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EDITORIAL

As Governments Blunder, Corporates Plunder
- Piyush Pant

Land has always been at the centre of political economy debate. So much so that if once it was at the genesis of
Left's ascendance to power in West Bengal, today it has turned out to be its nemesis in the same state. It's a
common knowledge that it was Operation Barga, involving land reforms to bestow on sharecroppers the legal
protection against eviction by the landlords, and entitle them to the due share of the produce, which not only
brought popularity to the Left-front government but also cemented its hold over Bengal's politics for decades
together. Operation Barga was aimed to record the names of the sharecroppers (Bargadars), who formed a
major part of the agrarian population in West Bengal and to educate them about their cultivation rights. It
depended heavily on collective action by the sharecroppers and was qualitatively different from the traditional
Revenue Court approach, which was biased in favour of the richer and more influential landowners. The enumeration
and recording of Sharecroppers and educating them about their rights was an important step in raising their
economic and social status. By giving these farmers more rights, and protecting them from exploitation by the
landowners, they were assured of a relatively stable livelihood, which would improve their living standards as
well, and give them an opportunity to become landowners themselves. Introduced in 1978, and given legal
backing in 1979 and 1980, Operation Barga became a popular measure for land reforms. It has been marked as
one of the more successful land reforms programmes in India.
In 2007 the same Left Front government implements the notorious Land Acquisition Act of 1894 to dislodge the
farmers from their legally held agriculture land to serve the interests of the corporates under the guise of creating
Special Economic Zones. Nandigram, Singur, and Lalgarh happened because the Left Front government which
had projected itself as the messiah of the peasantry turned its back on them by snatching their land away and
giving it to corporate who wanted to roll out cars and chemicals. As a result the Left Front suffered a big defeat
in the West Bengal Assembly elections in May 2011. It resulted into an end to its 34 years of continuous rule.
Thus 'Land' was the epicentre of both the events having historical importance but they differed in consequences.
While one resulted in the economic empowerment of the tillers of the land, the other depriving the farmers of
their very source of economic sustenance.  Where the Left erred is that it committed the mistake of following the
agenda of neo-liberal capitalism being vigoursely pursued by UPA government at the centre and various right-
wing governments in the states. Perhaps it got a wrong message from its landslide victory in 2006 Assembly
elections. It took it as middle class urban voters' go ahead for its proposed neo-liberal economic policies. Though
it had fought the election on the plank of industrialization, the Left-front forgot that majority of Bengal's population
lives in villages and 78.71 per cent of the agricultural land is in the hands of the small and marginal farmers. It
was these segments who primarily supported the Left Front so far for the benefits they had derived from land
reforms but turned against it with the reversal of the process.
Land is not only permanent source of livelihood to the Indian
farmers but is considered by them as their mother.  The
Indian farmer's attachment with his land is so intense that
he cannot bear a separation from it, not the least a forced
one. Bengal's Left Front government learnt the lesson in a
bitter way.
The acquisition of land by the State has always been there
but it used to be done for creating public assets. Now it is
being brazenly used to quench the profit earning greed of
the corporates. Land is being grabbed by the corporates for
mines, for highways and expressways, and for speculative
investment. The Indian state is increasingly playing the role
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of a facilitator. This commoditisation of land is being
done at the behest of the World Bank under the guise
of neo-liberal reforms. In fact the World Bank has
worked for many years to commodify the land. The
Indian Government acting in tow enthusiastically
adopted World Bank's structural adjustment programme
in 1991and reversed the land reforms done in the
country as well as deregulated mining, roads and ports.
While reversing the laws, enacted in Independent India,
allowing keeping the land in the hands of the tillers, the
Indian government shamelessly left untouched the
colonial 1894 Land Acquisition Act. One of the most
significant changes in national policies after liberalisation
of the economy in the early 1990s has been the shift
away from land reform to that of the removal of the
government protection to agricultural land in order to
use it for variety of industrial, commercial and real estate
purposes. The second tenure of UPA has seen rapid
increase in the process of land acquisition throughout
the country with little regard for farmers' sentiments.
The government virtually looks like a real-estate agent
catering to the greed of national/multinational
corporates. The year 2006 saw the launch of massive
land grab resulting in transfer of huge quantity of both
agriculture and urban land to these corporations.
In fact this unchecked privatisation of land with
pecuniary motives is taking place in almost all big cities
in the country.  These words of Michael Smith, head
of Asian real estate investment banking at Goldman
Sachs, are enough to understand the pace of land grab
in India-"India is the most exciting real estate market in
Asia. It is one of the last major countries in Asia with
an improving market.". International property
consultants Jones Lang LaSalle's report had said that
Indian property market will be in an upswing from the
last quarter of 2009 and over the next 5 years and the
industry will attract up to US 12.11 billion dollars
investment. Similarly Merrill Lynch had made the
forecast that Indian realty sector will grow from 12
billion dollars in 2005 to 90 billion dollars by 2015.
That's why major foreign companies are investing
heavily in Indian construction companies. According
to the data released by the Department of Industrial
Policy and Promotion (DIPP), which comes under
Ministry of Commerce and Industry, housing and real
estate sector including Cineplex, Multiplex, Integrated
Townships and Commercial Complexes etc., attracted
a cumulative foreign direct investment (FDI) worth
1,048 million US dollar during April-January 2010-11.
Research firm Venture Intelligence says that during
January-May 2011, the real estate sector witnessed
various private equity (PE) and mergers and
acquisitions (M&A) deals. It says that around 20 deals

