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Concept Note

1.

This meeting is being organised by the Calcutta Research Group (CRG) as part of its research work in

the last two years on conflict, governance, and peace-building, done in collaboration with some European
Universities and research institutions. It will be held in Guwahati in collaboration with the Omeo Kumar Das
Institute of Social Change and Development, Guwahati. The aim is to discuss the following themes in the
context of India’s North East.
a.

The question of mode of governance and its relation with conflict management and the issue of peace;

b.

Features of the colonial mode of governance – continuities and discontinuities;

c.

Peace processes and peace accords;

d.

Territorial reorganisation (state reorganisations, creation of autonomous areas and homelands) and
peace building;

e.

Political economy of development, social governance, and peace building;

f.

New subjects of developmental governance – women and other subjects

2.

The modern governance structures emerged in India’s Northeast as parts of the broader imperative of

colonial peace-building, simply because the society that was to be governed was ridden with conflicts and
contradictions characteristic of colonial rule and thus was marked with an absence of social peace. Governing
here meant governing conflicts. Thus from the beginning the main challenge was in finding adequate forms of
coping with various reactions and responses of the suppressed groups in society, who faced the problem of
power of an alien sovereign. Hence bereft of legitimacy and representative character, sovereign power had to
always find a model of governance, which would inhere military efficacy, yet would retain civilian character.
The main features of such a model of governance have been: (a) The state had to be strong, with indivisible
sovereignty, and administrative and police measures;(c) It meant that conflicts could be allowed to linger till the
proper mixture of the civilian and the repressive measures produced peace; thus the adversary of the state had
to be softened up enough through a mix of strong responses and almost deliberate delay in addressing
demands; and this was the way in which all negotiations between the colonial state and the nationalist
movement went. Thus, the assumption that suitable time must arrive before peace building measures were
initiated; (d) Limited grant of autonomy was the best solution; that was the main message of the India Act of
1935; the Act provided two more messages as norms of governance - constitutionalism and rule of law were
planks to retain stability of rule, and faith in the effectiveness of a policy of territorial reorganisation including
methods of partition and boundary-making exercises towards reinforcing control; and finally (e) the colonial
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experiences of statecraft also resulted in the classic governmental assumption that struggles for justice were in
essence inter-group conflict for parity.
3.

There are of course discontinuities and new developments in the field of governance and conflict

management and resolution. The post-colonial history of conflict management shows that social governance is
always accompanied or preceded by peace accords. In case of acute conflicts the government pursues the
practice of peace accords, which form one of the main features of the conflict resolution scenario in India, the
middle ground in a no-war-no-peace situation. Such a ground needs to be thoroughly investigated because on
one hand it represents the desire for peace in society, on the other hand it shows how forms of peacemaking
are governmentalised no sooner are they invented. These peace accords become, barring some exceptions, the
occasions for the next rounds of conflict. Characteristic of such dialogues are the inevitable legal shackles on
discussion between the two adversaries in the name of obligations to the Constitution, top level presence of
government leaders and officials giving an appearance of state recognition of the adversary, prolonging
ceasefire without conceding anything substantive from the government side, grant of limited autonomy, and
introducing various interim arrangements that take a life of their own and continue without ever giving over to
a resolution of the question. These structural features of post-colonial government of peace show why
maintaining middle space and engineering ways of continuing dialogues on justice are the two most challenging
tasks of peace building, because the fate of these determines the shape of the peace to come. These dialogues
in fact result in certain features of the governance structures – such as the appearance of the government in
power in the state as a “caretaker” one till the “genuinely representative” government comes to power and
takes over, the existence of a sort of dual power, and policies to incorporate the elites of several sections of
society in the governance structures (with instruments such as gender budgeting). The lessons of the peace
talks also pose the question: Does the adversary of the state engaging in a particular dialogue take a maximal
position or a minimal one? These talks are, in brief, instances of the dual nature of the dialogic act: first,
dialogic act as part of conflict and war, and second, its contingent nature. In its usual juridical form sovereignty
appears as indivisible; therefore logically it cannot allow dialogue. Yet dialogues take place between state and its
adversaries, who also often raise the standard of sovereignty
4.

