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From the Director’s Desk

It gives me great pleasure to announce the launch of the AsCon monograph series from the Asian 
Confluence. Born in 2012 as an initiative of Divyajeevan Foundation, the Asian Confluence initiates, 
stimulates and accelerates revival of the shared civilizational values between the peoples of India and 
our Eastern neighbourhood. The Asian Confluence initiative promotes research, advocacy and training 
programs that promote people to people contact between the various countries of the region at an academic 
and cultural level, fostering better understanding on environmental, educational and socio political issues 
of the region, complementing similar efforts already underway.

In a landmark conference titled the “Shillong Dialogue“ in 2014, held in collaboration with the Indian 
Council for World Affairs, the Asian Confluence launched a flagship concept , “The Intelligent Third 
Space” . Complementing the first “first” and “second” spaces of government and large commercial 
consideration respectively, the “third space” is of people for their own engagement as well as with other 
sectors. The space is vibrant and intelligent daring stakeholders for innovative and out of the box solutions. 
The Asian Confluence has aimed to provide an institutional framework to this space promoting an open 
space for cultural and intellectual exchanges beyond borders, encouraging people to people contact and 
advocacy for policy frameworks that support the vision.

The role of academia in providing thought leadership to this space is key. Our peoples are bound by a 
common geography and history and yet separated by borders. The AsCon monographs authored by senior 
and established academics and policy makers aims to provide thought leadership, and providing stimulus 
and trigger points for the  academic and strategic communities to take  forward the discourse.

The Asian Confluence invites scholars and experts to contribute to this ongoing series as a collective and 
joint mission. We will be looking forward to receiving such proposals in our commitment to enrich the 
“Third Space” further.
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Border, Borderland and Citizenship
Dr. Sajal Nag

It is a present day cliché to say that with liberalization and globalization borders are increasingly becoming 
obsolete 1 and today’s people are global citizens. Nothing can be farthest from truth which is testified 
by the developments in Trump’s America. Although nation as a concept is increasingly being critiqued, 
neither nations nor borders have become irrelevant and these seemed to is becoming more and more 
fortified. Borders mark the extremities of state power. Borders are sites and symbols of power. Borders 
are also the place where state is subverted; it is in the borders where greatest abuse of state power takes 
place.2 “A border have three elements: legal borderline which simultaneously separates and joins states, 
the physical structure of the state which exist to demarcate and protect the borderline, composed of peoples 
and institutions which often penetrated deeply into the territory of the state and frontiers, territorial zones 
of varying width which stretch across and away from borders within which people negotiate a variety of 
behaviours and meanings associated with their memberships in nations and states.”3

Conceptualizing the Borders, Ranabir Samaddar uses the metaphor of ‘Wall’ for borders. He shows how 
from ‘walled city’ to walled nations, territories have been demarcated for exercise of power.4 Using a 
Foucauldian concept Samaddar called wall an ‘apparatus.’ It is an apparatus of border control which 
is a ‘busy, noisy, multicultural zone occupied by official, revenue officials, soldiers and civilians from 
all over.”5 The wall is also an event which erases the earlier memories and earlier connections, earlier 
histories and itself become a site of displacements, an apparatus which is neither an object nor a subject 
but the indicator of a void.6 The existence and consciousness of nations, communities, races, castes and 
classes are both defined and divided by borders which created a variety of consciousness about ‘self’ and 
the ‘other.’7

Nations are fiercely territorial. Like predators it marks its territory and obsessively protects it. It is this 
marking that creates borders. The identities of the nations begin in borders and the power of its state 
is manifested in border. Hence, borders are the margins within which nation-state exercise its control 
and hegemony. It is often thought that since borders lie in far-flung areas, state control is lax there and 
is peaceful. On the contrary borders are generally the site of perpetual conflict. Even when rests of the 
country are peaceful, borders are experiencing constant warfare of various kinds. It is in the borders that 
nation-states post most of its army to guard its territory to prevent trespass and intrusion. For example: 
while Bangladesh and India had have a general peaceful co-existence since 1971, there were innumerable 
instances of exchange of fire between border guards, unrecorded invasions, countless number of unsung 
casualties, daily game of cat and mouse of people trying to sneak in and sneak out and the guards trying to 
catch them, struggle between fenced out villagers and their fenced in lands, smugglers trying to smuggle 
their merchandise and bribed border army pretending not to have seen anything. There were as many 
as 53 recorded clashes between Bangladesh Rifles and Border Security Force of India in a span of just 
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Sixteen months in 2000-01.8 In 2008, alone Fake Indian Currency Notes amounting to Rs. 18, 71,500 
were seized along this border.9 Rs. 28, 43, 30, Rs 32, 26,900 and Rs 36, 61,800 were seized in 2009, 
2010, 2011 respectively. 10 illegal arms were seized in 2008, 65 in 2009, 70 in 2010 and 42 in 2011 (up 
to October). More than 53 anti-Indian elements were arrested in the same border from 2008-2011. In an 
official communiqué sent to Dhaka recently the Union Home ministry cited fires where over 200 BSF 
troopers were injured in attacks along the border since 2011. Two BSF personnel were also killed at this 
eastern frontier during the same period. According to the official reports 147 BSF personnel were injured 
and one was killed in 2011 where as 54 troopers were injured and one was killed in 2012. According to 
home ministry reports, BSF troopers are generally attacked by the drug peddlers and other anti social 
elements during the night time hence night patrolling along the border was essential.10 Borders are also 
are sites of extensive commerce. Right from currency to cattle, gold to gun everything is sold and bought 
in Indo-Bangladesh border. Due to its illegal nature of trade, the actual volume of trade in monetary 
value is not available. Often border has been the site between the two countries to compete for land 
grabbing, each one trying to oust the other from frontier territory and occupy it as its own land. There 
was one major war in 2001 on the border with Bangladesh. Even when formal wars were there between 
India and Pakistan in 1965 or 1971, it was the people of borders who experienced violence, death, rape, 
displacement, expulsion, extortion and such atrocities more than people of the mainland. The greatest 
human right abuse also happens in the border areas as even an army constable is mighty and empowered 
to shoot anyone. There is section 144 promulgated twenty four hours and shoot at sight orders are there 
for anybody trespassing the border. 