worth US 1.3 billion dollars took place during the period
as compared to 22 deals worth US 48.3 million dollars
last year. Some of the major deals during the period
included Jeff Morgan Capital's investment of US 320
million dollars in compact Disc India's film city project,
Warberg Pincus' investment of 318 million US dollars
in Oceanus Real Estate and Ascendas India's investment
of 190 million US dollars in Phoenix infocity. Tata Realty
also invested 86 million US dollars in Peepul Tree
Properties along with around 65 million US dollars
flowing to Archean Group, Chennai from a PE investor.
Earlier in 2005-2006, Morgan Stanely invested 86 million
dollars in Mantri Developers, a midsized construction
firm in Bangalore, and Merrill Lynch invested 50 million
dollars in Panchsheel Developers, a regional builder.
Foreign companies have also poured money into funds
that invest in Indian developers. Goldman Sachs and
CalPERS, world's largest pension fund, are not alone
looking at opportunities in Indian real estate. There are
various others as well. They include J P Morgan,
Lehman Brothers, Warren Buffet's Berkshire Hathaway,
the Blackstone Group, Colony Capital, Starwood
Capital, GE Capital and HSBC. These companies' road
to investment in real estate in India has been made easier
by changes brought about in Indian policy in February
2005 that allow foreign investment of up to 100 % in
construction development projects with fast-track
approvals. And the real attraction for these foreign
companies is the handsome return of 25% or more on
their investment in Indian projects. That's why piggy-
backing on Indian construction companies, they are
compelling the union and regional governments in India
to misinterpret the provisions of Land Acquisition Act,
flout the environment norms and bypass the public
interests.
The land grab scenario in India has been aptly
summarised by Analytical Monthly Review in its
editorial of September 2006 issue. It comments- 'The
use of Land Acquisition Acts to seize agricultural land
for the profit of imperial capital is indeed the scandal
of the first order. "Development" is here a case of fraud,
pure and simple. The business press makes clear that
the forces of globalization see the Indian real estate
sector as a bonanza; land prices are by international
standards low, and now is the time to make sure that
the future increase in prices will benefit global capital-
not the residents. Using "development" as dress,
compliant state governments are put to use, invoking
colonial statutes to seize vast properties juridically. In
these obscene deals, for each lakh of Reliance or Tata
or Goldman Sachs 'future real estate profits, a thousand
or more of poor rural residents are driven from their
lands into the slums'.
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The Great Land Grab: India's War on Farmers
By: Vandana Shiva