Of these measures two have been of special importance: territorial reorganisation and introduction of

limited autonomy in the Northeast. The autonomous arrangements have reorganised the states internally while
the North East Reorganisation Act externally reorganised the states. Possibly of greater importance has been
the introduction of autonomy as a result of the peace accords.. The autonomous arrangements influence the
pattern of conflicts; they give an idea of the governmental resources to be available for cornering and sharing,
the size of the territory to control, and the volume of population to govern. They enable the elites of different
ethnic groups to influence politics in a specific way... Yet more important was the way in which each major
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military operation was followed by major administrative measures of territorial reorganisation and regrouping
of villages. It was held that for the improvement of the condition of the indigenous population cluster villages
were being formed. In the second phase, there was a deliberate policy to introduce panchayati raj, and more
importantly, territorial autonomies along ethnic lines were granted throughout the last two decades within the
region. Likewise new forms of local volunteer groups and vigilante armies were raised. Policies to encourage
and ensure surrender of the armed cadres of the underground became crucial in this stage of peace making.
Security, pacification, and commercialisation of forestry went hand in hand.
5.

In this period there has been greater coordination of governance as well as of military measures in

different states of the Northeast. All these have resulted at times a stronger civilian administration, which will
not resolve conflicts by addressing issues of justice, but will have stake in continuing low-key unrest that will
bring in money for it, while the insurgent underground (we are speaking of a phenomenon only and not any
particular movement) has to co-live with civilian life and governance thus developing multiple ties with official
politics. There is a separate Northeast window in almost every Ministry in Delhi, and above all is the Ministry
of Development of Northeastern Region (DONER) to coordinate various welfare schemes, developmental
programmes, and to guide the decisions of the Northeast Regional Council. In both the phases, however,
impunity of government officials and the counter-insurgency forces have remained the main guarantee of the
success of counter-insurgency. Social governance in the Northeast is based on a three-pronged strategy: (a)
raising surrendered militants groups as armed units of counter-insurgency operations, (b) conferring in general
impunity on counter-insurgency forces, and (c) encouraging what can be called at best “marketisation of
economic relations”, and at worst, “crony capitalism” in the region. There are three more developments adding
to the economic thrust: first, the “Look East” policy, i.e. the strategy of opening up the Northeast to the
greater commercial interests connecting India to Southeast Asia, ; second, the opening up of villages and far
flung areas through new institutions ; and third, the policy of encouraging homelands resulting in communal
strife, anti-migrant measures, and ethnic policing..
6.

The scramble for resources has led to a revision of government’s strategy of peace building that was

earlier conceived only in terms of conventional pacification measures. Projects and funds have become the key
words in the game. . Projects linked with natural resources such as water have become significant as well as
controversial. Enclave economy coupled with local power in an autonomous area has also produced a distinct
politics of security, a game that makes the immigrants quickly the symbol of insecurity. A discourse of security
co-habits today with a discourse of retarded development, economy, and internal colonialism. Indeed, political
economy and politics of security have always gone hand in hand. This situation produces cynicism, and a
strange combination of what we can call the co-existence of an evolving architecture of macro-security with
5

micro-insecurity continuously hovering below the structure of macro-security. On this, the conflict in
Bodoland in Assam is instructive. In this complex scenario, the critical factor has been the expansion of
government in the last two decades, thereby marking again a different story of globalisation and neo-liberalism
in India. While part of this expansion is due to inevitable political reasons, such as expansion of the electoral
system, the instrument of budget too has played a big role. The idea of development has taken the place of
insurgency, though this development will create and is already creating the ground for the next round of
conflicts, though the new style of governance may credit itself for having solved the insurgency question in the
once frontier lands, as new rent economy and new extraction model will pacify some, enrich some, corrupt
some, and dispossess some.
7.

Social governance arrives not only on the basis of the market-money-finance network, but also by

promoting what is termed as “participatory governance”. Thus in the Northeast we can see proliferation of the
non-governmental organisations, media, and various watch bodies, besides the conventional arrangements of
participation in governance through the panchayati system and autonomous arrangements discussed in this
article.
8.