Borders are also the place where citizenship is always in on test. The state is suspicious of foreign national 
infiltrating and is constantly frisking examining peoples’ citizenships. But the compulsions of a marginal 
region compel people of bordering countries to gather and often trespass due to commercial and survival 
needs. The state thus erects ‘panopticons’ like watch towers to monitor infiltration of foreign nationals 
but also its own people so that they don’t cross over to the other area. Borders are also mysterious places. 
There is immense curiosity to see what is happening in the other side. This is because there is a belief that 
‘strange’ people live on the other side. This is the reason often people from once side wander into the other 
side ignoring the prohibitory orders. It is also interesting that in the borders where symbols of state and 
nationhood are the strongest are also the place where state and nationhood are the weakest. For example, 
there was newspaper report that in the East Jaintia hills-Bangladesh border villages, people were using 
Bangladeshi currency for buying and selling as Indian currency was not available.11  This had forced the 
National Human Right Commission to intervene and direct the state government of Meghalaya to redress 
the grievances of the concerned villagers of Huroi, Hingari, Lailong, Lejri and Baskuna. On enquiry it 
was found that is quite a common thing in the border areas all the time. The uses of Indian currency by 
Bangladeshi border villagers are quite common. 
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The European view on borders is that states establish borders to secure territories which are valuable to 
them because of their human or natural resources or because they have symbolic or strategic importance 
to the state. These borders are signs of the eminent domain of the state, are markets of the secure relations 
it has with its neighbours or reminders of the hostility that exists between states.12 In this sense borders 
are separate but related to the political structures and therefore dependent on each other for power and 
strength.13 This is not applicable to non-European countries especially south Asia which were zones of 
waves of migration and movements all along history where people not just migrated but became rulers. 
This is the reason institution of borders are fluid and create more problem in the Asian and African 
countries in comparison to Europe where borders are more rigid. In Europe, borders are built to prevent 
outsiders from entering while in non-European countries it is prevent people from going out implying it 
is to encircle the people and create the nation. It is the markers of identity both national and state identity. 
Moreover in the former colonies borders are colonial in nature and created artificially by the colonial states 
in order to divide rather than unify people. This is the reason borders are sites of acute acrimony in the 
former colonies. There are no states in Africa which does not have a border issue with its neighbour. In 
South Asia borders are known for their disputes. This had to do with its colonial origins. 

Colonial Context of the Origin of Indian Border Problem:

Two hundred years of colonial rule, the clinical experimentation of divides et impera, the nature of 
appropriation of the nationalist discourse and the communal mobilization had succeeded in dividing India 
even before it was free. But imagining two separate nations and actually carving out two separate national 
territories out of a single space was a different task altogether. The accomplishment of this arduous task 
was assigned to Sir Cyril Radcliffe who was to head a Boundary Commission constituted on June 30 1947 
vide order no D50/7/47R by the Governor General. The terms of reference of the commission were “to 
demarcate the boundaries of the two parts of Bengal on the basis of ascertaining the contiguous areas of 
Muslim and non-Muslim. In doing so it will also take into account other factors.”14 There were two such 
commissions – one for Bengal and the other for Punjab which were to be divided. The other members of 
the Bengal Commission were Justice Bijan Kumar Mukherjee, Justice C K Biswas, Justice Abu Saleh, 
Muhammed Akram and Justice S R Rehman. The time give to the commission was short and even its 
composition was not representative. Moreover the terms of reference of the commission did not specify its 
assignment vis-a-vis areas outside Bengal. For example, Sylhet was administratively a part of Assam but 
the Boundary commission found it imperative to deliberate on it for partition. There were princely states 
like the twenty five Khasi states or the state of Coch Bihar, Rangpur, and Tripura where paramountcy had 
lapsed and the states were given the option to decide their future but which could not escape being affected 
by the partition. Some of these states were planned to be partitioned even before they had actually decided 
on joining or not joining either of the dominions. The Commission was dealing with real people but the 
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terms of reference of the commission was to partition territories based on the religious affiliation of the 
people without taking into account their will. Hence, they set out to do its job by simply drawing a line on 
the map. It was this line which created partitioned territory, created nations, divided homes, cut off people 
from their livelihood and left behind a permanent source of conflict.