Land is life. It is the basis of livelihoods for peasants
and indigenous people across the Third World and is
also becoming the most vital asset in the global
economy. As the resource demands of globalisation
increase, land has emerged as a key source of conflict.
In India, 65 per cent of people are dependent on land.
At the same time a global economy, driven by
speculative finance and limitless consumerism, wants
the land for mining and for industry, for towns,
highways, and biofuel plantations. The speculative
economy of global finance is hundreds of times larger
than the value of real goods and services produced in
the world.
Financial capital is hungry for investments and returns
on investments. It must commodify everything on the
planet - land and water, plants and genes, microbes
and mammals. The commodification of land is fuelling
the corporate land grab in India, both through the
creation of Special Economic Zones and through
foreign direct investment in real estate.
Land, for most people in the world, is Terra Madre,
Mother Earth, Bhoomi, Dharti Ma. The land is people's
identity; it is the ground of culture and economy. The
bond with the land is a bond with Bhoomi, our Earth;
75 per cent of the people in the Third World live on
the land and are supported by the land. The Earth is
the biggest employer on the planet: 75 per cent of the
wealth of the people of the global south is in land.
Colonisation was based on the violent takeover of
land. And now, globalisation as recolonisation is leading
to a massive land grab in India, in Africa, in Latin
America. Land is being grabbed for speculative
investment, for speculative urban sprawl, for mines
and factories, for highways and expressways. Land
is being grabbed from farmers after trapping them in
debt and pushing them to suicide.
India's land issues
In India, the land grab is facilitated by the toxic mixture
of the colonial Land Acquisition Act of 1894, the
deregulation of investments and commerce through
neo-liberal policies -  and with it the emergence of
the rule of uncontrolled greed and exploitation. It is
facilitated by the creation of a police state and the
use of colonial sedition laws which define defence of
the public interest and national interest as anti-national.
The World Bank has worked for many years to
commodify land. The 1991 World Bank structural
adjustment programme reversed land reform,
deregulated mining, roads and ports. While the laws
of independent India to keep land in the hands of the
tiller were reversed, the 1894 Land Acquisition Act

was untouched.
Thus the state could forcibly acquire the land from
the peasants and tribal peoples and hand it over to
private speculators, real estate corporations, mining
companies and industry.
Across the length and breadth of India, from Bhatta
in Uttar Pradesh (UP) to Jagatsinghpur in Orissa to
Jaitapur in Maharashtra, the government has declared
war on our farmers, our annadatas, in order to grab
their fertile farmland.
Their instrument is the colonial Land Acquisition Act
- used by foreign rulers against Indian citizens. The
government is behaving as the foreign rulers did when
the Act was first enforced in 1894, appropriating land
through violence for the profit of corporations -
JayPee Infratech in Uttar Pradesh for the Yamuna
expressway, POSCO in Orissa and AREVA in
Jaitapur - grabbing land for private profit and not, by
any stretch of the imagination, for any public purpose.
This is rampant in the country today.
These land wars have serious consequences for our
nation's democracy, our peace and our ecology, our
food security and rural livelihoods. The land wars must
stop if India is to survive ecologically and
democratically.
While the Orissa government prepares to take the
land of people in Jagatsinghpur, people who have been
involved in a democratic struggle against land
acquisition since 2005, Rahul Gandhi makes it known
that he stands against forceful land acquisition in a
similar case in Bhatta in Uttar Pradesh. The Minister
for the Environment, Mr Jairam Ramesh, admitted
that he gave the green signal to pass the POSCO
project - reportedly under great pressure. One may
ask: "Pressure from whom?" This visible double
standard when it comes to the question of land in the
country must stop.
Violation of the land
In Bhatta Parsual, Greater Noida (UP), about 6000
acres of land is being acquired by infrastructure
company Jaiprakash Associates to build luxury
townships and sports facilities - including a Formula
1 racetrack - in the guise of building the Yamuna
Expressway. In total, the land of 1225 villages is to
be acquired for the 165km Expressway. The farmers
have been protesting this unjust land acquisition, and
last week, four people died - while many were injured
during a clash between protesters and the police on
May 7, 2011. If the government continues its land
wars in the heart of India's bread basket, there will
be no chance for peace.
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In any case, money cannot compensate for the
alienation of land. As 80-year-old Parshuram, who
lost his land to the Yamuna Expressway, said: "You
will never understand how it feels to become landless."
While land has been taken from farmers at Rs 300
($6) per square metre by the government - using the
Land Acquistion Act - it is sold by developers at Rs
600,000 ($13,450) per square metre - a 200,000 per
cent increase in price - and hence profits. This land
grab and the profits contribute to poverty,
dispossession and conflict.
Similarly, on April 18, in Jaitapur, Maharashtra, police
opened fire on peaceful protesters demonstrating
against the Nuclear Power Park proposed for a village
adjacent to the small port town. One person died and
at least eight were seriously injured. The Jaitapur
nuclear plant will be the biggest in the world and is
being built by French company AREVA. After the
Fukushima disaster, the protest has intensified - as
has the government's stubbornness.
Today, a similar situation is brewing in Jagatsinghpur,
Orissa, where 20 battalions have been deployed to
assist in the anti-constitutional land acquisition to
protect the stake of India's largest foreign direct
investment - the POSCO Steel project. The
government has set the target of destroying 40 betel
farms a day to facilitate the land grab. The betel brings
the farmers an annual earning of Rs 400,000 ($9,000)
an acre. The Anti-POSCO movement, in its five years
of peaceful protest, has faced state violence numerous
time and is now gearing up for another - perhaps
final - non-violent and democratic resistance against
a state using violence to facilitate its undemocratic
land grab for corporate profits, overlooking due
process and the constitutional rights of the people.

