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Bangladesh and India exchanged all of their 162 border enclaves in 2015 after

70 years of protracted negotiations. This paper offers an explanation as to why

these enclaves were exchanged and why it took so long for the exchange to be

executed. In so doing, I offer the concept of “symbolic spaces” to demonstrate

that in postcolonial South Asia, enclaves gained oversized significance in national-

istic and territorial discourses. Such elevated significance effectively turned them

into symbols of nationalism and territoriality, which played the major role in both

their existence and their exchange. In explaining the exchange, I also contend that,

although rare, states may exchange territories if it serves significant geopolitical

and geo‐economic interests for the parties involved and if the exchange can be

portrayed as a victory for the nation.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

After a long ride on a rickshaw van along zigzagging dirt paths, my research assistant and I finally arrived at one of the
former Indian enclaves in Bangladesh. To be sure, I asked a man in a small shop that sold cigarettes, “Is this the enclave
of Kotvajni?” Unable to mask his irritation, he replied, “No, this is the former enclave of Kotvajni. This is now Bangla-
desh.” He put extra emphasis on the word “former” while answering. With a smile on my face and a small nod of my
head, I said, “thank you,” feeling a little ashamed of my inauspicious arrival at the former enclave. Nonetheless, I was also
excited to learn about this new chapter in the lives of the residents, who had finally achieved the exchange of the border
enclaves after almost 70 years of uncertainty and effective statelessness.

Even during the many decades that they were enclaves, territorially surrounded by India or Bangladesh, they had no
apparent marker to distinguish them from their surroundings. They had neither fences nor border guards to control or moni-
tor the flow of people. The people in the enclaves were not “different” by any measure from their neighbours, beyond their
status and their lack of papers. This made it even harder to distinguish the enclaves from their surroundings. Yet, for almost
70 years, from 1947 until 2015, residents of the enclaves, like Kotvajni, were not considered Bangladeshis and these small
pockets of land were not territories of Bangladesh. They had been, officially at least, Indian nationals living in an Indian
territory, effectively cut off from the mainland of India and vice versa. These were essentially “stateless spaces” as they
were not administered by the surrounding state and the home state did not maintain any connection with them (Jones,
2009; Shewly, 2013a).
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Although these territories and their residents never received any care from their home states, they never lost their signifi-
cance in the territorial and nationalistic discourses of Bangladesh and India, which played a role in delaying the seemingly
obvious solution of an enclave exchange. Rather, they became what Jason Cons calls “sensitive spaces” (2016, p. 6) that
for a long time played a central role, if not the central role, in the politics of belonging, inclusion and exclusion, and other
aspects of nationalist discourses. As a result, merging these enclaves with their surrounding states – a solution adopted in
both the treaties in 1958 (Pakistan and India) and 1974 (India and Bangladesh) – took almost 70 years (Jones, 2010;
Whyte, 2002b). In describing the contradictory dual character of these enclaves, Cons says, “They are spaces that … the
center thinks with intense passion, though not necessarily with great care” (2016, p. 21).

The 2015 enclave exchange between Bangladesh and India provides insights on questions that have intrigued scholars
for years: Under what circumstances do states give up their territories? What plays the most influential role in a territorial
exchange? Why did these territories become sensitive and how were their sensitivities undone to finally execute the
exchange? What role did nationalism play in territorial debates, discourses and exchange?

In answering these questions, I contend that, although rare, states may exchange territories if an exchange serves signifi-
cant geopolitical and geo‐economic interests for both the parties involved, and if states are able to depict the exchange as a
victory for the nation. I demonstrate that nationalism and territoriality were used to justify both the existence and the
exchange of these enclaves as they became what I term symbolic spaces. They became symbols of territorial marker and
central to nationalistic debates, surpassing their economic or strategic value.

The remainder of this paper is divided into three sections. In section two, I present a brief history of the enclaves and
their evolution by comparing them with other enclaves around the world. Section three focuses on the idea of territoriality
and nationalism to demonstrate how enclaves have been used as a symbol of territorial markers and nationalistic debates.
The fourth section details how the meaning of the enclaves was transformed from a source of constant conflict to a symbol
of good neighbouring, geo‐economic and geopolitical gains that eventually led to the exchange. The findings are based on
field research in June and July 2015, just before the exchange occurred, and between June and October 2017, as the former
enclave residents settled into their newfound homes. The field research included a total of 67 in‐depth interviews and four
focus group discussions in eight former enclaves situated in Kurigram and Panchagar districts of Bangladesh. I supplement
my analysis with Bangladeshi and Indian newspapers, government press releases, gazettes, annual reports, speeches and
statements from the relevant period.

