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Amit Prakash

The idea of the state used to see vigorous debate in the academic literature at one time. The character, organizational premises, structural arrangements and relationships with (civil) society were matters of serious heated and illuminating debates in the social sciences literature. This has change over the past couple of decades under the neo-liberal ‘roll-back of the state’ policies; amounting to a rupture of the social contract. This rupture has had various kinds of impact on the state and its relationship with the social actors leading to the arguments of embedded state (Evans), a facilitator state, steering state and so on.

However, the more serious impact has been witnessed by that area of the state which offered a space for political contestation of ideas, resources and identity articulations to the extent that analysts have argued that politics has come to be seen as an illegitimate   activity. This line of argument dominates a vast social science space wherein all efforts must be devoted to ‘managing’ contests and conflicts owing to their being seen as a negative externality for the market process. Such management-oriented view of the state merely serves the purpose of constructing absence of overt conflict as ‘order’ and does not engage with more deep-rooted structural issues.

To address this issue, one must turn to the role that conflict and violence play in various public domains. One of the features that distinguished the state from other organizations is its claim of a monopoly over legitimate coercion/ violence. By exercising this monopoly over violence, state offers an area to organize collective action for social change. In a democracy, the mechanics of such organization of collective action ids through the process of the election, which includes all aspects of political contest for office and not merely polling. In the post colonial contest of our democracy, such engagement with collective action acquires greater importance owing to their being a route to both, contestation of resource and social space as a  frame work for such multidimensional contestation, leading to re-entrenchments of social inequalities.

It is in this context that the growing dependence of state on non-state actors for discharge of  a  variety of its functions creates a new kind of dynamics. The various social forces – both entrenched and newly mobilized – have recently started to offer an alternative space for organization of collective action owing to the state ‘s growing inability to perform this function. This space for collective action is increasingly acquiring the shape of new governmentality – that is now organized around non-state societal actors . Resultantly, what was known as collective violence in the older literature (seen as an aberration and in need of disciplining framework of state’s legitimate violence) , is fast becoming a new tool for (legitimate? ) politics. This pattern can be seen all over the country – from Gujarat, to Ranabir Sena in Bihar ,from Salva Judum In Chattisgarh to even , in an extreme case , the Maoist / Naxal violence in almot all of middle India.

Here must turn to the existing and reinforced social inequalities under the process of a liberalizing and globalised state. Owing to the limiting of the policy domain by these new sets of policies, the role that state was able to earlier play (admittedly, with large degree of circumcision and often , inability to make meaningful interventions )  in pursuing an egalitarian politics of social change is still further undermined owing to its inability to offer a public space of contestation of policies. The state, despite engaging in an  ostensible politics of social change through the variety of socio-economic programmes that it funds and anchors , is increasingly dependent  on non state and parastatals agencies, which do not have the same kind of mechanisms of accountability .Examples of such process are plentiful: implementation of policies of literacy through NGOs, host of parastatals anchoring everything from water supply to schools , non-governmental actors collaborating with global agencies to develop watershed programmes under the full of the state , and so on.

The net impact of all this on the electoral process has been of both, de-legitimization as well as increasingly acute contest .Those societal that occupy a favourable position in the state structure, irrespective of their socio-economic location .find it far more functionally useful to engage with the newly emerging non-sate space of organizing collective action. The reason for this preference is the fact that these spaces are differentially structured  wherein the burden of equality before law or any easier before law or any other egalitarian logic may not be important , making them far easier to capture as a swift route  to control over the state. it is not the first example  of  de facto becoming de jure though through a variety of dubious means!!

At other en of the spectrum, those social sections that are marginalized find  themselves depending even more on the electoral process as other avenues of contesting the social and political spaces is increasingly closed off for them. This pattern of dependence of the vulnerable social groups on the electoral process was also very strongly underlined by the respondents of the Mapping indicators of Governance in India survey conducted by the author. 