The largest democracy of the world is destroying its
democratic fabric through its land wars. While the
constitution recognises the rights of the people and
the panchayats [village councils] to democratically
decide the issues of land and development, the
government is disregarding these democratic decisions
- as is evident from the POSCO project where three
panchayats have refused to give up their land.

The use of violence and destruction of livelihoods that
the current trend is reflecting is not only dangerous
for the future of Indian democracy, but for the survival
of the Indian nation state itself. Considering that today
India may claim to be a growing or booming economy
- but yet is unable feed more than 40 per cent of its
children is a matter of national shame.

Land is not about building concrete jungles as proof
of growth and development; it is the progenitor of
food and water, a basic for human survival. It is thus
clear: what India needs today is not a land grab policy
through an amended colonial land acquisition act but
a land conservation policy, which conserves our vital
eco-systems, such as the fertile Gangetic plain and
coastal regions, for their ecological functions and
contribution to food security.

Handing over fertile land to private corporations, who
are becoming the new zamindars [heriditary
aristocrats], cannot be defined as having a public
purpose. Creating multiple privatised super highways
and expressways does not qualify as necessary
infrastructure. The real infrastructure India needs is
the ecological infrastructure for food security and
water security. Burying our fertile food-producing soils
under concrete and factories is burying the country's
future.

UNCTAD: Financial Investors Pushing Commodity Prices Higher
“An increase in financial investment in associated derivatives markets has had a significant impact on the
prices of a wide range of commodities, and must be countered by regulatory action, including direct
interventions in those markets, the UN said Sunday. In a new report, Price Formation in Financialized Commodity
Markets, the UN Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) came down firmly on the side of those
who argue financial investment has affected prices, and needs to be controlled….” [Dow Jones]
The Guardian adds that “… ‘The changing role of commodity markets, which are turning into financial
markets, has enormous repercussions for the economy,’ said UNCTAD Division on Globalization and
Development Strategies Director Heiner Flassbeck. Investors are encouraged to behave like a herd, says the
report, with few incentives to arbitrage or bet against the tide of rising prices. Without checks and balances
in the system, investors create price bubbles that put many basic foodstuffs out of the reach of millions in the
developing world….” [The Guardian (UK)]
Reuters writes that “…reforms suggested by the report included improving transparency on commodity
exchanges and over-the-counter physical markets, better inventory data and action through the use of
government reserves. ‘The possibility of allowing governments’ direct intervention in the physical and financial
markets needs to be considered,’ the study concluded. ‘In financialized commodity markets, as in currency
markets, intervention may even help market participants to better recognize the fundamentals.’…”
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Land Acquisition Debate: Some Issues for Reflection
By Archana Prasad