A ‘line’ as ‘border’:

Drawing of lines as borders was a European concept. In most of pre-colonial non-European world there 
existed the traditional concept of natural frontier. The colonial state in course of their empire building 
introduced the concept of ‘line’ as border to demarcate geographical areas as political boundaries. Thus, 
during the course of colonial period we have a number of such lines like, Durand Line, McMahon Line, 
Johnson Line, and McCartney Line and so on. In fact, even within India there were Inner Line and 
Outer Line which demarcated some of the tribal areas from the plains. Ironically, the lines that demarcated 
the political boundary of India with its neighbours have since been a perennial source of tension instead 
of resolving the problem. The line that divided the Indian subcontinent into India and West and East 
Pakistan (later Bangladesh) was the Radcliff Line. When the proverbial red pencil of Cyril Radcliffe was 
moving in zigzag movements to create new nations on that hot summer in Raisina Hills, he did not think 
he was dividing a people. To him it was just a line. For example, the first sentence of his report read, “a 
line shall be drawn along the boundary between the thana of Phansidewa in the district of Darjeeling and 
then Tetulia in the District of Jalpaiguri from the point where the boundary meets the province of Bihar 
and then along the boundary between thanas of Tetulia and Rajganj. The thanas Pachagar and Rajganj and 
thana of Pachagarh and Jalpaiguri and shall then continue along the northern corner of the thana Debiganj 
to the boundary of the state of Cooch Bihar. The district of of Jalpaiguri as lies north of this line shall 
belong to West Bengal but the thana of Patgram and any other portion of Jalpaiguri district which lies to 
the east or south shall belong to East Bengal.”15 This was how Sir Cyril Radcliffe created the nation of East 
Pakistan by the stroke of a red pencil. The second paragraph starts with, “a line shall then be drawn from 
the point…” and third para, “the line shall run along the boundary between the following thanas….”16 and 
so on. Similarly most of the paragraph starts with “a line should run” and the “the line should then turn.” 
No where did the report mention any ‘people.’ It was this ‘running’ and ‘turning’ ‘line’ that divided a 
people and created nations. 

This line in the map was often cartographic rather than real. In implementing this cartographic mess, 
the borders became a zone of land grabbing for the respective countries. When the post colonial state 
took over power from the colonial masters in August 1947, India was in a terrible shape. There were 
communal riots, partition and partition related displacements, a huge population was to be saved from 
fratricidal violence and rehabilitated. There were secessionist movements from the Princely states, tasks 
regarding division of the land, property and even the personnel between the two partitioned states. In such 
a situation fencing or demarcating the border could not be undertaken. Hence, the administration used 
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the twin concept of ‘actual border’ and ‘notional boundary.’ The concept was originally invented by the 
colonial administration in the final days of their rule.17 “This had to do with preparations for divisions of 
the spoils that commenced well before the actual partition. Administration and politicians needed to agree 
on a rough (notional) idea of where the Boundary Commission was likely to fix the border and proceed 
on the assumption. But the concept took on a new significance when it became clear that the decision of 
the boundary commission would not be made public till after India and Pakistan became independent 
states on 14th and 15th August 1947. Therefore the governments of East and West Bengal were instructed 
to take charge up to the notional repeat notional boundary pending publication and implementation of 
the Award (Boundary Commission’s decision.). It created a lot of confusion among the people who were 
neither asked for their opinion (Referendum was held only in Sylhet district of Assam and North Western 
Frontier Province) nor informed properly. Hence, the people of Murshidabad, with an overwhelmingly 
Muslim majority raised the Pakistani flag thinking they were a now a district of East Pakistan and amazed 
to find themselves a part of India later. Similarly, the Chittagong District, 98% of whose population was 
non Muslim gained as district of India independence and raised the Indian flag only to be transferred to 
Pakistan subsequently. 

After independence, both the Indian and Pakistani governments asked its district administrators to take 
control of its border. In the remote areas and hilly regions where no demarcation was done the task 
of marking the borders was left to the Deputy Commissioners. In many cases the overzealous district 
administrators tried to prove their patriotism by fixing the border much beyond the notional boundary and 
thereby occupy as much land as possible for his country. This was possible because there in these remote 
mountainous regions there were no representative of the opposition to resist their move. This happened in 
the north eastern sector of the international boundary. 