2 | ENCLAVES IN SOUTH ASIA AND BEYOND

Enclaves are relatively common and easy to find throughout the world, although they are not often discussed in the social
sciences. Their numbers have nonetheless decreased sharply since the Second World War, when there were a total of 256
enclaves around the world, including in Bangladesh and India (Whyte, 2002b). Most disappeared or dissolved with the
emergence of the centralised state system, although a few still exist in the world and keep producing debates on territory,
borders, migration and the state (Cons, 2016). Some enclaves are bigger in size, with a relatively large population and a
viable economic structure. For example, the Russian enclave of Kaliningrad, bounded by Poland and Lithuania, with a pop-
ulation of more than 430,000 (Vinokurov, 2007). Some enclaves, such as Baarle‐Hertog and Baarle‐Nassau, located respec-
tively inside the Netherlands and Belgium, play a major role in the tourism industry (Whyte, 2002a). The Spanish enclaves
of Ceuta and Melilla in Morocco remain central points of debates regarding border walls, border violence, migration and
territoriality (Jones, 2016).

Bangladesh and India's border enclaves originated in a 1713 treaty between the Mughal Emperor and the Maharaja
of Cooch Behar, allowing them to retain and collect taxes from lands they controlled inside each other's territory
(Whyte, 2002b; van Schendel, 2002). When the British divided the subcontinent into India and Pakistan in 1947, the
enclaves in Indian territory came under the formal control of Pakistan and vice versa. Negotiations over an exchange
were made in 1958 and 1974, but failed due to ongoing territorial disputes between the states (Cons, 2012). After
three decades of inaction, Bangladesh and India initiated an exchange in 2009. A 2011 land boundary protocol sought
to resolve border disputes and exchange all the enclaves (Ministry of External Affairs, 2015; Shewly, 2013b).
Consequently, at midnight on 31 July 2015, all the 162 enclaves were exchanged. Among these, Bangladesh and
India hosted 111 and 51 enclaves, respectively, with a population of almost 55,000 (Ferdoush & Jones, 2018).
Although debates regarding the enclaves and exchange began after the partition of British India in 1947, I limit my
focus to the period 1971–2015, since Bangladesh gained independence as a sovereign country in 1971, inheriting its
enclaves from Pakistan.
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3 | TERRITORIALITY, NATIONALISM AND THE ENCLAVES

When they existed, the former enclaves of Bangladesh and India became a source of constant anxiety both because of their
unique characteristics and their place in the nationalistic discourses in postcolonial South Asia. Their physical location
allowed neither the home state nor the host state to bring them under formal territorial control. Although they were clearly
classified as enclaves, they did not have any formal communication with and enforced borders by their home states. Addi-
tionally, they were territories inside the host state where the host could not extend its control as they were parts of another
sovereign state.

According to Robert Sack (1986), three primary principles of territoriality are classification by area, communication
based on boundaries and enforcement of those boundaries. Two of these (communication and border enforcement) could
never be practised on the enclaves when they existed, which made them a constant source of tension. However, neither of
these states were in a hurry to exchange them. Alex Murphy conceived the case of these former enclaves as an instance of
self‐determination, in which both Bangladesh and India were loath to surrender these fragmented territories, even though
they were not profitable to hold on to (Murphy, 2013). Consequently, the mere existence of these enclaves was a source of
tension on which both the states added multiple layer of complexities by placing them in the centre of territorial and nation-
alistic debates.

Rogers Brubaker contends that ideally the state wants to differentiate its nation and culture from others; as he puts it:
“Polity and culture should be congruent: a distinctive national culture should be diffused throughout the territory of the
state, but it should stop at the frontiers of the state; there should be cultural homogeneity within states but sharp cultural
boundaries between them” (Brubaker, 2015, p. 132). Cons echoes this idea in context of postcolonial South Asia in his
study of the enclaves. For Cons, these territorial oddities stood in sharp contrast to the prevalent idea that the nation and its
territory must align. Thus, they remained a constant source of anxiety in the postcolonial imagination of nation and territory
(Cons, 2016, p. 7). Enclaves were used in national discourses as a source of such anxiety by depicting them as hosts of
bandits and anti‐nationalists and, at the same time, as places of national suffering, where fellow citizens had been living in
disarray (Cons, 2016; van Schendel, 2002).

