows.” 
This condition constitutes the core predicament of the post-colony. On one hand, the post-colony must depend on the state to come out of this two-pronged attack taking place in the form of a combined appearance of primitive accumulation and virtual accumulation. On the other hand, the state is in a bad shape today and we do not have yet any other substantive form of national autonomy. The post-colonial aggregate, predictably, finds it increasingly difficult to retain flexibility and prise open its way through the vice-like double bind of primitive work conditions and the reproduction of the advanced form of accumulation – a bind that leaves almost nothing as social surplus for the post-colony to develop. Against this backdrop, finance capital breeds its own batch of autonomies in form of ‘races’ / ‘ethnicities’, taking advantage of the evident discerptibility of national sovereignty. The case of the Indian Northeast bears this out.

With neoliberalism, the older muscular Indian nation-state (as envisaged by, among others, Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel
 in the years after independence) has gone into decline. Privatization and economic liberalization has resulted in the contraction and redeployment of the state, shifting the locus of political struggles away from direct contestation for state power and opening new spaces to contestation (by new movements and old) over whether they will be controlled from above or below. The state acts increasingly as broker for global capital as it attempts to re-regulate the conditions for accumulation on a global scale. To be sure, neoliberalism involves not simply a headlong retreat of the state but a renegotiation of state-society relations. As such, the attempted recomposition of capitalist hegemony in the Northeast too has included targeted social-composition programmes. The ‘neoliberal races’ have been spawned. There is almost no ministry in New Delhi that does not have a dedicated Northeast window, and then there is the Development of North-East Region (DoNER) ministry itself to coordinate various welfare schemes, development projects and sundry governmental policies
 and also to guide the decisions of the North Eastern Council.
 Here, we see the kernel of the idea to recompose and redeploy ‘ethnicities’ as the new fundamentals of market economy. 

Immense quantities of money are being pumped into the region in the name of grants-in-aid, infrastructural development, and so on and so forth, to forge a new clientèle sold on the rationale of the neoliberal market. Yet, paradoxically, for this strategy to work smoothly the neoliberal state has had to depend more and more heavily upon age-old strong-arm tactics of colonial provenance. For state ‘largesse’ to have its desired impact the success of counterinsurgency must be guaranteed. This in turn implies that government officials and counterinsurgency forces must enjoy absolute impunity. In the Northeast, the draconian Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act, 1958 or AFSPA, has been the chief instrument for guaranteeing such impunity.
 However, these somewhat contradictory efforts to create a reformulated clientèle for the neoliberal era— one more selective and flexible than the old muscular-corporatist structures had allowed— did not entirely succeed in shielding the dominant state from political challenge from below. These efforts, as shall be argued later in some detail, produced new restive, resistive subjectivities. The shift from state-orchestrated to market mechanisms of distribution overlapped with new forms of social movement-based struggles in which the old autonomy question was merely reformulated, not abandoned.

Before we turn to a discussion of the exact contours of this reformulated autonomy question in the Northeast, it merits asserting that this market-driven reorientation of governance— one which makes ‘social conflicts disappear or at least manageable, contradictions a matter of imagination or at least temporary, and schisms of society a guide to or at least an occasion for social development’—has been evocatively termed by Ranabir Samaddar as the ‘government of peace’.
 Not a peace-ingeminating governance this, but a mode of effecting ‘governed peace’ which is a potent cocktail of securitization, on the one hand, and developmentalism, on the other. This heady mix is the pith and marrow of the statist counterinsurgency mantra in India in the age of globalization. More prosaically, but no less demonstratively, Samaddar also calls this ‘social governance’.
 However, here an argument for novelty is not being made, either in terms of the time of occurrence of this type of governance or in terms of its site of occurrence, i.e. the Northeast. Even as the Mexican military was attempting to encircle and close the noose around the Lacandón Jungle region of Zapatista core support in December 1994 (no doubt a security measure), targeted social compensation programmes such as the National Solidarity Programme, or the PRONASOL, were already at work. The hide-bound corporatist and clientelist mechanisms once controlled by the PRI party-state was giving way to a recomposition of capitalist hegemony through social governance.
 The PRONASOL later segued into PROCAMPO and PROGRESA, the latter reconfigured as the ‘Oportunidades’ programme by President Vincente Fox in the twenty-first century. What was true of late twentieth-century México was, in the same period, true, mutatis mutandis, of Guatemala, Ecuador and many other states of Latin America and also true of the Indian Northeast. Again, the market-driven reorientation of governance was already evident in Europe at the end of the Second World War with the initiation of the European Recovery Programme (ERP, April 1948-December 1951), better known as the Marshall Plan after its promulgator George Marshall, war ‘hero’ and US Secretary of State from January 8, 1947. However, in different geopolitical contexts, the security-development complex of social governance can produce very different consequences. And the Indian Northeast is a case in point.