A study of the governmental moves to expand the participatory base of the rule will lead us to the

significant question of the subject positions under social governance, which is at the heart of the government
of peace.
9.

In the perspective outlined in the previous paragraphs the two-day workshop will discuss the five

themes mentioned in the first paragraph. Discussion will be held around six panels (panel discussions on each
of the two days). Additionally, there would be an introductory and a concluding panel. Each panel discussion
will be facilitated by a short discussion note.
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Schedule of the Workshop

DAY 1
9.00 am – 9.30 am: Registration
9.30 am – 9.45 am: Welcome Note by Bhupen Sarmah, OKDISCD, Guwahati
9.45 am – 10.15am: Placing CRG’s Research, Ranabir Samaddar, Calcutta Research Group (CRG), Kolkata
10.15 am – 10.55 am: Key Note Address by Hiren Gohain, Poet, Social Scientist, Social Activist and Retired
Professor, Gauhati University
10.55 am – 11.00 am: Vote of Thanks by Paula Banerjee, University of Calcutta and CRG, Kolkata
11 am – 11.30 am: Tea
11.30 am – 1 pm: Lessons of Peace Talks and Peace Dialogues: Discussion will be initiated by Gina
Sankham, Naga People’s Movement for Human Rights and Samir K. Das, CRG and North Bengal University,
Siliguri
Chair: Virginius Xaxa, TISS, Guwahati
1pm – 2pm: Lunch
2 pm – 3.30 pm: Lessons of Peace Accords on Autonomy and Homeland Movements: Discussion will be
initiated by Sukhendu Debbarma, Tripura University, Sanjoy (Xonzoi) Barbora, TISS, Guwahati and Bharat
Bhushan, Journalist, Delhi
Chair: Samir K. Das, North Bengal University, Siliguri and CRG, Kolkata
3.30 pm – 4 pm: Tea
4pm – 5.30 pm: Political Economy of Development and Prospects of Peace: Discussion will be initiated
by Patricia Mukhim, The Shillong Times, Shillong; Sajal Nag, Assam University, Silchar and Nehru Memorial
Museum and Library, New Delhi; and Deepak Mishra, Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi
Chair: Sanjoy (Xonzoi) Barbora, TISS, Guwahati
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DAY 2
9.30 am – 11 am: Women and Peace: Discussion will be initiated by Anjuman Ara Begum, Researcher and
Human Rights’ Activist, Guwahati; Paula Banerjee, University of Calcutta and CRG, Kolkata and Rakhee
Kalita, Cotton College, Guwahati and Nehru Memorial Museum and Library, New Delhi
Chair: Patricia Mukhim, The Shillong Times, Shillong
11 am – 11.30 am: Tea
11.30am – 1 pm: Justice, Peace, and the New Subjects: Discussion will be initiated by Akhil Ranjan Dutta,
Gauhati University, Guwahati and Ranabir Samaddar, CRG, Kolkata
Chair: Paula Banerjee, University of Calcutta and CRG, Kolkata
1 pm – 2pm: Lunch
2 pm – 3.30 pm: Reflections on the Discussion by Samir K. Das, CRG, Kolkata, and North Bengal
University, Siliguri, and Peter Burgess, Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO) and the Institute for European
Studies at the Vrije Universiteit, Brussels
Chair: Prasanta Roy, CRG and IDSK, Kolkata