IN its meeting of May 25, 2011, the National Advisory
Council (NAC) led by Mrs Sonia Gandhi made some
suggestions to re-look and revise the Land Acquisition
and the Resettlement and Rehabilitation Bills. It
floated a discussion paper and suggested that both
these bills should be combined into a single bill entitled
the National Development, Land Acquisition,
Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act. The discussion
paper is a great advancement over the Land
Acquisition Amendment Act 2007, but leaves many
questions unanswered without whose resolution there
can be little effective control on corporate penetration
in resource rich areas. At the heart of the debate are
also the recent policies of the introduction of private
capital in resource based industries like mining. It is
therefore not surprising that most of the social unrest
has been resulting from displacement and
dispossession of land in resource rich tribal areas.
Outside these areas, several farmers and fisherfolk
have protested against land acquisition and special
economic zones like the recent protests in Uttar
Pradesh and many small local mobilisations in coastal
areas of Gujarat.
In this context there is a widespread desire by
democratic and grassroots movements to turn the
Land Acquisition Act into an instrument of control
over private land grabbing. If the NAC discussion
paper is analysed, we may find that there is some
headway in this direction, so far as building a political
consciousness is concerned. But it is clear that the
struggle to achieve this goal will be a hard and arduous
one. This is reflected by the way state governments
here have reached a near unanimity in all perspectives
on land acquisition that the Act of 1894 needs to be
amended. But the direction of the amendment is under
debate, and the key questions that have emerged are:
Who should acquire the land? What purpose should
constitute public purpose? What type of compensation
should be paid for the land?
Who should acquire land
The amendment bill introduced in 2007 made certain
fundamental changes in the original colonial law.
However, many of these changes were not geared
towards meeting the needs of the most vulnerable
people. One of its major flaws was that the acquisition
of land by private companies was largely left out of
the scope of the bill. The bill held that if a private
party acquired 70 per cent of the land at market prices,
then the state could acquire the remaining 30 per cent
of it under the “public purpose” provision. The
amendment raised the key issue about how acquisition
of land for private purposes was to be handled.

In one of the perspectives, it is being argued that state
should acquire land for “public purposes” which
comprises only developmental and infrastructural
work to be done by the government. In this case,
corporate buyers should buy land directly from the
farmers without any state intervention. The Trinamul
Congress is one of the biggest votaries of this view,
which will put the farmers at the mercy of the
industrialists. This view largely represents those who
think that the farmers will get the best price for land
through the market. It further attempts to absolve
the state of any responsibility towards those impacted
by the project.
This is a politically convenient stand to take as it
ensures that any opposition to land acquisition is to
be dealt with by the corporates themselves, and that
any resistance is dealt with as a law and order problem
only. The instances of state repression in favour of
the corporate landholders in resource rich areas have
increased in the recent times, and many ongoing
conflicts are being subjected to police repression
rather than being resolved by negotiation. In a variant
of this view, the discussion paper prepared by the
NAC has had some members advocating that a
separate regulatory mechanism should be worked out
to regulate the land markets through the declaration
of a minimum land price. Whether this is in itself
sufficient to control and regulate the malpractices of
the private sector is open to doubt.
Another argument being put forward is that the state
must be an active participant in the process of
acquisition. It is argued that all land acquisition should
take place through the state even if it is for private
players. The NAC discussion paper goes into this
issue in some length and elaborates it as the view
articulated by one of its members. The argument made
is that the state can acquire land for both public and
industrial purposes. In its own press release, the NAC
stated that state should acquire land “for any other
purpose useful to the general public including
companies if 70 per cent of the project affected people
give their written consent.” Proponents of this
argument contend that any direct acquisition by
private parties will only lead to greater intrusion by
land mafias in resource rich areas. Here the
classification of “public purpose” is not done on the
basis of the intent of the land use, but on the principle
that two thirds of the project affected people should
agree to the land acquisition process. If this is the
case, it needs to be clarified that the written consent
needed for acquisition should not be only of the
landholders. It should also be of the people who
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depend on the land in terms of seasonal and non-
farm occupation since the definition of project
affected people also includes these people. Though
the NAC paper states this difference of opinion, it
does not take any position as to which one of the
systems is better, and thus it reflects the dilemma of
the current public debate.
Separating public and commercial purposes
It is clear that if greater social control is to be
maintained over all the land acquisition processes,
then the state has to play a central role in the
acquisition, rehabilitation and resettlement process.
Further, the intended uses of the acquired land must
follow a land use plan that has been approved by the
concerned state’s legislative assembly. As stated by
the NAC, and demanded by democratic forces,
projects requiring acquisition of land must prove that
less displacing technological and land use options are
not available to them. In addition, both the project as
well as the acquisition of land must have prior
informed consent of the project affected people. In
all cases, provisions must be made to ensure that the
land is used only for the project for which it has been
acquired and is not resold or transferred for profit
making purposes. Any new land use should also
require the assent of the Gram Sabha or any other
local self-government. But even here, the definition
of “public purpose” should not include activities that
can yield commercial profits for the state as well as
the private sector. In both cases the conditions
specified for acquisition and determination of
compensation should be different.
Both ownership and intent are important in the
definition of “public purpose.” Public purpose can
itself be classified into two broad categories. First
are the state’s developmental projects of importance
to the local area development, which would be
bringing direct socio-economic benefits to the local
residents. Here the local self-governments should be
involved in the screening of the projects, and the
latter’s impact on the local societies should be part
of the social impact assessment. Second, in case of
larger strategic and infrastructural public projects for
non-local benefits, the state and local self-
governments should arrive at some agreement where
a percentage of the non-monetary benefits and