The market-mandated retraction and redeployment of the state poses a critical Foucauldian aporia: the state becomes ‘at once that which exists, but which does not yet exist enough.’
 And there is much a slip betwixt the cup and the lip. As the turn to the market leave state authorities in control of fewer resources for co-optation, newly constituted social subjects confronting neoliberalism throughout the Northeast formulate a discourse of rights by simultaneously claiming indigenous and other collective rights that markets deny and the citizenship rights that the neoliberal state pretends to offer equally to all.
 This double strategy is evident in the recent Bodo-Muslim conflict of Assam, which is uncontroversial in its ‘race’ dimensions. While the Bodos stridently assert their ethnic exclusivity in terms of non-belonging to the mainstream body politic, they can at the same time claim citizenship rights and privileges vis-à-vis Muslim agriculturist neighbours whom they brand as aliens. Simply put, the forces of globalization and concurrent social governance that affect class relations are experienced and resisted through a variety of locally relevant ‘identities’, including ethnicity, race and gender.
 In the context of the Northeast, let us now look at these ‘identities’ successively and at how social governance, and the entwined peacebuilding efforts, interacts with them.

It has been suggested that the neoliberal project implies atomization and loss of control to global market forces, posing dilemmas for movements seeking to reassert community identity and grassroots empowerment— that is, in other words, for autonomy movements. On the one hand, what Hellman terms the ‘fetishism of autonomy’
— eschewing affiliation or engagement with any political structure for fear that it might absorb the newly asserted ethnic identity— can be a cul-de-sac. On the other hand, negotiating a share of power with existing political institutions runs the risk of replicating dominant hierarchies (serving global capital) and distancing the ‘autonomous’ representatives from their social bases. Taking advantage of this dilemma, the state, in India at least, has been seen to set up two interrelated kinds of snares, to use a stern metaphor. 

The first is to grant regionally based self-governance to autonomy-demanding groups that would amount to a kind of territorial decentralization negotiated with the state. This strategy in some ways predates the emergence of the neoliberal Indian state, harking back to colonial times, and may be loosely termed as a containment policy. The British began administering the Northeast region through a series of Acts such as the Scheduled District Act of 1874 and the Frontier Tracts Regulations of 1880. In 1873, the British passed the Inner Line Regulation. According to Joysankar Hazarika, the logic behind this regulation was that the ‘unrestricted movements which existed between the British subjects in Assam and the wild tribes living across the frontier frequently led to quarrels and sometimes to serious disturbances.’
 However, an equally important reason was that the British administration also wanted to control the rubber trade that was still in the hands of the hill people and that caused frequent skirmishes between the groups. It must be understood that the inner line did not in any way give sovereignty to the hill people; rather it was a means by which administrative zones of the hills and the plains were separated ostensibly because the ‘civilized’ faced problems cohabiting with the ‘wild’. The Government of India Act, 1935, classified the hill areas of Assam into excluded and partially excluded areas. The excluded areas were not demarcated to protect regional autonomy. This was done mainly to exclude hill areas of Assam from the jurisdiction of the Reformed Provincial Government that included the Brahmaputra plains and the Barak valley. These successive administrative measures, however, had somewhat unpremeditated consequences. Firstly, it resulted in a separate political evolution of the hills and the plains, thereby paving the way for autonomy movements. For the Nagas, for instance, identity claims consolidated into a powerful secessionist movement. The Naga National Council (NNC) was formed in 1946 under the leadership of Angami Zapu Phizo. Under its banner, the Nagas declared their independence on August 14, 1947. The Indian state, of course, quashed this claim brutally with military action, whereafter it adopted the two-track policy of securitization by clamping on the Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act, on the one hand, and initiating a dialogue-based peace process, on the other. This dual process has continued till date. ‘Dialogues and wars in the Northeast with alternative regularity,’ observes Ranabir Samaddar, ‘demonstrate in this way the governmental logic of treating war and peace as a continuum’
— a series, if you will.