This complex mélange of factors are is central in analyzing the relationship between collective action and violence in a post-colonial democracy, especially with respect to vulnerable societal groups, who cherish electoral democracy more than others.          
Elections, Social inequalities and Violence in India’s Postcolonial Democracy by Dwaipayan Bhattacharya

Let me begin with two empirical descriptions before flagging a few conceptual problems:

First, since the late 1970s until the present decade, voter turnout in the Indian elections have been reasonably high. The average turnout in the India’s parliamentary elections is 57%, which is below the global average of 65%, but way ahead of the US and South America. AS one moves from the national to the local level, the turnout increases, crossing at time 80% in the municipal or panchayat elections. More rural people vote than the urban, and the poor vote more than the rich or the middle classes.Even in places such as Jharkhand, Bihar and Chhatisgarh where the Maoists gave a call to boycott the Lok Sabha election in 2009, 50-60% voters cast their votes. Though the geographical spread of India’s voting turnout is uneven, depending on local political dynamics, it can be said with reasonable accuracy that elections enjoy a good deal of social legitimacy in India.

Second, social and economic inequalities in India are on the rise, albeit moderately. The Gini coefficient (which measures inequality and rises in value between zero and one with the degree of inequality) rose from 0.25 to 0.27 in urban and 0.31 to 0.35 in rural areas between 1993-94 and 2004-05 (lower than China’s value of the coefficient close to 0.5 in 2006). Though inequality was on the rise, various estimates suggest that there was a steady decline in poverty in India through the 1990s and 2000s. The absolute number of poor below the so-called ‘poverty line’, nonetheless, was ‘embarrassingly high’: somewhere between 220 and 280 million. The National Commission for Enterprises in the Unorganized Sector has recently (2007) made an important contribution to our understanding of various forms of social inequality. It identified 77% of the population or a staggering 836 million in 2004-05 as having s daily per capita expenditure (DPCE) of less than $2, which is the international level of poverty. This group consists of 88% of the country’s scheduled caste/scheduled tribe (SC/ST) population, and 80% of the OBCs. It also includes 79% of the country’s unorganized workers (of whom over 90% are casual workers, a mark of extreme vulnerability).

Let me briefly mention some conceptual problems associated with the linking of elections, social inequalities and violence based on our readings in democracy, Indian democracy in particular. It has been argued that modern democracy with its promise of political equality was introduced in India in the midst of acute social inequalities and, thus, produced a different sequence of interaction between social and political institutions compared to the democracies in Europe and northern America. Instead of individuation and equality in the civil society, democracy in India turned into a valid and legitimate site for hierarchically placed communities and groups to make claims for equality and justice. These claims for the state’s resources were commonly made not in the language of universal rights, but of moral entitlements. As the state’s capacity to respond to such claims or cater to such entitlements was limited, it was not uncommon for these collectives to look at each other as potential enemies. Behind every demand for exclusive privileges larks the shadow of possible exclusion.

Another important distinction of democracy in India has been its departure from the liberal idea of dialogical reciprocity. As Charles Taylor states, “The transition to democracy involves our being able to sustain together elections and the other practices and institutions of democracy, such as national elections, an operative and reasonably open public sphere, political parties and other movements engaged in peaceful mobilization, and the acceptance of a legal framework as ultimate arbiter (e.g., on who has won the election, on which laws are widely adopted).” Indeed, our experience is not quite similar. Though we could sustain elections at the national and local levels, maintain reasonable exchange in the public sphere and witness a proliferation of political parties, we did not choose elections as a substitute for violence. 

Rather, it can be assumed that elections are such events around which the frequency of violent incidents routinely rises. Maintaining peace is a function external to elections as performed by the agencies of the state, including the Election Commission. Though incidents of violence could be on the rise during the elections, it is important not to confuse elections as a cause for violence. Violence appears to be an everyday social experience for most communities here; elections offer the required flashpoint when violence is enacted in a concentrated and targeted form over a brief period. While everyday violence is an existential present for most individuals and groups, elections offer a productive occasion for such violence to get enacted in a specific, episodic form. 