Again, there were some land deals between the new Indian government and its friendly neighbours around 
the same time. Under the provision of the Act XLVII of 1951 the boundaries of the state of Assam were 
altered consequent on the cessation of strip of territory to the government of Bhutan. The strip of territory 
consisted about 32 square miles of Dewangiri Hill Block on the extreme boundary of Kamrup district.18

The strip of land was covered with forest and only sparsely populated by the Bhutanese. Under the 
provision of Article 3 of the constitution the legislative Assembly of Assam on the recommendation of the 
President of India passed a bill as proposed by the Parliament and affected its concurrence for its onward 
action for peace and prosperity of both Indian and Bhutan. On August 28th 1949, the then ruler of Cooch 
Bihar entered into an agreement of merger with the Government of India and eventually merged with West 
Bengal in 1950. Similarly, while drawing the boundary between the two countries, the British handed over 
the Kabaw Valley of Manipur to Burma in 1889 which later ratified by Indian government in 1948 leaving 
the Manipuris complaining that their land was given to Burma.
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Making of Disputes:

When Pakistan was created there were a number of disputed areas in the Eastern sector which was in 
East Pakistan present Bangladesh region. The border dispute between the two countries was in 25 points 
in West Bengal, Tripura, Meghalaya and Assam - of which India adversely possesses 1,165.49 acres of 
Bangladesh land at 18 points.19 On the other hand, Bangladesh adversely possesses 1,880.81 acres of 
India’s land at seven points. There is serious acrimony over three patches with a total of six kilometers. The 
Land Boundary Agreement between the two countries in 1974 laid down procedures for joint demarcation 
of boundaries. Although, the survey authorities of the two countries have completed demarcation of over 
4000 kilometers of the India-Bangladesh boundary they have not been able to resolve differences in 
demarcation of approximately 6.5 kilometers of land boundaries in the states of Tripura, West Bengal and 
Assam.20 The two countries have set up two Joint Boundary Working Groups to resolve all pending issues 
relating to the implementation of the land Boundary Agreement of 1974 including exchange of enclaves.

Then there are Enclaves or Adverse Possessions areas. Enclaves are isolated strips of land or villages, which 
are surrounded on all sides by the neighbouring country. There are forty three such enclaves belonging to 
India but controlled by Bangladesh and over forty seven enclaves belonging to Bangladesh, but controlled 
by India. In total there are 161 such AP in the 4096 kilometres of border between India and Bangladesh, 
of which 6.5 kilometres are yet to be demarcated. Of these 111 enclaves are Indian territories (17158.1 
acres) but are in the control of Bangladesh. As against this there are fifty one Bangladeshi enclaves (7110 
acres) which are under Indian control. These enclaves are like islands surrounded by foreign and sometime 
hostile country all four sides without any access to their own country. Incomplete demarcation created 
these problems of enclaves. The population figures of these enclaves are not available as any access to the 
Indian enclaves in Bangladesh territory has been provided by Bangladesh for Census operations.21

On the map at least the rest is well defined and one can make out which area belongs to whom. Out of the 
three patches the first is near Muhuri River at Comilla district of Bangladesh adjacent to Tripura state in 
India along the Indo-Bangla border. Both the Radcliffe line of 1947 and Indira-Mujib Pact of 1974 agreed 
that the boundary should be the mid-point of the river. But the disputes persist at least in two kilometres 
area of this river where Bangladesh insists on keeping the river completely in their territory. For the 
villagers and fisherman, the riverbed is important for their survival and that is the bone of contention for 
both sides. 

The second area of dispute where the joint survey team has not been able to find out a mutually agreed 
path is another small place called Lathitilla in Karimganj district of Assam which is inhabited by Manipuri 
people but they have been paying taxes to Bangladesh out of compulsion. Interestingly, the original map, 
prepared during the British time is reportedly missing and hence no settlement could be done without 
it.22 The Indian authority has been insisting that the Bangladesh must show the original map likely to be 
available in Sylhet District Archives. 
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The third area of dispute lies in the Bangladesh-West Bengal border and the root of dispute is the change of 
the course of a small river. In other words, along the 4096 km of international boundary with Bangladesh 
three stretches involving six km are yet to be demarcated. These un-demarcated stretches included 1.5 
km at the Muhari River in the Belonia (Tripura) section, 3 km in the Lathitilla- Dumabari sector (Assam, 
Karimganj) and another 1.5 km in Daikhata area (Cooch Bihar, North Bengal). 

In West Bengal, it was in the South Berubari zone of Cooch Bihar and in Assam it was in the Lathitilla- 
Dumabari area. In the 1974 agreement it was decided that Indian would retain South Berubari Union 
No.12 and the adjacent enclaves measuring an area of 2.64 Sq. Miles and in exchange Bangladesh would 
retain the Dahagram and Angarpota enclaves. India would lease in perpetuity to Bangladesh an area of 
178 metres x 85 metres near ‘Tin Bigha’ to connect Dahagram with Panbari Mouza (P.S. Patgram) within 
Bangladesh. As far as Lathitilla- Dumabari was enclaves were concerned it was decided the route of 
boundary in 1974. It was agreed that from point Y (the last demarcated boundary pillar position), the 
boundary should run southwards along the Patharia Hills RF boundary up to the point where it met the 
western boundary of Dumabari Mouza; then along the same Mouza boundary up to the tri-junction of 
Mouzas Dumabari, Lathitilla and Bara Putnigaon through the junction of the two Mouzas Dumabari and 
Lathitilla. From this point it shall run along the shortest distance to meet the mid-stream of Putni Chara. 
Then it shall run generally southwards along the midstream of the course of Putni Chara at the time of 
demarcation, till it meets the boundary between Sylhet (Bangladesh) and Tripura (India). The last issue 
was the case of Hill in Malda District of West Bengal which is located right on the border and row of 
houses in the town having their front doors in India and their rear doors opening on the railway platform 
of Hill station in Bangladesh.