In an interview just before the enclaves were exchanged, the Assistant Judge of Debiganj, a town in Bangladesh,
explained:

Moreover, these enclave dwellers have been involved with different illegal activities which now should be easy
to control for the legal system. You know, when these were not under the control of Bangladesh, we could
not do anything formally, and they [the enclave dwellers] have taken that advantage.

The Officer in Charge of Debiganj Police Station compared the situation before and after the exchange. Almost echoing
the judge, he said:

For example, crimes like murder happened in the enclave of Kotvajni, but we could do nothing. Those
enclaves were not under our jurisdiction. As a result, either the criminal would go unpunished or it was solved
locally by them. Even Bangladeshis used to take this advantage after committing a crime. They would go and
hide there, and the police would never go…. Now, things have changed, they are equally under our jurisdic-
tion as any other place around.

Both of these officers perceived the enclaves as spaces that were not under state control. As a result, criminals and
bandits who were not even citizens of the state were taking advantage of the situation. They took refuge in those
enclaves after committing crimes, which went unpunished. For these officers, criminals and anti‐nationalists took advan-
tage of the ungoverned state of these spaces. In sharp contrast to this narrative, the enclaves were also viewed as sym-
bols of national sufferings and territorial markers. For example, Cons provides an instance when the residents of
Dahagram‐Angorpota, a large enclave that was unique in that it remained connected to its home state of Bangladesh,
faced a blockade by their Indian neighbours that lasted for weeks. The blockade cut all the contacts of these residents
with Bangladesh. Several deaths were reported due to lack of food and medicine. In the Bangladeshi media, this event
was portrayed as an example of India acting as a hostile neighbour that does not care about the rights of the Banglade-
shi citizens living in the enclaves (Cons, 2016). Such conflicting rhetoric of the enclaves turned them into symbolic
spaces both in Bangladesh and India, spaces that surpassed their real values and became symbols of nationalism and
state territoriality.
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The contradictory stands of the states regarding their enclaves cannot only be reduced to their mere oddities. They
need to be contextualised within a broader history of postcolonial cartography, territoriality and nationalism. Thongchai
Winichakul demonstrates that mapping is the technique by which groups of people are taught to imagine themselves as
a nation in a territorially bounded space. This bounded space (or in other words, the borders of the state) provides a
territory that serves as the “land” for a particular nation (Winichakul, 1994). Benedict Anderson demonstrates the way
maps provide a boundary for the imagination of a community that would call itself a nation (Anderson, 1996). In the
context of precolonial India, Matthew Edney argues that Britain needed to produce a map of it as a single coherent
political entity before Britain could dominate India as a colonial space (Edney, 1999). Supporting Edney's arguments,
Sanjay Chatruvedi claims, “The British imperial project was a remarkable success as the multitude of political and cul-
tural components of India were replaced with a single all‐India state coincident with a cartographically defined geo-
graphical whole but “mutually exclusive” nations awaiting territorial divorce” (Chatruvedi, 2002, p. 150). During the
Partition in 1947, the popular belief was that Hindus and Muslims were incapable of living together peacefully imagin-
ing themselves as a single nation, thus making separate territories for the Hindu and the Muslim was essential (Cha-
truvedi, 2002). Such a coercive idea of nation merely based on religious affiliations resulted in the biggest movement of
people across the border in history and a heavy toll on lives (Chatterji, 2002; Zamindar, 2007). At the same time, this
idea ignored other historical and cultural ties that people shared in precolonial India. Thus, in India, the rise of national-
ism was neither a result of print capitalism and common language, as Anderson demonstrates, nor a historical evolution
(Aikant, 2006; Trivedi, 2003). Rather, it was a given idea that the rulers and people of postcolonial India struggled to
cultivate and naturalise – an going process which, according to Krishna (1994), creates “cartographic anxiety.” Conse-
quently, Krishna views India as a society that is stuck between the state of a “former colony” and a “not‐yet‐nation”
(1994, p. 508).