proceeds should be invested back into the local area.
This may also mean altering the design of the project.
Hence the compensation from these projects should
include a plan for development of the local area, apart
from rehabilitation and resettlement. In both these
cases, the projects should be largely state owned and
the land should be acquired at the base market price
determined and declared at the time of acquisition.
This should be in addition to the other comprehensive
measures (solatium, meeting of basic needs,
employment etc) that have been suggested by
movements from time to time and also discussed in
the NAC paper.
If the project is commercial in nature and the
acquisition is being done by the state for private
industry, then the conditions of purchase should be
different. The project should be screened, prior
informed consent for the project must be obtained
from the project affected people, and the social impact
assessment should ensure that there is no adverse
impact on the economy of the region. The
compensation and price of purchase should be higher
than the base market price (on which the land is
acquired for public purposes) and should include the
opportunity costs and the net present value of
resources (especially in case of extractive industries),
among other things. Annuities should be paid in terms
of the share of the profits, in addition to the
requirements of the rehabilitation plans. Further, a fund
should be created to which the private sector should
contribute monetarily, and which should be included
in the cost of the project. The cost of any ecological
and social damage to the area in which the project is
located, must also be estimated and included in the
project cost.
Above all, adequate rehabilitation and resettlement
options, discussed at some length by the NAC paper,
should be available to all the project affected people.
An integrated land use plan, which is made in a
participatory manner and approved by democratically
elected institutions, should form the bedrock of all
acquisition processes. This will ensure a pathway for
a more balanced and just developmental process that
does not compromise on food, livelihood and social
security for the most vulnerable sections of the nation.

(Courtesy: Indiacurrentaffairs.org)
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Rationalising Dispossession: The Land
Acquisition and Resttlement Bills

By: Michael Levien

As thousands of small wars against land acquisition
rage across the country, proposed amendments to the
Land Acquisition Act (LAA) and a new Resettlement
and Rehabilitation Bill await consideration by
Parliament. With endemic opposition to land grabs
for special economic zones (SEZs), mines, dams,
power plants, highways, housing colonies and any
number of “development” schemes across the
country, reconsideration of India’s land acquisition
laws could hardly be more timely or important. Yet
while the bills were first introduced in the wake of
Nandigram and Singur and are ostensibly intended to
improve resettlement and rehabilitation of the
displaced, in their current form they would only make
it easier for the State to acquire land for private
companies. Moreover, they fail to provide an adequate
framework for minimising displacement and for
ensuring that displaced peoples are left with viable
livelihoods. As India prepares to consider sweeping
changes to its legal framework of eminent domain –
the power of a state to confiscate private land for
public purpose – this article seeks to place the Land
Acquisition (Amendment) Bill (2009) and
Resettlement and Rehabilitation Bill (2009) in their
political economic context and examine their likely
consequences.
Political-Economic Context
To understand the intent and probable effects of the
legal and policy changes embodied in these bills, it is
necessary to see them within the context of the
political-economy of land in neoliberal India. The
central government recognised early on that
liberalising the economy would require the intensified
commodification and acquisition of land. A 1994
Rehabilitation Policy draft by the ministry of rural
development states that on account of liberalisation:
It is expected that there will be large-scale investment,
both on account of internal generation of capital and
increased inflow of foreign investment, thereby
creating enhanced demand for land to be provided
within a shorter time span in an increasingly
competitive market-ruled economic structure (MRD
1994: 1.1-2).
It was thus astutely recognised that in a liberalised
economy, private capital would require more land more
quickly than had been the case under the Nehruvian
development model.
This prediction has proven to be accurate. With
liberalisation, increased demand for land has been
driven by at least four sources – industry, resource