The second consequence of the British administrative measure is evident from, and flows out of, the above discussion. Territorial demarcation/reorganization became a dominant template of social governance in post-independence India and more so in post-liberalization India.
 Territorial reorganization, grant of statehood and the introduction of the model of peace accords went hand in hand with military operations. Here we can see the processes of the accumulation of the primitive— the recomposition of ‘races’— as a precursor to accumulation. Each major military operation was followed by major administrative measures of territorial reorganization and regrouping of villages. There is the example of the creation of Nagaland in December 1963 as the sixteenth state of India; there is also the North-Eastern Areas (Reorganization) Act of 1971.
 Sajal Nag has written about the regrouping of villages in Mizoram.
 In Tripura, too, villages were regrouped, though the formal justification in this case was economic: ‘cluster villages’ were being formed to improve the condition of the indigenous population.
 Recently, there has been the deliberate policy of introducing rural decentralization in the form of the panchayati raj (local self-government).
 More importantly, territorial autonomies along ethnic lines have been created throughout the last 20 years within the states of the region.
 Today, the autonomous arrangements have reorganized the states internally while the North-Eastern Areas (Reorganization) Act of 1971 has externally reorganized the states. Of greater importance has been the introduction of autonomy as a result of the many successive peace accords.
 These autonomous arrangements have been part of the governance structure in the north-eastern states of Assam, Mizoram, Tripura and Meghalaya. They influence the patterns of conflict; they give an idea of the governmental resources to be available for cornering and sharing (an aspect we shall return to later in this essay), the size of the territory to control, and the volume of population to govern. As such, they form a major dimension of the ‘government of peace’. 

Territorial decentralization/reorganization along ethic/race lines may be called a parochial interpretation of autonomy. One of the pitfalls of this interpretation of autonomy from the people’s point of view is that it bottles up the actors in a spatial location precisely in an era when their subsistence and cultural identity depend on mobility.
 This formulation of autonomy may therefore not represent for the struggling groups a real alternative to neoliberal globalization but rather replicate the top-down structure of existing political institutions without developing new leadership capacity at the local community level. At a further level, autonomy-as-decentralization in effect creates a new fourth level of government (alongside the federal, state, and municipal institutions) and actively constructs a new, dominant race identity among the various indigenous groups that had formed part of the migrant stream settling in the region in question. The recognition of the benefits of being a member of the dominant group then advances faster among its leadership than the creation of consensus within its diverse base. On the one hand, it therefore suffers from tendencies toward ‘boss’ politics (or cacicazgo, as it is termed in Latin America) and creates resentment among the less privileged elements of the autonomy movement. The charges of ‘selling out’ to the Indian state that have been periodically raised within an autonomy movement against the dominant group by more ‘radical’ elements— be it in the case of the United Liberation Front of Assam (ULFA) or the NNC and later the Nationalist Socialist Council of Nagaland (NSCN)— bear testimony to this. On the other hand, it enables the state to affirm its dubious axiom that struggles for autonomy and justice are in essence intergroup struggles for parity and accordingly the state can then play up the resentment within an autonomous region and without (between two autonomous councils, say). This has recently been evident in the slightly removed but intimately related context of the Gorkhaland movement in Darjeeling, West Bengal. West Bengal Chief Minister Mamata Bandyopadhyay, in an attempt to put down the wave of Gorkha agitation for autonomy and separate statehood, shrewdly played up the less-populous Lepcha and Tamang identity questions within the Gorkhaland Territorial Administration. She also threatened strong-arm action to ensure that the Gorkhaland leaders did not stall ‘development’ in the Darjeeling Hills and disrupt the lives of the ‘people.’