Carrying forward this discussion, I argue that justifying a territorially bounded nation became a source of constant ten-
sion for a state that lingers between a former colony and a not‐yet‐nation. Postcolonial nationalism limited membership of
the precolonial Indian population within a cartographic boundary based on religion. As a result, states in postcolonial India
constantly struggle to reproduce state boundaries and provide the logic for such boundaries. The built‐in coercion in the
nationalistic idea of postcolonial South Asia results into a constant anxiety among both those who govern and those who
reside inside that boundary. Such struggles effectively led the states to turn the former enclaves that existed beyond their
territorial boundaries into symbols of coercion, threat, sufferings and nationhood. Thus, enclaves gained elevated status in
nationalistic and territorial discourses that was effectively used to create and perpetuate differences between “Us” and
“Them” in postcolonial nation‐building in Bangladesh and India (Anderson, 2013).

The seed of territorially bounded nationalism in India was sown during the early 1900s when numerous nationalist
movements focused on depicting an image of Bharat Mata (Mother India) within the map of India, effectively turning an
empty abstract space into a place of national belonging (Kaviraj, 2003; Ramaswamy, 2002; Trivedi, 2003). Ashutosh
Varshney demonstrates that in India two nationalist geopolitical imaginations can be found. A secular nationalist one, com-
bining territory and culture, and a Hindu nationalist one, combining religion and territory (Chatruvedi, 2002; Varshney,
1993). Significantly, both have territory in common, and they emphasise national assimilation within the territory and dif-
ferences beyond the territory. Thus, by the time Bangladesh was born as a newly independent country in 1971, territorial
and nationalistic rhetoric had a strong hold in India.

India played an active role in the independence of Bangladesh. The states had a friendly relationship while Sheikh Muji-
bur Rahman (Mujib) and Indira Gandhi were in power, in Bangladesh and India respectively (Huda, 2004; Shewly, 2012).
In fact, one of the basic principles of the first constitution of Bangladesh in 1972 was secularism (Jones, 2008). This was
also the period when Bangladesh and India signed the Land Boundary Agreement in 1974 that aimed a resolution of all the
disputed border issues and an exchange of the enclaves (Ministry of External Affairs, 2015). However, a declaration of
emergency in India from 1975 to 1977, the assassination of Mujib in a 1975 military coup and the subsequent takeover of
power by the army in Bangladesh paved the way for fostering nationalism and territorial debates using the same enclaves,
effectively delaying the exchange.

Following the assassination of Mujib, the country went through a period of Islamisation, especially under the rule of
Ziaur Rahman and H.M. Ershad from 1975 to 1990. For instance, Bangladesh replaced pro‐India ties with pro‐Middle East
Islamic ties, brought a change in the constitution by introducing “Bismillah‐ar‐Rahman‐ar‐Rahim” (In the name of Allah,
the beneficent, the merciful) in place of secularism, and replacing the secular “Bengali” nationalism with a territory‐based
“Bangladeshi” nationalism. Bangladeshi nationalism not only introduced territory into politics by excluding all other Ben-
gali‐speaking people in West Bengal and around the world but also introduced religion. The idea was that “Bangladeshi”
would differentiate Bengali‐speaking Muslims of Bangladesh from the Bengali‐speaking Hindus from India (Huda, 2004;
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Jones, 2007). The country became a fully‐fledged Islamic country, with Islam being declared as the state religion in 1988
(Huda, 2004). Both the Zia and Ershad regimes produced a territory‐ and religion‐centric Bangladeshi nationalism in which
the enclaves were effectively used as flags of territorial tension and a sign of Indian aggression.

In India, the same period witnessed the victory of Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), a rise of Hindutva or conservative
Hindu nationalism, rising anti‐Muslim attitudes and discourses of border security and border fencing (Kaviraj, 2003;
Kothari, 1998; Samaddar, 1999). With the rise of Hindu nationalism and body politics in India, Bangladesh was depicted
as a nation of Muslims who were a threat to the internal peace of India (Jones, 2012). Moreover, the BJP described
the enclaves as hostages to Bangladeshi “infiltrators” who illegally migrate into India, labelled the lease of a corridor as a
“surrender of motherland,” and insisted that a border fence be built on the border (Cons, 2016; van Schendel, 2005).
Concurrently, leadership in Bangladesh used the enclaves and enclaves’ residents to foster a hostile attitude towards India
by depicting it as an aggressive nation that does not recognise the rights of its neighbours (Cons, 2016, p. 61). As a result,
by the 1990s, the Bangladeshi middle class were upset about Indian aggression, India's use of Bangladeshi ports, its unwill-
ingness to share water in the transboundary rivers, gas export to India, and above all, Indian hegemony. Across the border,
Hindu nationalists were xenophobic with regard to an assumed barbaric pre‐modern Islamic state, their infiltration into
India and territorial loss to Bangladesh should the enclaves be exchanged (Huda, 2004; Jones, 2012). Such hostile attitudes
not only halted any endeavour to exchange the enclaves but also turned them into symbolic spaces of nationalist
significance.