So, in an ambience that generates considerably high participation in the electoral process in the midst of acute social and economic inequalities expressed frequently in the language of special community entitlements rather than citizenship rights and where social boundaries generate violent campaigns both during and between elections, I think it will be important to look into two related areas for further enquiry. First, an inventory of various forms of violent campaigns around elections can be prepared with caste (Mayawati’s sandwich coalition), religious community (Narendra Modi’s Brahmin, bania, patidar mobilization along Hindutva lines against Congress-led Kshatriya-Harijan-Adivasi-Muslim (KHAM) combine), ethnic identity (ULFA, Hurriyat and questioning the legitimacy of the Indian state), regional formations (Telengana, Gorkhaland), anti-state parties (Maoist insurrection), partisan antagonism (West Bengal), underworld actors and private armies etc. as the principal agents. It will be interesting to see how these different forms permeate each other and generate a language which is inaudible in the official tracts of Indian democracy. Second, it is important to understand the effects of election as a governmental process with its massive security cover. Is it the apprehension of violence that necessitates such security presence or such security makes a mockery of elections as a celebration of democracy and, therefore, invites violence?

Ashutosh Kumar, Panjab University 
· Let us think about the relationship between democracy and violence. Is violence inherently anathema to democracy? Since democratic institutions enable the individuals as well as the social groups to express their views and interests through a process of rational deliberation, it is assumed that democracy renders use of violence as means of politics unnecessary. However, the avowed democratic aim at the exclusion of violence from the political and social arena has failed to become reality especially in the ‘new’ democracies. The violence resorted to by the state can be in the nature of a direct and physical kind or it can be institutional and structural forms of violence embedded in the normal functioning of democracies The state has often been resorting to ‘direct and physical’ kind of violence for dual purpose. 
· First, when the mere existence of the state appears to be threatened by exceptional violence, democratic governments do tend to show an alarming readiness to resort to violence and to discard democratic principles and values in proportion to the perceived threat. 
· Second, the democratic state also does take recourse to violence in order to resist the violent movements that reject formal democratic processes. In many cases, violent movements are expressions of a demand for recognition, justice and inclusion and in other cases it is the demand for autonomy and secession. 
· In both the above cases, the rule of democratic rights invariably gets undermined. Situation becomes worse when the use of violence escapes the democratic institutional control and it happens so often. 

· The question thus has to be probed as to how democratic societies should respond to such challenges. Can it be in the form of institutional reform and a new discourse of politics? 
· What about India’s democracy? Indian democracy has come under lot of praise for gaining social substance through a relatively quiet transfer of power under a changed mode of electoral politics if one assesses it in terms of its procedural/institutional aspects [Christophe Jaffrelot (2003) India’s Silent Revolution; Ashutosh Varshney (2000) ‘Is India Becoming More Democratic?’ The Journal of Asian Studies, 59 (1)]. Such a shift in most of the democracies as we all know has implied a revolutionary and violent phase: The people have gained power by rising up against the ruling traditional elites often taking recourse to violence (Refer the ongoing Jasmine revolution in Middle East). 

· As for the ethnic conflict being the most unrelenting source of political violence in the ‘new’ democracies, post-colonial India’s democracy has hardly been an exception. Given the diversity of ethnic cleavages across the states and their regions, however, these conflicts have remained dispersed in character. The dispersed/regional/local nature of conflicts in a federal polity has allowed central state to give a go by to the democratic norms in the affected region only and pass the buck to the regional state (refer West Bengal, Chhattisgarh). As the state violence remains localised it gives an impression that the overall democratic system has not suffered a breakdown and the particular case is an ‘aberration’. 

· The democratic credentials of India have come under cloud whenever the state has faced challenge to its existence. The challenges in recent India have been of ethnic nature. 
· First, it has been in the form of the ethno-regional autonomist movements in the northeast and Kashmir valley (Punjab in the eighties) with people asking for the territorial homeland of their ‘own’. Such demands of territorial nature for autonomy/secession coming from an ethnic group mobilised exclusively on religious or tribal basis has, as we have seen in the case of the valley, have created a wedge between the people who have had a shared history, culture and language making them suspicious of each other and worse allowing themselves to be used by the state out to discredit the demand as sectarian/communal. 