The exact nature of the disputes was therefore of three areas: demarcation of land boundary, demarcation 
of riparian boundary and of adverse possession. Demarcation of land boundary was on many sectors e.g. 
the Mizoram-Chittagong sector, Tripura-Sylhet sector, Bhagalpur Railway sector, Shibpur-Gaurangala 
Sector, Beani Bazar-Karimganj sector and the remaining part of Tripura-Noakhali-Comilla sector. The 
demarcation in the first two sectors was to be based on historical records but since no records acceptable 
to both the parties were available the demarcation could not be completed. The demarcation of Bhagalpur 
Railway Line was also awaited as the agreed principle of constructing the boundary at a distance of 75 feet 
parallel to the toe of the railway embankment towards the east could not be agreed upon. In the Shibpur-
Gaurangla sector a similar acceptable principle as the basis of demarcation could not fixed. 

In the Indira-Gandhi-Mujibur Rahman Agreement of 1974 agreed that demarcation should be implementation 
in continuation of the process that had started in 1951-52 on the basis of District Settlement Maps of 1915-
1918. In the Beani Bazar-Karimganj sector the dispute was over demarcation through Umapati village. The 
1974 treaty agreed to continue the demarcation on the basis agreed upon earlier, leaving Umapati village 
within India. The demarcation of boundary between Tripura on the one hand and Noakhalai-Comilla on 
the other was completed except some areas which were disputed. Hence, the disputed sector was left 
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untouched until the 1974 agreement where it was resolved that the demarcation would be completed on 
the basis of 1892-94 maps of Chakla-Roshnabad Estate, erstwhile integral part of Tripura, and the District 
Settlement Maps of 1915-18 for areas not covered by Chakla-Roshnabad maps.

The Second disputes were on demarcation of 781 km riparian border. In a land like Bengal which is 
criss-crossed by network of rivers, streams, canals, lakes, and wet and marshy lands some portion of the 
border fell on water bodies too. However, drawing border over water was not only tough it was tougher to 
maintain it as it was fluid. There were dispute over Hakar Khal, Baikhari Khal, Muhuri River, Fenny River 
and the dispute arising over the Chittagong-Tripura border from Fenny river issue. While demarcation of 
border on land could be resolved easily and fixed permanently, it was not easy to demarcate boundary 
over water bodies like river, stream and wetlands which were moving and could not fixed. Out of the three 
patches the first is near Muhuri River at Comilla district of Bangladesh adjacent to Tripura state in India 
along the Indo-Bangla border. Both the Radcliffe line of 1947 and Indira-Mujib Pact of 1974 agreed that 
the boundary should be the mid-point of the river. But the disputes persist at least in two kilometres area 
of this river where Bangladesh insists on keeping the river completely in their territory. For the villagers 
and fisherman, the riverbed is important for their survival and that is the bone of contention for both sides.

The dispute over demarcation through Hakar Khal was resolved in the Nehru-Noon agreement of 
September 1958 which decided the demarcation through Hakar Khal should not be equated with the 
riparian demarcation over Ichamati River. It should be treated as a separate unit. Similarly, the dispute 
over Baikari Khal was sought to be resolved in the 1974 agreement as per agreement reached between the 
Directors of Land Records and Surveys of West Bengal and erstwhile East Pakistan. 

The border over Muhur River in the Belonia (Tripura) sector had to be demarcated along the mid-stream 
of the course of river. Moreover, the boundary was to be a fixed one. Interestingly in the 1974 Agreement, 
the two governments agreed to raise the embankments on their respective sides with a view to stabilizing 
the river in its current course to have a fixed border over water. Over Fenny River a similar decision was 
to draw the border along the mid-stream of the course of that branch of the Fenny River indicated as the 
Fenny River on Survey of India Map Sheet No. 79MI15, 1st Edition 1935, till it joins the stream shown as 
Asalong C on the said Map. From that point on, downstream, the boundary should be demarcated along 
the mid-stream of the course of the Fenny River at the time of demarcation of the boundary. The boundary 
in this sector too would be a fixed boundary. To determine the border between the rests of the Tripura-
Chittagong Hill Tract sector the boundary had to follow the mid-stream of that branch of the Fenny River, 
from where the boundary would follow the mid-stream of the eastern-most tributary. From the source 
of this tributary, the boundary would run along the shortest distance to the mid-stream of the stream 
marked Bayan Asalong, and thence would run generally northwards along the mid-stream of this river till 
it reached its source on the ridge  From there it would run along the crest of this ridge up to Boghoban Trig 
Station. From Boghoban Trig Station up to the tri-junction of the Bangladesh- Assam-Tripura boundary 
(Khan Talang Trig Station), the boundary would run along the watershed of the river systems of the 
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two countries. In case of any difference between the map and the ground, the ground shall prevail. The 
boundary will be a fixed boundary in this sector. The Map agreed by both parties in the 1974 agreement 
would be the guiding document.