extraction, infrastructure, and real estate – as private
investment has flowed into these sectors in
unprecedented quantities. In practice, these sources
of demand for land are rather tricky to separate as
infrastructure projects under the public--private
partnership (PPP) model often contain real estate
components (the Taj Expressway being a good
example) and industrial development is increasingly
taking place in SEZs that are justified on
infrastructural grounds but double as high-end
residential townships. But there is no doubt that
demand for land has been increasing dramatically.
To take infrastructure alone, the Indian government
has projected that the country’s industrial growth will
require a corresponding infrastructural expansion of
massive proportions. It anticipates that in order to
avoid bottlenecks and inflation, India’s investment in
infrastructure – everything from roads, power plants,
railways and ports, to airports, container depots,
SEZs, and water provision – will have to reach 8%
of GDP, or around $320 billion over the next five years
(GoI 2007). However, in the neoliberal era,
infrastructure development is not the public
undertaking of yesteryear. The Planning Commission
estimates that 75% of this investment will come from
the private sector, largely in the form of PPPs
(Rastogi 2008). The expansion of infrastructure,
historically a public good provided by states, is thus
being turned into a profit-making enterprise, and
rendered a commodity that can be securitised and
sold on international financial markets. SEZs are
simply one such form of privatised infrastructural
development that incentivises private companies to
develop land for industrial use by giving them surplus
land that they can turn into residential colonies. Of
course, all of this private accumulation through
infrastructure provision is pre-mised on access to
land, most of which is in the hands of India’s small-
holding peasantry. Consequently, infrastructure – now
occupying an ambiguous space between public good
and private commodity – is becoming a gargantuan
lever of “accumulation by dispossession” (Harvey
2003).
It is only in this context of extraordinary demand for
land for industry, infrastructure, natural resource
extraction, and real estate that we can understand
the proposed changes to India’s land acquisition laws
and the problem for capital that they are intended to
solve. The problem is the following: the rapidly
expanding demand for land under India’s neoliberal
regime has been confronted with a relatively inelastic
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supply. Farmers and other landholders have proven
unwilling in many circumstances to relinquish their
means of production to capitalists. While some balk
at the meagre prices being offered through the land
acquisition process (usually based on past agricultural
value rather than present commercial value), others
refuse to part with their land at any price. This has
led to a proliferation of pitched battles across India
against all kinds of land acquisition, most recently
dramatised by the controversies over SEZs and large
private mining projects in eastern India. Many of these
movements have succeeded as shown by the fact
that many of the largest proposed SEZs have been
scrapped, seriously stalled or face delayed clearances,
from Reliance in Raigad to POSCO in Orissa. The
recent victory against Vedanta’s mining project in
Niyamgiri is the latest in a string of victories by farmers
and adivasis over capitalists. Aside from such high-
profile clashes, endemic opposition to land acquisition
has become a constant headache for private
companies, urban development authorities, and
industrial development corporations.
All this has led to an overwhelming chorus among
business, bureaucrats, politicians and the mainstream
press that India must do something to fix its land
acquisition laws. While the government would most
likely prefer to avoid the political cost of acquiring
farmers’ lands for large private corporations, it is
rather clear that it cannot entirely do so if it wishes to
continue with its current model of neoliberal
development. As one SEZ e-xecutive told me, a state
role in land acquisition is “absolutely necessary”.
Outdated and inaccurate land records make it difficult
for private companies to purchase large amounts of
contiguous land. While companies could acquire some
portion of the land themselves, there will always be
holdouts that will prevent contiguity and drive up the
price. Legal disputes over land sales can take a
decade or more to resolve in court, indefinitely
delaying projects. For large investments, private
companies thus look to the State to acquire land for
them. But with land acquisition now under political
and legal attack, this avenue has also become fraught
and many large projects have been stalled or scrapped.
The elite consensus is clear: something must be done
if the availability of land is not to become a constraint
on India’s neoliberal model of development.
Ironically, it was the Nandigram resistance and the
uproar that followed which provided the opportunity
for the reworking of the land acquisition framework
required by capital. In a sort of political jujitsu, through
which an opponent’s momentum is used to your own
advantage, the Indian state has proposed legal and
policy changes that, while appearing to respond to
the critics of land d-ispossession, will in fact make it