· Second variant of such challenge that no longer is localised has been in the form of the Naxal violence again mainly involving the ethnic categories who feel being wronged at the hand of the state. The coercive practices adopted by Indian state in ‘dealing with’ the twin challenges has in a certain way validated and legitimised the process of the politicisation and consolidation of distinct ethnic categories as well as their demands for recognition and justice, the categories that were first constructed by the practices of colonial state and the demands that have had a long history. 
· Can the twin challenges be met in a democratic way through the evolution of a credible mechanism for dialogue based on the principles of rights as enshrined in the constitution for the individuals and their groups and a shared sovereignty between the people and the state? 
Shrinking Capacity of Democratic Institutions to Contain Violence by Sibaji Pratim Basu


All democracies in the world were born out of violence. Be it the story of the English Democracy, which was an outcome of the Glorious Revolution; or the American Democracy born first out of the American War of Independence and then out of a bloody Civil War that saw the assassination of its own President; or be it the French one which was the direct child of the French Revolution – some amount of ‘violence’ had always been the precursor of ‘democracy’. The postcolonial democracies had to bear their birth pangs doubly. First, they had to court violence during their struggle with their colonial masters and also with the anti-democratic forces within.   
It is also notable that nowhere ‘violence’ has been taken as the antonym of ‘democracy’. Understood popularly, it is a rule or opinion of the majority in a given situation. It is only by implication that one may find a basic antagonism between these two terms. Democracy viewed as freedom also connotes freedom of action and thought tempered by the spirit of tolerance. In a broad sense it means ‘an agreement to disagree’. This spirit of democracy obviously stands for the right of the ‘other’ and therefore, implies a non-violent context that would ensure such free expressions.

But does the powerful ‘self’ of a democratic polity really listen to the voices of the other(s) – the marginal, the disadvantaged? Or, does it only pretend to listen? Disillusioned people, on the other side of the fence, often realise that this pretension to listen is a well-calculated strategy of the modern democracy to contain grievances of the other. These grievances might sometimes cross the limits of legality based on peace/non-violence in a situation of collective action or protests and turn to violence. In a radical sense, the beginning of these collective movements (which Charles Tilly describes as ‘contentious politics’) marks the real beginning of democratic politics. Social movements often engage in contentious politics. They have done so in the postcolonial India since the beginning and in the process have also revealed the limits of democracy. 

D.N. Dhanagare’s celebrated book, Peasant Movements in India 1920-1950, published in 1983 (OUP, New Delhi) in many ways is a thorough analytical work. It also focuses at length on a pesant movement that profoundly challenged the custodians of  the postcolonial Indian democracy at the very beginning of its journey. It was the CPI-led Telangana Movement, which began in 1946 prior to the Indian independence and continued till 1951. There are many other important works on the subject among which N.G. Ranga’s Revolutionary Peasants (1949, Amrit Book: Delhi) is perhaps the earliest account of the uprising. One can also mention the works of the communist activists like P. Sundaryya’s Telangana People’s Struggle and Its Lesson (1972, CPI(M): Calcuta) and C. Rajeswar Rao’s The Historic Telangana Struggle: Some Useful Lessons From its Rich Experience (1973, CPI: Delhi). However, since Dhanagare’s book contains the main arguments of these earlier works, one may find in it the complexities of the scenario and different positions taken by different communist groups involved in it.      

In his account, Dhanagare  traces the roots of the Telangana discontent since the late 1920s, when inspired by the INC, the Andhra Conference began to operate and mobilise people in the Telengana region, followed by the establishment of the Andhra Mahasabha in the coastal region. He examines the caste composition, the nature of land holdings and different classes involved in the agrarian economy, the communal composition in Hyderabad and the relationship of the above elements with the Nizam’s government. The Telangana movement sought to address two questions in an integrated way: a) the political struggle against the Nizam and b) the agrarian struggle seeking to change the exploitative relations of production. 