The third disputed area was the existence of a number of enclaves of one country in possession of another 
country known as Adverse Possession. There were a number of such small enclaves, 161 to be precise, in adverse 
possession on both sides of the border, mostly in the Cooch Behar subdivision of West Bengal and Rangpur 
division of Bangladesh. Some were in north East India, along the Assam-Meghalaya-Bangladesh sector. 

During the May 16th 1974, the two nations re-identified the problems relating to the boundary and 
resolved to settle the issue by proper demarcation, erecting of posts/fences and even exchanges of lands 
to settled disputed issues. It found that major problem arose because the international boundary being 
was left without demarcation in many areas, for instance, in Assam and Tripura. In many areas, territory 
cartographically shown in the possession of one was in reality, de facto possession of the other. Therefore 
the land boundary between India and Bangladesh in the above mentioned areas had to be demarcated in 
the manner agreed upon by both the parties mentioned above.23

Problem from Fencing:

As per agreement, extensive fencing of the border by barbed wire by was undertaken by the two 
governments. As per international covenants the fencing was to be constructed 150 yards from the zero 
line on both sides. The problem in the Indo-Bangladesh border in north east India emerged from the fact 
that unlike other zones, the border line passed through the thickly populated habitation. The line had 
divided not just villages and lands but even houses where one part of the house fell in India and other in 
Bangladesh. The case of Hill is just one example. This made the construction of ten feet high barbed wire 
fencing 150 yards away from the actual border very difficult. The fencing would cut families from their 
villages and families from their lands. In most severe case certain families were placed between the barbed 
wires. A huge number of families remained in this part of the fence while some households were left in 
the other side of the fence. Since it was a heavily guarded international border with very high barbed wire 
fencing, there were no ways these families could maintain their kinship ties and since they do not have 
any other means of livelihood they could not leave their ancestral land and shift to some other land. The 
company which was responsible for the construction of the fencing were very ruthless in pursuing their 
work. They refused to entertain any complain or represent these ground realities to the higher authorities. 
A significant number of families were fenced out from their farm lands. They remained in part of the fence 
while their lands were left out in the other side of the fence. Cut off from their subsistence they led a huge 
resistance movement in Assam border. The state responded by asking the construction company to open 
a small gate in the fence through which the farmers could have access to their farm lands. Accordingly, 
small gate was opened every few kilometres in the fencing which is manned by the Border Security 
Forces. The gate opens at morning five and closes at five in the evening.  The farmers are issued identity 
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cards which are to be shown to the BSF guard on duty for passing through the gate. The villagers use this 
identity card and gate to go for cultivation in the morning and return in the evening to their homes. Loss 
of identity cards could lead to harassment or denial access to their own lands. According, a survey about 
448 families is living as living between the barbed wire fences in the Assam-Bangladesh border. Since 
they live in no-man’s land they are considered state-less. Among them 179 families are in Cachar, 144 
in Karmganj and 125 families in Dhubri. A total of 3093 person’s citizenship is thus determined by the 
barbed wire. Interestingly in a written reply to in the State Assembly the Assam Accord Implementation 
Minister Himanta Sharma stated that these families were ‘comfortable’ with these arrangements. At night 
when they return to their homes outside the fence they are stateless persons but when the gates are opened 
from 6 to 7 am, 9 to 10 am, 2 to 4 pm and 5 to 7 pm these families have access to the mainland and then 
they become Indian citizens. While farmers gain access to their lands through these lands, students go 
to their schools and colleges and patients to the clinics and hospitals during these times. Arrangements 
have also been made for buying and selling of essential goods for these fenced out citizens according 
to the minister. The minister informed the house that for the rehabilitation of these fenced out people in 
Karimganj and Dhubri new land have been acquired in Jalalpur and Natunpur mouza. Moreover under 
the Indira Abas Yojana an amount of Rs. 32,255 lakhs was sanctioned in 2011 for the construction of 
houses for these displaced persons.24 However, pressurized by these affected peasant and tribal families 
the Indian government requested to its Bangladeshi counterpart to relax the 150 yard norms in certain 
areas and allow erection of fence on the zero-line. Once it is permitted the five Km fencing in Sabroom 
of Tripura could be completed. Fencing on the Zero line at Mohanpur in West Tripura and Kailashahar in 
Unokuti districts have already been completed.25 The dispute in fixing the fencing in Amlighat, Srinagar, 
Chhotokhil, Vaishnavpur and Kathaltali in Sabroom (Tripura) and Khagracheri (Bangladesh) were also 
amicably settled.26 The border fencing between Burma and India has started recently in which India is 
likely to turn 3,500 fertile acres into “No-Man’s Land” on its eastern border with Myanmar as construction 
of a fence has started between the existing border pillars demarcating the two neighbouring nations. It is 
dividing the Naga areas of India and Myanmar. The fencing is going ahead despite an agitation by Naga 
villagers who said the move will affect their livelihood as the area has been used by them for years. The 
district administration, located in the border town of Noklak, has begun preparations to seal off farmers’ 
passage to the 3,500 acres of land. The Naga Village Councils of the area insist that the fencing between 
existing border pillars 139 and 146 will leave 10,000 villagers belonging to the Khiamniungans Naga tribe, 
living on both sides of the border, without a livelihood.27 
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The Points of Agreement in the Protocol of 2011:

The Government of Assam published an official declaration on the clauses of the Agreement.28 The 
two governments agreed that there were four disputed zones along the Indo-Bangladesh border. There 
were Palathal-Madanpur region, Noyagaon-Niyamura region, Lathitilla-Dumabari region and Boraibari-
Thakurianbari region. When ratified by the Parliament of the two countries and implemented Bangladesh 
would own the 111 Indian enclaves that lie in its territory with an area of 17,160 acres while 51 Bangladeshi 
enclaves stretching acres 7,110 acres will merge with India. The two countries carried out a joint survey 
along the border in July 2011 and conducted a headcount determining that 51,000 people lived in the 
162 enclaves that would change hands once the border pact took effect. Under the 2011 agreement 
families living in the 162 enclaves locally known as Chhit or Chhitmahal would be asked to choose their 
nationalities. For instance, a man living in an Indian enclave in Bangladesh could opt for Bangladeshi 
citizenship and stay on in that enclave once it is handed over to Bangladesh or he can leave the enclave and 
come to India and become an Indian citizen. In that case he will be allotted a plot in India. 

Palathal-Madanpur region: these two areas are actually two tea estates. Madanpur tea estate remained 
in India during partition but Palathal went to Pakistan. When Bangladesh was formed Madanpur became a 
part of Bangladesh. Since then people of the estates including the plantation labourers were given Pakistani 
and eventually Bangladeshi citizenship and were granted other facilities by the respective governments. 
During the land survey in 1976, Bangladesh asked India to surrender its claim over the land. In fact, during 
the survey it was found that the actual land under Bangladeshi occupation was 455 acres. Accordingly, the 
Government of Assam surrendered its claim over the land. Thus, while erecting barbed wire to demarcate 
the boundary, India did it within 2000-1200 meter within Indian Territory. According to the current 
agreement, out of the 455 acres of land, Bangladesh agreed to surrender 380.50 acres to India and thereby 
allowed India to erect its barbed wire 2000-1200 meters within Bangladeshi territory. 

Nayagaon-Niyamura: Dispute over this region arose due to faulty erection of barbed wire. While erecting 
the barbed wire boundary, the Indian agencies did it 145 acres within India which meant that 145 acres of 
Indian land was left outside the Indian boundary. Along with it an Indian village named Govindapur was 
also left outside the Indian boundary. Seeing the opportunity Bangladesh occupied the land and claimed 
its right over the territory. By the bilateral agreement Bangladesh was made to withdraw its claim over 
the land and India was permitted to re-construct its boundary demarcation including the left out area. 
Govindapur village was to be returned to India. Similarly, the village of Nayamora which was left outside 
the boundary fence would be brought back within Indian Territory. 

Lathitila-Dumabari region: During partition neither country succeeded in finalizing an agreeable 
boundary. As a result, the area remained disputed since then. During the 1974 agreement the two 
governments agree to find an amicable solution to this dispute but nothing happened till now. The disputed 
land in this region was about 804 acres. Due to the disputed nature of boundary, boundary demarcation 
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with barbed wire could not be completed. During the current negotiations the government of Bangladesh 
agreed to retain only 90 acres of land while transferring the residual 714 acres to India. In other words 
Bangladesh gave up its claim over 90% of this disputed land and retained only 10% of the disputed 
territory for itself. The government of India would now be able to establish its sovereignty over the land 
and erect barbed wire along the boundary.

Boraibari-thakurianbari region: During partition, 193.85 acres of territory in this region had been gone 
to East Pakistan ignoring the claim of India. This resulted in a dispute over this territory. In the area 
there were 250 households who were living as Pakistani citizens despite being Indians. During boundary 
demarcation too this 193.85 acres of territory was left within Bangladesh. The current agreement decided 
to establish this fence as the true boundary between the countries which meant the territory has now been 
permanently given to Bangladesh by surrendering Indian claim over it. The government of Assam claimed 
credit that by the current agreement, it had been able to bring back 1239.5 acres of Indian land back to 
India once the Agreement was ratified by the Parliament. It of course did not specify how much land it 
transferred back to Bangladesh.