The second snare that the neoliberal state sets up for autonomy movements relates to resource allocation. The same neoliberal ideology that ‘frees’ individuals to fend for themselves in the market can also spin off unprofitable state functions and services that used to be part of the citizenship compact. The market paradigm privatizes gains while socializing costs and risks. Thus social sectors and regions may be cut loose as newly autonomous without any hold on state resources, free to compete with each other for a share of the shrinking pie. As a result, recognition of autonomous spaces in the polity turns out to be a new mechanism for division and co-optation.
 As a wider range of groups compete for scarcer state resources, they become vulnerable to clientelistic local politicians and, for that matter, to paternalistic NGOs moving into the breach. In the scramble for resources, in the Northeast it has been seen that when a state government can step in, establish firm control expressed through political will, and try to guide the market forces to some extent, the territorial autonomy model works. Tripura is a case in point.
 However, where it cannot (that is to say, the rest of the Northeast) market forces wreak havoc on autonomy movements. Developed basically in recent history as what can be called an economy of ‘a market along the foothills’, which bears the characteristics of an extraction economy around coal and limestone, and a plantation economy around tea and timber, the entire scenario in the Northeast represents today what Ranabir Samaddar has termed following Dietmar Rothermund as ‘an enclave economy’.
 The neoliberal strategy is designed to pry open this ‘enclave’ and integrate it with world market. As such, one important mode of social governance in the Northeast has been to encourage what can be called at best ‘marketization of economic relations’ and at worst ‘crony capitalism’ in the region. There are three more developments strengthening this economic thrust: first, the strategy of opening up the Northeast to the greater commercial interests that connect India to Southeast Asia, a strategy known as the ‘Look East’ policy;
 second, the opening of villages and far-flung areas through new institutions, namely schools, colleges, banks, offices, communications networks; and third, the already-alluded policy of encouraging homelands resulting in communal strife, anti-migrant measures, and ethnic policing. The neoliberal model recognizes the pluralism of race identities as long as those identities do not become the basis for collective organization around substantive rights. Paradoxically, this divisive policy has had the positive impact of ending the insularity of the Northeast somewhat (and thereby, negatively, heightened the exposure and concomitant conflict of a person from the Northeast with, say, the ‘Neanderthals of New Delhi’). However, the situation is also marked by a tense apprehension that unrest may erupt again, for, as Samaddar says, ‘while peace has returned, governance has failed to ensure justice.’
 The situation is nonetheless not unremittingly hopeless. To quote Samaddar at length, ‘if it is true that what we face here [the Northeast] is a situation of aporia, a cycle of production of nativity-linkages-marketization-immigration-nationalism-ethnicity-violence-law-linkages-marketization-immigration-nativity-nationalism… it is also true that it is contention [and not market forces alone] that prises open the situation again and again. Precisely the collective politics that in its moments of frenzy makes immigration the most contentious issue in the life of a nation, also exhibits factors or aspects that make the dialogic quest for justice continue.’
 

In other words, what Hale for a different context has termed ‘managed neoliberal multiculturalism’
 may have worked so far in the Northeast— and seems to be working well too. The same state that oversees economic liberalization and privatization is establishing itself as the arbiter of the boundary between individual and race-group rights, carefully circumscribing the latter to exclude challenges to class-based inequalities. Autonomy defined as mere disengagement has left autonomous communities cut off from resources and unprotected from the forces of the global market and, further, autonomy defined as simply cultural pluralism has fallen into the neoliberal ‘multiculturalism trap’ of atomizing communities, substituting formal ‘equality’ for the power to establish collective identities and demand substantive rights and in many cases engendering xenophobia. Yet, it is in this tenebrous situation (of collective politics as xenophobic outburst against perceived ‘immigrants’) that new linkages are being forged which, in Samaddar’s powerful enunciation, in time would overcome the ignominious circumstances of its birth and spearhead the ‘dialogic quest for justice’.
The forces of globalization and concurrent social governance that affect class relations are experienced and resisted through at least another locally relevant ‘identity’ than race— gender. The argument here, predictably, is not that women are resplendent symbols of peace who stay away from supporting the male members of their communities when they are embroiled in violent actions. In her book Battle Cries and Lullabies, Linda Grant DePauw has powerfully depicted the various roles women play in situations of conflict. Covering millennia and spanning the globe in its scope, DePauw’s study depicts women both and equally as victims and as warriors; as nurses, spies, sex workers, and wives and mothers of soldiers; as warrior queens leading armies into battle, and as baggage carriers marching in the rear.
 However, it may be argued that such participation does not in any way diminish the marginalization of women. In fact, oftentimes such participation in enforced by patriarchal injunction: women of the Bantu-speaking Kisii tribe in southwestern Kenya, for instance, are enjoined by patriarchal requirements to scream to announce the beginning of a war with, say, the Kipsigis, the Maasai or any other hostile Nilotic community. Failure to do this is punished by divorce by their husbands. However, the ‘double marginalization of women’ in conflict situation, as Paula Banerjee terms it
— firstly because they are willy-nilly party to the insurgent group claiming autonomy and secondly because they are under the cosh of the same group’s patriarchy— does not entirely extinguish their agency. At least in the case of Nagaland in the Northeast, appeals have been made with some degree of success to favour political, dialogic and non-military solutions. In other words, the neoliberal state has been able to enlist the support of Naga women to work for peace with some amount of success. In spite of their cooperation with the state as peacebuilders, however, women have often been able to dodge the governmental ‘snares’ that were discussed in the previous section and have paved the way for dynamic collective political action of the non-belligerent kind. 