The movement was launched by the CPI after the shift  from its earlier policy of collaboration with the Congress to a strategy of encouraging or initiating insurrectionary struggles in India. The revolt began in the middle of 1946 and lasted for over five years till it was called off in October 1951, in the face of increasing oppression by the Indian state, which took over the state of Hyderabad in October 1948. For the Congress supporters the moment of integration with India was the final moment: their sympathy for the movement ended with it. But also a section of the CPI did not support the continuation of the movement after the merger.  

The Indian army, after defeating the Nizam troops and government-sponsored, communally organised razakar forces, moved to suppress the communist squads in Telangana. Fighting the Indian army over 2000 peasants and party workers were killed. By August 1949, nearly 25,000 communists and activists were arrested. By July 1950, the total detanees had reached 10,000. But the GOI sought to contain this movement not only through pressure. In the early-1951, it made several reconciliatory gestures towards the CPI, knowing that further repression would only add popularity of the communists and would cast douts about its credibility as a ‘democratic’ government.

 In April 1951, Vinoba Bhave, the champion of the bhoodan movement met the detained CPI leaders. Soon they were released. The CPI called off the movement in October 1951. The ban on the Party was lifted, which helped it to participate in the First General Elections as a mark of their acceptance of the Constitution. The CPI gained a heavy electoral dividend in this region. But the revolutionary pro-tiller policy during the movement was not to be found in the so-called land reforms (by imposing ceiling on the land holding) initiated by the state assembly.            
Let us now turn to another mass movement, which swayed the politics of West Bengal, almost a decade after the launching of the Telangana movement. This movement, popularly known as the Food Movement, began since the mid-1950s, reached its zenith in 1959 and continued till the mid-1960s. But the movement was received very violently by State government. In an edited volume by Suranjan Das and Premansu Bandyopadhyay called  Food Movement of 1959: Documenting a Turning Point in the History of West Bengal (2004, K.P Bagchi, Kolkata), we get a vivid account of the 1959-moment of the movement.  
After Independence, the food crisis in the state became more pronounced owing to tremendous population pressure (of “refugees” – most of whom were unemployed) after the Partition, the virtual continuation of the zamindari system through benami (keeping property under anonymous/non-existing persons) landholdings under the old system of sharing (one half to the landlord and the other half to the tiller), whimsical/calculative non-cultivation in a large part of the land by the landlords to put their bargadars (share croppers) under continuous pressure and making them ever dependent on landlords, hording of foodgrains by mahajans and food merchants along with a corrupt and an inefficient PDS. All these thrived under the ruling Congress government. 

The situation worsened further in the late 1950s. As hunger assumed famine-like proportions, the people organised themselves into a Committee to Combat Famine under the leadership of the CPI and other left parties. From the second half of the 1950s, between 1956 and 1958, food movements became an annual occurrence. But the Food Movement of 1959 was a turning point in the history of West Bengal. Food insecurity, by this time, had reached frightening proportions in the rural and urban areas and the marginal and landless peasantry, the workers and lower middle classes were in a state of acute distress. On 31 August, a huge mass demonstration was organised in Kolkata where thousands of them arrived from villages, under the leadership of the Kisan Sabha, a CPI-led peasants’ organisation. Though primarily a mass protest by peasants, rural women with babies walked alongside high school students and office workers merged with the columns of manual workers. The entire central Kolkata (then Calcutta) turned into a sea of 300,000 people demanding an end to destitution and hunger.
At the end of the meeting, a procession began and started making its way towards Writers’ Buildings. By then, evening had descended. First, the demonstrators were cordoned off by the police. Then, unexpectedly, without any warning, violent  “action” began. Contemporary observers have noted the way the police attacked directionless, panic-stricken people blinded by teargas. Eighty people died in the carnage that day. Most of them were starving peasants who had survived the devastating man-made Bengal Famine of 1943. Not a single bullet was fired. The police used sticks to beat people to death. 1,000 people went missing and 3,000 were injured.