8

REPORT
A workshop entitled ‘Governance and Peace-Building’ was held at the Omeo Kumar Das Institute of Social
Change and Development (OKDISCD), Guwahati, on February 26 & 27, 2013. This meeting was organized by
the Calcutta Research Group (CRG) as part of its research work in the last two years on conflict, governance,
and peace building, done in collaboration with some European universities and research institutions. The
following themes were critically discussed in the context of India’s North East: 1. The question of mode of
governance and its relation with conflict management and the issue of peace; 2. Peace processes and peace
accords; 3. Territorial reorganization in different forms and peace building; 4. Political economy of
development, social governance, and peace building; 5. New subjects of developmental governance— women
and other subjects.
Deliberations opened with Bhupen Sarmah, Director, OKDISCD, delivering the welcome note and
Paula Banerjee, President, CRG, adumbrating the research concerns and projects of her institution over the last
many years. The keynote address followed, which was delivered by Hiren Gohain, the eminent social scientist,
political activist and littérateur. Through a wide range of examples, Prof. Gohain explained how development
and developmentalism are not synonymous, the latter being tied to an ideology of governance that is rooted in
quashing conflicts. These conflicts, however, are not arbitrary and wilful manifestations of violence but
politically-oriented expressions of identity- and rights-claiming. In the senior academic’s radical view of the
world, the state is thoroughly implicated in the idea of quashing political self-expressions by branding them
‘disruptive’, ‘violent’, ‘conflictual’ and so on; and in its attempt to do so, the state combines military
ruthlessness with a devastating dose of developmentalism.
The post-tea session, entitled ‘Lessons of Peace Talks and Peace Dialogues’, was initiated by Gina
Sangkham of the Naga People’s Movement for Human Rights and Samir K. Das of the CRG and North
Bengal University. Sangkham spoke in some detail about how the Naga people’s armed struggle against the
Indian state to win what they thought was their birth right— the Nagalim— has been a glorious epoch of selfassertion but has, in the end, failed to produce any concrete upshot. As such, now that the conflict situation
seems to have dwindled considerably, Sangkham strongly advocated what she described as a non-violent
‘Journey of Conscience’— a dual journey really to touch the soul of India and within the minds of the Naga
people. It is this mode of introspection and self-assessment rather than hurling recriminations futilely that sets
Sangkham’s advocacy apart from what has gone on in the North-east. Simultaneously, it inaugurates a ‘new’
subject/subjectivation in the region that is out of joint with the older, belligerent, masculinist models. Samir K.
Das picked up the thread of argument from here. Noting that the first phase of insurgency is over, he observed
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that peace seems to have come to stay at least for some time in the Northeast, a region historically marked by
acute violence and chronic insurgency since the colonial times. With the declining number of violent incidents
and human casualties recording a new low particularly in recent years, a good deal of literature on peace, albeit
in a self-critical vein, is now focussed on assessing the quality and durability of the peace that has returned and
more importantly on finding out how peace by being ‘governed’ gets routinized and institutionalized and
becomes an obstacle to the realization of the triadic principle of rights, justice and democracy. He described
this as the ‘peace impasse’ that establishes itself precisely by annihilating the abovementioned triadic principles,
that is by ‘delimiting the field of intervention for building peace’. The discussion that followed was an animated
one, with particularly important interventions made by Khesheli Chishi, Neingulo Krome and Paula Banerjee.
In the postprandial session entitled ‘Lessons of Peace Accords on Autonomy and Homeland
Movements’, the discussion was initiated by Sukhendu Debbarma of the Tripura University and Sanjoy
(Xonzoi) Barbora of Tata Institute of Social Sciences, Guwahati. Debbarma spoke on the lessons that should
be drawn from the peace accords on autonomy and homeland movements. He identified a number of factors
that engender homeland movements worldwide, namely long historical injustice, aspirations, selfdetermination, identity crisis and so on. But in the specific context of India’s Northeast, Debbarma averred, the
movement for autonomy and homeland is an even more fraught issue. The reason for this is that the total area
of the region is about 101,250 square miles and in this space there are more than 400 ethnic groups. Therefore,
if each of these ethnic groups in the name of autonomy and homeland wants to carve out and create exclusive
areas, there cannot but be a plethora of overlapping territorial claims. To illustrate his argument, he presented
in detail the case of Tripura and the homeland movements therein. Sanjoy (Xonzoi) Barbora flagged two
lessons that should be drawn from the different experiences of the autonomy and homeland movements in
Northeast India. The first lesson, he argued, is crystallized in what Tacitus has been reported to have said about