To quote at length from the work of Paula Banerjee and Ishita Dey who finished their fieldwork in Nagaland in early 2012:

[W]omen ... through lived experiences of conflict started working for peace [in the Northeast]. In their activism for peace they acquired a legitimacy to enter the space for political decision-making that was denied to them. In their commitment for peace, they motivated their society to observe a ceasefire. The state found in them an unusual ally and could see their far-reaching influence in society. When the state decided to move away from their mode of conflict with the Naga people it reinvented its indispensability by championing the cause of women. It was around the same time that women’s activism was going through a generational change. Younger women leaders decided to innovate with new agenda for women and brought in the question of women’s rights. In this they found much of the traditional leadership allied against them. They found the state keen to ally with their cause in its role as an arbiter.
 

The mutual coming together of Naga women and the government of Nagaland, Banerjee and Dey argue, is reflected in the activism for a Women’s Reservation Bill. The women used all government institutions to further the cause for peace, justice and equity.
 However, the astute authors are apprehensive:

This coming together was timely although the alliance is bound to be fragile. Both the sides are giving lip service to this alliance to further their own interest. However, for now this alliance has proved transformative for gender roles in society, helping the cause of peace, stability and justice.
 

They conclude their collaborative study, with the following penetrating aperçu: ‘It remains to be seen whether this alliance can in any way be liberating for Naga society as a whole; otherwise it will soon become redundant.’

Women in autonomy movements present a peculiar conundrum. On the one hand, they have to identify with the ‘autonomous’ identity the group promotes and fights for. On the other hand, they are constantly acutely faced with the fact that ‘autonomy’ after all has long been coded as masculine and is associated with masculine ideal. This is true, despite autonomy being something which women have often called for in their own rights. As Jessica Benjamin argues, while we are formally committed to equality, ‘gender polarity underlies such familiar dualisms as autonomy and dependency.’
 In claiming autonomy, therefore, female agents collapse this dubious binarism between autonomy and dependency because, as Carol Gilligan persuasively argues, ‘for women, identity has as much to do with intimacy as with separation.’
 The trajectory is thus less about individualization and independence than towards ultimately balancing and harmonizing an agent’s interests with those of others. This movement towards harmonization is most effectively mediated by women actors. Nagaland is, Banerjee and Dey may concur, a case in point. At another level, it also announces the arrival of a ‘new’ subject— whose ‘newness’ does not consist in merely having a different biological sex, but in the performance of gender roles in a way that rearticulates the standard modes of interacting with (and counteracting) the market and state’s racist agenda.

The role played by women, in Nagaland at least, poses the issue of a certain kind of public ethics of self-government growing out of the dynamics of subject-formation through conflict governance. That is to say, that conflict can be analysed as a historically singular mode of experience, whereby the ‘objects’ of conflict governance are transformed into ‘subjects’ through certain specific procedures, such as the procedure of building peace, or the attempts at peace at micro-levels, and through the contradictory process of securitization. Yet, we must understand that subject-formation is not a one-sided process. Each phase of ‘conflict resolution’, so to speak, produces in turn another phase, precisely because the governmental policies of suppression not only stokes fear and loathing but also produces a revised subjectivity that takes stock of the strengths and weaknesses of the ‘adversary’. Besides the women in Nagaland, there are also the instances of the recent peasant mobilizations in Assam by Krishak Mukti Sangram Samiti led by Akhil Gogoi and others and the environmental movements in the entire region that we must take note of. These new movements, Sanjay Barbora insists, gives us a picture— however indistinct— of that new kind of subjectivity.
 Therefore, the result of the operation of new governing techniques is not one that produces passive, depoliticized ‘race’ subjects— Foucauldian docile bodies, if you will— although such indeed may be the original purpose of social governance. The subject of conflict is, in this sense, irreducibly obstreperous. It can only partially be made the economic subject, and it is important to bear in mind that the economic subject and the subject of rights have different relationships with political power. Their autonomies are of different, often incompatible natures. The problem of ‘government of peace’, like any other self-styled mode of good governance, is that it will have to deal with different subjects. 

The situation that presents itself in the Northeast bears the hopeful mark of this dynamic principle of heterogeneity.
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