The Food Movement continued through the first half of 1960s. In February 1966, a student agitation was launched by the left demanding food, kerosene oil and exercise books. But the police opened fire on the students. A school student, Nurul Islam, was killed. A huge students’ movement now roared across West Bengal, followed by a still larger mass movement. Several districts such as Nadia, Hooghly, Burdwan, and 24 Parganas including Kolkata became the volcanoes of protests. In March, a one-day strike against police oppression in Bengal evoked two-day or even three-day strikes in some of these districts. This was a movement, which the then institutions of a democratically elected state government could not contain well. It became a major cause for the defeat of the Congress government in 1967.

Gender, Patriarchy, Violence and Democracy by Asha Hans

The patriarchal problematic refers to a set of range and issues and problems that derive from the patriarchal core of hierarchal social organization which places highest social value on those who control the order, and manage it to their advantage at a higher cost to those at the lower levels of hierarchy.  It is the socio-political order in which public policy is made and established on an unequal order.  Patriarchy is a germinal ideology and the global gender order is its organizational form.

Among the most important research carried out on the interpretation of gender and patriarchy are R.W. Connell,l Carol Gillingan, Betty Reardon and Kamla Bhasin in India.  Though gender finds a place in the lexicon of men’s roles in the gender problematic have rarely been discussed.  These are complexities which research has rarely engaged with.

Patriarchy remains the paradigm for most gender organizations.  It treats equality with scorn, and justice with disdain.  In this order groups of powerful male groups, dominate their values, interests and perceptions over smaller humans incapable of exercising power and so remaining with low social values.  The small elite group of power holders are best users of power and decide for the rest of the population.  Based on differentiation between knowledge and governance the patriarchal hierarchy has been maintained for centuries with State power accruing to them.

Patriarchy pre-ceded the State that moved from an abstraction for the power of governance holding and exercising it through divine will.  The earlier cultural practice has turned into state power shifting from the divine power of the ruler (as in Hobbes) to the democratic institutionalized state and religious orders which re-enforce the hierarchy of the patriarchal order.  Those who stepped from the feudal order to a democratic order did not change the fundamental power – paradigm (Reardon, 2008). Through the persistence of patriarchal thinking based on societal hierarchical arrangements of gender, race, class and caste it is strengthened by the unequal traits of liberalism, globalization, terror of fundamentalism and so the patriarchal paradigm persists.  In this order the paradigmatic shift persists from traditional familial patriarch to corporate to the state which remains the mainstay of all societies.  It is defended by all those in power whether as corporate heads, or communalist forces.  It camouflages itself under cultural integrity and claims to be democratic where it safeguards its power in the face of self contradictions.

Unfortunately patriarchy is still excluded from discourses from most countries including India and even in the United Nations discourse which plays an important role in setting the guidelines for gender equality. This affects women’s sexuality, reproductive rights, political, economic and even intellectual thought.  Patriarchy as a text in India initiated especially in the Manusmriti has lasted for more than 3500 years, much before democracy found root in the country.  It is therefore not surprising that when democratic norms are openly flouted that gender inequality as a mainstay of patriarchy remains ingrained in our social system.

The major problematic in India is the Indian State which is constitutionally democratic in nature and has the responsibility of providing gender equality but does not manifest this principle into reality.  When the polity failed to provide equal political representation for instance to its women, reservation was developed as a response to set the situation right.  The question that confronts us is this the only way to justice?  If yes then why is Parliament still baulking at the agreement?

At the Panchayat level where women found some basis of political equal opportunity their participation remains contentious.  Though most feminists per se agree on it, they point to the lack of literacy and patriarchy which subverts the systems.  Despite its drawback in implementation through an amendment to Article 243(d) of the Constitution, Parliament is ready to increase the one third to fifty percent reservation of seats.  Some States as Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Uttarkhand and Orissa have already started the implementation process of fifty percent.

Besides the general norm of reservation are caveats in democratic space when some States who introduced the Two Child norm refuse to withdraw it despites its sexual underpinnings
.  It raises questions of the amount of control women have over their bodies in a patriarchal system.