4 | FROM SYMBOLS OF NATIONALISM TO SYMBOLS OF VICTORY

After 2009, with changing political scenarios in both Bangladesh and India, both states turned the border enclaves from
symbols of nationalism into symbols of national victory. The exchange of the enclaves offered India an opportunity to
realise broader geo‐economic and geopolitical interests, while for Bangladesh they served as a symbol of nationalistic and
territorial victory over its mighty neighbour. At the same time, both the states used the exchange to foster the image of car-
ing states that agreed on a territorial exchange for the well‐being of their citizens.

The exchange took a new turn in 2009 when the Awami League and the Indian Congress Party came into power in
Bangladesh and India respectively. Right after being elected as the Prime Minister of Bangladesh, Sheikh Hasina paid a
state visit to India on 10–13 January 2010. During this visit, both countries promised numerous bilateral treaties. Among
these, two of the most significant for Bangladesh were water sharing of the Teesta river and an exchange of the enclaves.
At the same time, Bangladesh promised the use of its sea ports and roads for transit, support for Indian candidature for a
non‐permanent seat in the UN Security Council between 2011 and 2012, and allotment of 1,000 acres of land for establish-
ing an Indian Special Economic Zone (SEZ) (Ministry of External Affairs, 2011). The Indian Prime Minister Dr Manmohan
Singh was scheduled to visit Bangladesh in September 2011 to finalise these agreements. But due to the opposition by
West Bengal Chief Minister Mamata Banerjee, no treaty was signed regarding water sharing and the enclave exchange.
Only a protocol to exchange the enclaves without a specific deadline was signed (Shewly, 2013b).

This was a major blow for the Hasina government in Bangladesh and an embarrassment for the central government
of India. The Bangladeshi media immediately started questioning India's “friendship” with Bangladesh (Karim, 2011;
Shewly, 2013b; The Times of India, 2017). Nationalistic political opposition and the media in Bangladesh frequently
depict the Awami League as a pro‐India party that is “selling the country” to India as an effective means of fostering
xenophobia (Saleque, 2010). Thus, political pressure mounted for the Hasina government as India received what Ban-
gladesh promised, and Bangladesh was yet to receive what it had been promised in the way of water rights and
enclave exchange.

At the same time, the lack of a fixed timeframe in the 2011 protocol and the political events regarding the enclaves
resulted much tension and dissatisfaction among the former enclave residents on both sides, leading to sustained protest
movements (Ferdoush & Jones, 2018). Such movements on the one hand fuelled the phobia against the enclave dwellers
and, on the other hand, created conflict within themselves. For instance, Moinul Haque, the President of the India‐Bangla-
desh Enclave Exchange Coordination Committee (IBEECC) of the Bangladesh chapter, told me:

When we first started the movement, we did not have much support. [During that time] the government offi-
cials also were against us. One day I was summoned to the SP [Superintendent of Police] Office and he threat-
ened to jail me on charge of activities against national security.
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The General Secretary of the IBEECC, Golam Mustafa, shared the hostility they faced from the enclave people who
were against the exchange.

You know they were the people who did not want this to be part of Bangladesh, they wanted it to remain part
of India. So, they were always spreading rumours against us to mislead people. Because of them we had
to face a lot of problems…. It also created a tension among the neighbours. They thought we will be more
powerful if the enclaves were to be exchanged.

Moinul and Mustafa's accounts demonstrate that there was suspicion and fear between the enclave dwellers, their neigh-
bours and the government officials. The Superintendent of Police threatened Moinul because at that time there was no bilat-
eral dialogues of exchange and he perceived the IBEECC to be a threat to national security. On the other hand, enclave
residents who opposed the IBEECC spread rumours against them in various ways, a significant one being that once the
enclaves were exchanged, enclave people would be more privileged and powerful than their neighbours.