the Roman Empire: ‘To plunder, butcher, steal, these things they misname empire: they make a desolation and
they call it peace.’ Those who have watched and studied the Indian state’s dealings with the various movements
and dissenters in Northeast India would vouch for a similar trajectory in contemporary times. The second is
more closely tied to those who claim to pick up arms for the different peoples of the region. According to
Barbora, it echoes Yeats who pensively asked if we would be able ‘to hold in a single thought reality and justice’
when we are doing politics. When one looks at the manner in which expressions of dissent have so readily been
co-opted into mathematical calculations of constitutional proportions, one is forced to confront the expediency
of justice in most of the armed conflicts for homelands and autonomy (in the region). Our experiences with
autonomy and homeland movements in Northeast India tell us, Barbora asserted, that we might just be riding
into a dead-end peace. Our resources are all but taken; our backs broken and our children in well-heeled
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schools in different parts of the country. All of this has been part of the repertoire of resolving the knotted
roots of armed conflicts in the region. Generations of beneficiaries of such resolutions are still in the making,
as we debate the direction and trajectories of an earlier generation’s attempts at negotiating the balance of
power between our kin communities and the Indian state. It is not clear if they will rubbish us for our
impertinence for standing up to Empire, or they too will follow rebellious paths. If they do, they would be well
advised to hold, as Yeats urged, both reality and justice in one single thought.
In the next session: ‘Political Economy of Development and Prospects of Peace’: Patricia Mukhim
of The Shillong Times initiated the deliberations by insisting that it would be constructive if the workshop could
suggest ways forward to address the multiple deficiencies that Northeast India suffers. As there are already
several agencies looking at various aspects of development and governance in the North Eastern Region or
NER, these suggestions could be taken up and possibly implemented. The prospects for peace, Mukhim
asseverated, depend on how certain newly-emerging issues are addressed for there are multiple and complex
reasons for unrest in the region. Also, military security is not the solution and cannot bring peace in the region.
In fact, pernicious and oppressive laws like the Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act (Afspa) are what aggravate
the situation in the NER. Unfortunately, with Acts like the Afspa— which are imposed upon Disturbed Areas
and which gives impunity to the military to shoot a person on suspicion of being a terrorist/ extremist/
insurgent— peace will always be an unattainable goal. Laying out the historical and political context of
Northeast India, Sajal Nag of Assam University, Silchar and Nehru Memorial Museum and Library, New
Delhi, suggested that certain pithy questions need to be addressed if peace-building in the NER is on the
agenda. He laid down the following questions: What are the definitions of peace and development as
enunciated by its initiators? Are they state-centred? What are people’s ideas of peace? How does the state
define development? Who are the targets of this development initiative? What is the nature of the development
initiative? What kind of transformation it seeks to bring in? What is the overall objective of this initiative? What
is the people’s perception of development? What kind of development people desire? Are their necessities and
perception taken care of in such development projects? Has there been any instance in India where such
initiatives yielded the desired result? Almost as if in response to Nag’s critical inquiries, Deepak Mishra of the
Jawaharlal Nehru University presented before the participants a very grim political economic canvas of the
Northeast. The tranquillity and relative lack of large-scale violence in the region lately, Mishra warned, are
fragile and based on very shaky foundations. The possibility of violent eruption is always present. Furthermore,
in between episodes of violence, rents are being extracted and distributed; fragile structures of accumulation are
being created and protected through a varied combination of legal and illegal/ violent and non-violent means.
The developmental outcome of this is the collapse of democratic deliberations, particularly involving the poor
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and the dispossessed. Accountability structures are either absent or blatantly partisan. Predatory forms of
capital accumulation coexist within a discourse of ethnic competition and neoliberal optimism regarding
benefits from trans-border linkages. The middle classes, meanwhile, are in tune with the real and virtual
consumerist utopias that celebrate the arrival of India (and by extension, that of the ‘Northeast’) on the global
map.
The session on the second day, ‘Women and Peace’, was initiated by human rights activist and
researcher Anjuman Ara Begum. From experience and case studies, she demonstrated how women are
excluded from decision-making positions in the Northeast. This has several negative impacts, such as: Personal