As far as Bengal was concerned the Teen Bigha corridor, a piece of 178 x 85 meter territory granted to 
Bangladesh in perpetual lease by India in 1974  to have access to the people of Bangladeshi enclave who 
were cut off from the mother country by Indian territory was allowed to be open for twenty four hours. 
Earlier the access was restricted to certain hours in the day. The issue of enclave is a result of Radcliffe 
line. After Bangladesh emerged, Prime Ministers Indira Gandhi and Mujibur Rehman signed an agreement 
aimed at putting into effect the demarcation of boundaries on selected patches of territory on March 16, 
1974. Under the Accord, India was supposed to lease in perpetuity to Bangladesh and area of 178x85 
square meters in Tin Bigha to connect the Dahagram-Angapota enclaves to the mainland in exchange of 
Bangladesh’s South Berubari. South Berubari was handed over of India almost instantly but the people 
in Dahagram- Angapota remained virtually stateless due to absence of unfettered access to the mainland. 
The handing over of the piece of land was delayed abnormally due to prolonged constitutional and legal 
controversies in India that resulted in adverse public reaction. On October 7, 1982 the two countries signed 
another deal which too failed to resolve the issue. In June 1992 the people of the two enclaves were able 
to move though the corridor for 12 hours a day between July 1996 and September 2011. But even after 
getting the 12 hours access the people remained virtual captives. Most of the children were forced to 
abandon their education, many died due to a lack of timely health care. The mainlanders refused to even 
enter into matrimonial relating with enclave inhabitants. Naturally the people of Dahagram and Angapota 
were euphoric over the development. Under the protocol singed on September 6, the transfer of enclaves 
and demarcation of 6.5 km of land boundary between the two countries have been agreed upon. But except 
the 24 hour access through the teen bigha corridor not much progress has been achieved on the issue.29
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As far as Bengal was concerned the Teen Bigha corridor, a piece of 178 x 85 meter territory granted to 
Bangladesh in perpetual lease by India in 1974 to have access to the people of Bangladeshi enclave who 
were cut off from the mother country by Indian territory was allowed to be open for twenty four hours. 
Earlier the access was restricted to certain hours in the day. 

According to the terms of the agreement, Bangladesh had agreed to concede the seven areas of land under 
adverse possession located in the state of Meghalaya. According to the official statement, “in respect of 
the seven areas where joint survey was conducted on the adverse possessions of lands by India and as per 
protocol, these lands will be retained by India, whereas in one area which was under adverse possession 
of Bangladesh, the land will be retained by Bangladesh.”30 The areas which Bangladesh conceded to 
Meghalaya (India) were Lungkhat I, II and III, Pyrdiwah, Tamabil and Naljuri I and II. It mentioned that 
ten areas claimed to be under adverse possession of India in Meghalaya included Pyrdiwah, Lynkhat I, II, 
III, Kurinallah, Tamabil, Naljuri I, II and III, Rongkhon, Amjalong, Amki and Muktapur. On areas namely 
Amki, Amjalong, Rongkhong, Kurrinallah and Muktapur joint survey was not undertaken because of the 
fact that it was not possible to establish India’s legal rights, physical possession or cultivation in these 
areas.”31 Again if, as a result of exchange of enclaves, India had to hand over any excess land to Bangladesh 
then it would not demand any compensation from Bangladesh. The Home Minister P. Chidambaram 
clarified that during the exchange of enclaves no one would be imposed with any citizenship. The residents 
would be given the option to choose citizenship of either country. For example, the existing 37,379 people 
who live in Indian enclaves of Bangladesh would not be forced to accept the citizenship of Bangladesh. 
If they desire they would be granted the Indian citizenship provided they opt to live in India permanently. 
However, the right wing Indian political party, the Bharatiya Janata Party has opposed the proposal of 
giving Indian citizenship to Bangladeshis who lived in India for so long. The party asserted that with the 
final transfer of the enclave the citizens also have to adopt Bangladeshi citizenship.32 The party was also 
critical of the proposal of keeping the Teen Bigha corridor open all the time as it would increase incidence 
of illegal immigration, smuggling and trafficking.
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Conclusion:

Bordering a territory is an attempt fence a national and ethnic area. Therefore, nation making and border 
making are simultaneous process. Borders are created on the premise being each fenced territory contains 
a people of same culture and ethnicity. The corollary is that the existence of border disputes is proof that 
territories have overlapping ethnic and cultural groups and are therefore heterogeneous. Heterogeneity 
is against the principle of nationhood. Take the case of India and Pakistan. India has no problem with 
its western border except for a small patch called ‘the Sir Creek’ in the Rann of Kutch.33  There are no 
disputes over land or adverse possession problem. But in the Bengal sector there were immense problem 
of separating Hindu areas from Muslim areas. At every step it was found to separate Hindu areas from 
Muslim areas. Despite the claim of Hindus and Muslim being culturally different and co-habitation 
impossible, their habitats were actually merged and syncretised. It proved that the Hindus and Muslim 
were not residentially and culturally segregated as was claimed by political leaders and therefore proved 
the hollowness of the two nation theory. Nation building therefore depended on first creating that nation 
that did not exist and border demarcation therefore had to be carefully carried out to create that nation 
of Hindus or nation of Muslims on which principle the country was partitioned. It indicated existence of 
heterogeneity, multiplicity of culture and actually is a subversion of theory of nation. It goes against the 
very theory of nation. The prevalence of disputes in border proves that two nation theories are wrong and 
partition has failed to create nations. Border demarcation was therefore increasingly becoming a process 
of forcefully segregating the Hindus and Muslim and creates exclusive spaces. Border making was an 
endeavour towards ghettoization and building exclusivity. It was praxis of undoing history. It was an effort 
to erase history and construct new history.
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