As a result, tension was high among both those who were governing and those who were on the ground demanding an
exchange of the enclaves by the time the Awami League finished its tenure in 2014. The Awami League won the general
election for a second consecutive term in 2014, but the results were disputed because the main opposition party, the Ban-
gladesh Nationalist Party, withdrew before the vote. Thus, the Awami League was desperate to demonstrate an early
achievement and kept pushing the water‐sharing and the enclave‐exchange issues. In 2014, the BJP won the general elec-
tion in India under the leadership of Narendra Modi. Although it was the BJP that had historically opposed the enclave
exchange and played the central role in depicting enclaves as markers of nationalism in India, Modi had different plans.
His “Neighbourhood First” and “Look East” policies paved the way for the implementation of the 1974 Land Boundary
Agreement. The Modi government wanted a positive start to strengthen the relationship with Bangladesh because the poten-
tial for opening a new trade route to Southeast Asia via Bangladesh proved more significant than continuing to symbolise
the enclaves as national territories. Between the two options (water sharing and enclave exchange), exchange was the easier
to implement, because this time Mamata Banerjee, the Chief Minister of West Bengal agreed not to oppose the implementa-
tion of the 1974 Land Boundary Agreement. Consequently, the bill passed in 2015 with a unanimous vote by the Indian
Parliament. In his visit to Bangladesh on 6–7 June, Prime Minister Modi signed 22 agreements, including the enclave
exchange. Finally, at midnight on 31 July 2015, the exchange materialised (Ferdoush & Jones, 2018; Roche, 2015; Shewly,
2013b). The enclaves remained symbolic spaces, but instead of depicting them as markers of anxiety, they were trans-
formed into symbols of regional cooperation and good will toward neighbours. At the same time, the Awami League capi-
talised on the opportunity to depict the exchange as a success of the government that had been lingering for decades. It
also used the exchange as a marker of moral victory and national achievement by emphasising the fact that Bangladesh
gained more lands than India.

5 | CONCLUSION

Winichakul contends that without the threat of a hostile neighbouring country as a dangerous “other,” the trappings of
state security such as borders, border guards and armies become redundant (Winichakul, 1994). This was true both for
Bangladesh and India, especially after 1975 when they devoted considerable resources and employed numerous mea-
sures to depict the other as a hostile cross‐border entity. The enclaves existed in the nationalistic discourses of both
Bangladesh and India as symbolic spaces, but in contradictory ways. In Bangladesh, they had fostered and sustained
the project of Bangladeshi nationalism by depicting India as a hostile and aggressive neighbour. India used the enclaves
as markers of territorial anxiety, portrayed them as hostages to infiltrators and bandits, used them in the politics of
inclusion and exclusion, and depicted Bangladesh as a hostile Islamic country. However, changes in the political land-
scape and broader geopolitical and geo‐economic stakes transformed the meaning of territory being swapped. The status
of the enclaves was effectively transformed from markers of phobia to symbols of cooperation and national victory.
Bangladesh used the exchange to ease the fear of an aggressive neighbour, while India used the exchange as part of
an effective pro‐neighbour policy and path to geo‐economic victory. In short, the enclaves were the symbolic spaces
that both these states used to create and foster territorial conflict as well as nationalism, to ease tensions and justify the
logic of territorial exchange.

In this paper, I introduced the concept of symbolic spaces to explain the outsized significance of the enclaves during
their long existence and in the celebration of their exchange. In so doing, I have demonstrated that postcolonial South Asia
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inherited the concept of territorially bounded nationalism, which was based on the idea that people with different religious
affiliations are not capable of forming a single nation. Thus, nationalism became, essentially, a struggle for maintaining and
producing a boundary separating “Us” from the “Others.” This constant pressure to sustain differences produces a national-
ism that expands differences into a fear of the Other. The former enclaves of Bangladesh and India served as an effective
tool in this regard for a long time. The enclaves became symbolic spaces, surpassing their real value, proving useful for
provoking anxiety and phobia. However, their symbolic status changed in 2015 in the context of broader geopolitical and
geo‐economic forces. Bangladesh depicted the exchange as a geopolitical victory over a mighty neighbour, while India used
it as a depiction of neighbourliness and as a step on the road to long‐term geo‐economic and geopolitical gains. For the
residents themselves, the exchange was a moment of exaltation, but also relief as their lives were no longer defined by the
territorial oddity of being stateless enclave residents.
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