initiatives made by women are discouraged/ or are not given support at the proper level; Women are forced to
confine themselves within their homes on the pretext of their own safety; If women disobey social norms, they
are seen as dishonouring their ethnic identity as women are supposed to be cultural vanguards of their society;
Women’s contributions to the peace process is acknowledged only in the confines of motherhood; Sometime,
if women protest against any situation seeking normalcy, their association is suspected of having unsolicited
affiliation. If the situation is to improve, Begum argued, these lacunae should be redressed. Paula Banerjee of
the University of Calcutta and the CRG spoke next. She pointed out that although women in Northeast India
have often been pillars of strength for their own communities, they are sometimes exploited by their own
communities. Women are often marginalized within their own ethnic groups and they are constantly fighting
for their socioeconomic and political rights. Conflict demands that women play the rôle of negotiators. This in
turn has increased the rôle of women in the civilian sphere. Women do not accept their situation of
vulnerability passively and have innovatively created alliances at times with the Indian state and at other times
with the rebel movements in Northeast India to create a space in which they can be heard, and that can be
considered as their own space of empowerment. Over the course of the conflict they have shaped and
reshaped their responses to the state and innovated and changed techniques of negotiation. In this way, they
have had a profound impact on governance and conflict resolution. In the process, they have reshaped gender
relations in their own societies. Also, it has to be remembered that alliances might be changing because by now
there are two generations of women in the political forefront of Northeast India. The second generation do
not share the bitter memory of state repression and show keenness to create alliances with the state for benefits
such as 33 per cent representation in the municipality. Does this mean then that the old form of activism is
over and women’s peace movement has been governmentalized? Perhaps it is too early to sing the swan song
of women’s resistance to state injustices, asserted Banerjee. Probably it would be better to think that women’s
peace movements have become more nuanced and mature. They recognize that there are no permanent
enemies. They also recognize that without gender equality a just peace is a distant dream. Banerjee’s argument
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was strongly endorsed by a number of women participants, including Chitra Ahanthem of the Imphal Free Press.
They felt that, indeed, a new, more nuanced mode of activism is in place in the Northeast— a new modality
that announces the arrival of a new subject in the Northeast. Rakhee Kalita of the Cotton College, Guwahati
and Nehru Memorial Museum and Library, New Delhi carried forward the discussion. In the transition from
conflict to post-conflict, she said, a question that rhetorically lingers is ‘When is life grievable?’ For most of
South Asia’s armed conflicts this might not be just an intellectual debate, she opined, but the very issue at the
core of their existence. For the women who get pushed back under the pressure of nationalizing and
communitarian practices of a patriarchy that slot them, the attempt to rise and surmount their situation and be
agents of transformation is an onerous one. ‘Do women have a country ... own country?’ the poet asks.
Women peacemakers and agents of peace-building surely believe there is one. There are as many such
collectivities of women perhaps as there are conflicts. These collectivities are continually rising up against a
world increasingly marked by violence and aggression.
In the session ‘Justice, Peace, and the New Subjects’, Akhil Ranjan Dutta of the Gauhati University
initiated the deliberations. The initiatives undertaken by Government of India (GOI) both for development
and making peace in Northeast India, he elaborated, have brought into being multi-layered mechanisms and
tendencies of exclusion and marginalization in the region. Thereby, it has created new categories of ‘subjects’
who are vulnerable to the process of development and peace. Such initiatives have also contributed towards
the growth of more and more obsessive and chauvinist tendencies and thereby have created a ‘durable’ state of
conflict both within and among communities. Flow of money to the region under different populist schemes
of the GOI has created a ‘beneficiary régime’, but at the same time these schemes have also created a state of
complete dependence of the citizens on the government. These schemes, rather than contributing towards
strengthening the moral foundation of the polity, have done just the opposite, i.e. making corruption a day-today reality from the top to the bottom layers of the government. The much-proclaimed ‘governance’ has not
been able to check this erosion in the very foundation of the polity. These erosions, on the other hand, are not
unintended outcomes of the initiatives of the government; rather, these are very much embedded in the
political economy of the Indian state today. The resource-rich regions across the world have been the worst
victims to such processes and Northeast India is no exception to this. Justice is a casualty in the process. Such a