The recent accent is on Khap Panchayats and honour killings in Haryana made known nationally through the Indian media.  The system has been prevalent since 14th century in States as Haryana, Madhya Pradesh and Rajasthan who forbid same gotra (clan) marriages
.  Any contravention and defying the Panchayat diktat results in social sanctions, torture and even death of young men and women, but mostly women. The support to this patriarchal system by a leading Congress (the ruling party in India) politician in Haryana (Navid Jindal) provides it political sanction.  The state and institutionalized religion have combined through systemic use of violence to maintain the power order.  Rulers maneuver themselves in power over society compelled by religion and the law to except their rule.  This system that sanctions violence diminishing the rule of human rights, raises issues of how do we replace patriarchies with gender equal, people centred system of non-violent institutions?  Could the resolution of the problem be facilitated through analyzing the democratic polity violence problem to a gender violence perspective.  While some remedial steps may and are being taken in the present system to reform a few of its most egregious effects the formidable patriarchal structure still stands strong in a democratic space.  Within this discourse while gender is finding common usage men’s problematic have rarely been addresses  and the field of masculinities needs to be explored.

We might be able to draw conclusions also from linking slavery and sexism which are as old as slavery.  Even in slavery women were enslaved earlier than men (Gender Lerner).

The anti-Slavery movement has also supported feminist workers in their search for political rights as these are related to the essential attributes of freedom and democracy.

The normalcy and ethical acceptability of any and all categories of violence must be challenged as we seek to comprehend the inter-relationship to among all categories and forms of violence recognizing the domestic violence, rape and torture are all fundamental elements of sex and gender based violence of the larger system.  Honour killing, dowry, suicide of women in India a part of the repressive traditional patriarchy and integral to the general gender system.

The central problematic of democracy is violence and all forms of violence are interrelated and inhibit the change to non-violence. Ranging from traditional patriarchy to today the core characteristic of systematic violence exists and maintains the hierarchical order.  The multiple forms of gender violence perform different functions in perpetuating patriarchy.  A fundamental relationship between patriarchy and violence which coexists suggests a gender approach to interpreting and analyzing the approach.  Does the patriarchal State prohibit women’s inclusion and their equality in democratic politics is a question confronting political theorists and by studying this form of oppression and discrimination in the political and justice system will contribute to changing the system.

We need a profound change in critical thinking by involving democratic forces.  Patriarchy is frightened of sharing power and this nature of the system requires the beginning of a discourse.  We above all need to critically understand the bases of its strength and its inconsistencies to create change to gender equality.  The discourse should not only challenge the markers of patriarchy but also through a creative and imaginative critical analyses negotiate towards full equality through numeric markers to designate the new frontiers.
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“Pukrelia”* and Political Agency of Women in Manipur and Nagaland by Ishita Dey

The socio-political background of any society shapes the gender based policies and the case here is no different.  Despite the strong presence of women’s groups in Manipur and Nagaland (namely Meira Peibies and Naga Mother’s Association); we need to remind ourselves that both the these states are steeped in patriarchal values which have translated into exclusion of women in public roles and civil society initiatives except as “mothers” or in some culturally ascribed roles.  It is almost as if patriarchal norms sanction cultural role as peace keeping agents and on the other challenges the political agency as evident in opposition relating to 33% reservation for women in municipal town councils in Nagaland.  How do we understand this contradiction?

There seems to be a latent paradox in the say the state and non-state military forces recognize women as agents of peace.  What does agents of peace in conflicts situations imply?  Does it merely mean playing the role of negotiator or mediator to resolve immediate conflicts or does it entail engaging with the larger socio-political framework that produces conflicts? The immediate role in resolving conflicts lies in the shoulder of the women in Manipur and as the Honourable Chief Minister’s statement in a leading daily reflects;

“Manipuris today veritably on fire and the major onus of dousing this fire rests on the shoulders of our womenfolk who have always taken a major role in the shaping the history of the land.  He said there are no sons who will not listen to their mothers, no brother who cannot be influenced by their sisters”.