process has evoked resistance from different quarters. The resistance— unless it is guided by proper
understanding of the nature of the state, its class and corporate allies and also an alternative vision— will be
co-opted by the state and corporate interest, Dutta warned.
The two-day workshop concluded with a wrap-up session in which Samir K. Das efficiently
summarized the days’ discussions, bringing out the important arguments and observations, suggestions and
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thoughts. Peter Burgess of the Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO) and the Institute for European Studies at
the Vrije Universiteit, Brussels, congratulated the participants for conducting a stimulating workshop.
However, there was also a suggestion that the idea of ‘new’ subject should not be taken so literally that it
remains confined to people who are merely eschewing older modes of activism and endorsing newer, more
pacifist modes. The idea could also be employed, perhaps on a more philosophical register, to describe a
process of subjectivization that is ‘new’— a ‘newness’ in subject formation that is fuelled by changing
governmental techniques, mutating market technologies.
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About the Participants
Chitra Ahanthem started as a columnist and feature writer with Imphal Free Press published in Imphal,
Manipur. She has been conferred media fellowships on HIV/AIDS, and child rights in the context of armed
conflict in the state. She writes on militarization, gender and media practices in Manipur. She is now the
Resident Editor of Imphal Free Press.
Paula Banerjee, the President of the Calcutta Research Group, is an expert on Indo-American relations. As a
part of her current work on borders and women, she has authored numerous papers on women in conflict
situations in India’s North East. She is Associate Professor, Department of South and South East Asian
Studies, University of Calcutta.
Sanjay (Xonxoi) Barbora is presently Associate Professor, TISS North Eastern Regional Centre –Tata
Institute of Social Sciences, Guwahati and specializes in change, resource conflicts, media studies and human
rights. Having worked as a human rights activist on issues pertaining to militarization of Northeast India, he
led an advocacy and research based media initiative on peace-building in South Asia from 2005 to 2011. He
continues to be involved in community media and radio journalism, as well as the democratization of public
spheres.
Anjuman Ara Begum is a PhD scholar at the Department of Law, Gauhati University. She has worked on
Human Rights and Women’s Rights in conflict situations, the right to information and budget analyses/
monitoring in Northeast India. She is working with several human rights organizations in different capacities
and is also member of Women in Governance Network.
Jayanta Bhattacharya is a senior journalist and presently the Agartala Bureau Chief of the Press Trust of
India Ltd.
Vijaylakshmi Brara is an Associate Professor at the Centre for Manipur Studies, Manipur University. She is a
student of Sociology with masters from Delhi School of Economics, and was awarded her doctoral degree
from Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi. Her PhD thesis was later published by Oxford University Press,
in the year 1998. Since then she has been researching different facets of this region, with special focus on
cultural dynamics, grassroots political institutions, and gender issues. Her present research focuses on the
dynamics related to gender and identity movements. She has various national and international papers
revolving around these issues to her credit.
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Peter Burgess is an eminent philosopher, political scientist and cultural historian. He is currently a Research
Professor at the Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO) and Senior Researcher at the Institute for European
Studies, Vrije Universiteit Brussels. He is Editor of Security Dialogue, an international journal dedicated to
innovation in security research and published by SAGE and also the Series Editor of the Routledge/PRIO
New Security Studies collection.
Sanat Chakraborty is working as an independent journalist, and trying to rebuild a regional magazine,
Grassroots Options, which he edited from 1994 till 2005. He has worked with various newspapers like The Pioneer
as journalist and specialized on issues related to India’s North East.
David Chandler is Professor of International Relations and Research Director of the Centre for the Study of
Democracy at the Department of Politics and International Relations, University of Westminster. He is a
regular media commentator, founding editor of the Journal of Intervention and State-building and the editor of a new
journal Resilience: International Policies, Practices and Discourses. He is also editor of the Routledge book series Studies
in Intervention and State-building and a new series Advances in Democratic Theory.
Khesheli Chishi got elected as the General Secretary of Naga Mothers’ Association (NMA) in 1997 and
became its President from 2003 till 2010 and is presently one of the Senior Advisers. She is also a member of
the Forum for Naga Reconciliation (FNR) which was formed in 2008. She was elected Convenor of the
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