Source: Imphal Free Press 17 March 2001

The statement idolizes women as symbolic bearers of nation/ethnic identity and hence their role as mothers and sisters are crucial to foster the feeling of nationality.  It is the same ideology that encourages gender based violence during times of war “to erode the social and moral fabric of entire communities” (Gervais 2007: 159).  In this context, it is important to remind ourselves that the experiences of women as “victims” and as agents are varied owing to their affiliation to various ethnic groups.  Women have been marginalized within their own ethnic groups and they are constantly fighting for their socio-economic and political rights.  Women from all the ethnic groups have taken part in the resistance movements and one of the common points of state oppression shared by the women’s groups in the region is the Repeal of Armed Forces Special Powers Act (1958).

Most of the feminist writings on Mother’s Groups have been critical when the women’s political negotiation in a conflict situation is drawn from her “emotional” attachment as mothers to sons and daughters who have died.  According to Malathi dee Alwis, by appealing as Mothers, the state defined role for women they reveal the contradictions between the state’s own rhetoric and practices.  In herdiscussion on Mother’s Front, Malathi de Alwis (2008) argues that “by appealing for a return to the “natural” order of family and motherhood, these women were openly  embracing patriarchal stereotypes that primarily defined them through familial/domestic subject positions such as wife and mother”.  Through this acceptance, Malathi de Alwis argues they were revealing the transgression of the state that otherwise valorizes women as mothers were not “denying women opportunities for mothering, through a refusal to acknowledge life by resorting to clandestine tactics of “disappearance”. (Alwis in Banerjee eds 2008: 156).

In this presentation I want to extend the argument through exploration of women’s agency in “cultural space” that Pukrelia allows Tangkhul women in times of crisis and conflict and yet fails to subvert the existing power relations vis-à-vis her political agency.  I propose to examine the social structures particularly the processes through which micro movements like the role of Tangkhul Shanao Long’s unit in Lunghar village against Chromite mining in Phangrei has been responsible for women’s participation at the local level decision making bodies under customary law.  On one hand, the women in Lunghar village in particular have been able to transgress their roles as pukreila into political participation; on the other hand in 2009, 33% women’s reservation in Municipal Council of Nagaland was heavily resisted.
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· “… there is a tradition among the Naga tribes called Pukrelia in which women bust forth in the middle of the battle between kinsmen holding a “Y” stick and appeal for an end to the violence between their men folk.  Among the Zeliangrong, the custom is called Zemi.  Some Naga tribes perform Pukreila by reaching the middle of the two warring factions and whipping open her Mekhela (an unstitched attire worn to cover lower part of the body) so as to shame the fighters into stopping the violence (Nag 2006: 212).

Prescribed, Tolerated, and Forbidden Forms of Claim Making by Ranabir Samaddar

• A regime’s capacity to control contentious politics depends to a great extent on its attitude towards different forms of claim making and their boundaries; 

• The means of control by a regime over claim making depend partly on its institutional capacity, partly on its dialogic capacity; 

• Repertoires of claims can fast slip from one category to another (prescribed, tolerated, and forbidden), and there can be transformation in the nature of the forms; 

• Innovation in claim making accelerates as contention becomes acute; 

• Various incipient trust networks become active and contribute to the persistence of the claim; 

• The capacity-democracy space is marked by dialogic acts, proclivities, and trends;

• Globalisation can make contention acute; 

• The number of claimants increases to the extent the repertoires of claim can become elastic and this increases in a variable way; thus the sudden beginning of fast brought a surge of protesters and claimants after the strong police action had seemed to quell the claimants; 

• Movement thus grows and becomes increasingly contentious as it keeps on producing streams of issues, actions, events, measures, and forces a regime to tie itself up in knots as the latter concentrates all its energy in quelling the movement; 

• Finally, collective violence reaches high level as on one hand the regime operation concentrates on coercive means and is unable to counter the coercion that claim making repertoires bring to bear in the movement, and on the other hand the claim making forms reach a high degree of coordination and salience.

�	The two child norm forbids candidates from standing for Panchayat elections if they have more than two children.


� 	Khap is a cluster of villages united by caste and geography started historically by upper caste Jats to consolidate their power.  The main rule is that all young men and women are considered as siblings and cannot inter-marry.
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