easier for the government to acquire land for p-rivate
accumulation. Ignoring a draft resettlement and
rehabilitation bill prepared by the United Progressive
Alliances’ (UPA) National Advisory Council (NAC)
in consultation with civil society groups, the current
legislation will serve the interests of those acquiring
land more than those being forced to surrender it. In
order to understand why this is so requires a detailed
look at the legislation itself.
The Land Acquisition (Amendment) Bill
In liberal democratic states, the forcible acquisition
of private land by governments (eminent domain)
typically requires that it serve a “public purpose”. The
Land Acquisition Act (1894), as amended in 1984,
specifically mentions the development of village sites,
town and rural planning, the provision of land for state-
controlled corporations, providing land for residential
purposes to the poor and landless, and other planned
development undertaken with government funds. One
of its main uses in early post-independent India was
zamindari abolition and land reform (Merillat 1970;
Ramanathan 2008). However, the use of eminent
domain to dispossess landlords and distribute land to
the poor was rather shortlived. Under the Nehruvian
development state, this more egalitarian use was
quickly supplanted by the exigencies of displacing the
poor for dams, mines, and other large-scale
development projects. While the government
never bothered to keep track, the most reliable
estimates suggest that at least 60 million Indian
citizens were displaced from over 25 million
hectares of land between 1947 and 2004, among
whom at least 40% were adivasis and 20% dalits
(Fernandes 2004).
In practice, separating public purpose from private
profit has always been tricky; government-
undertaken development projects have always stood
to benefit certain classes at the expense of others.
One can think, for example, of industries and large
farmers getting the majority of water from dams or
private developers building middle class homes on the
ashes of demolished slums. Typically, the State’s
central role in these projects provided the demarcation
line (justifiable or not) between public interest and
private profit: if the State was undertaking the project,
it was in the public interest. As the Narmada decision
showed, the Supreme Court has been unwilling to
question the government’s prerogative in setting
development priorities and defining the public interest.
However, under the form of neoliberal capitalism that
India has now embarked upon, using government
involvement to differentiate public and private has
become inconvenient as the State’s role in
development now increasingly consists of catalysing
private investment. Since the 1990s, states have
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increasingly taken on the role of acquiring land for
private companies and courts have largely refused to
entertain petitions questioning whether the promotion
of private industry is a legi-timate public purpose
(Ramanathan 2008). Instead of reining in this practice
by strengthening the notion of public purpose and
making it justiciable, the proposed amendments to the
LAA will only weaken it and thereby facilitate the
State’s new role as land broker-in-chief.
The manner in which the LAA Bill 2009 undermines
the distinction between public and private interests is
subtle and is clothed within a seemingly liberal
concession to the opponents of land acquisition. The
amended public purpose clause, while eliminating the
ability of the State to acquire 100% of the land required
for a project by a private company, states that
wherever a private company has acquired 70% of
the land necessary for a project deemed “useful to
the general public”, the government will acquire the
remaining 30%. This so-called 70:30 clause, while
seemingly minimising the State’s controversial role in
land acquisition will introduce several pathologies into
the land acquisition process and deserves serious
scrutiny.
While the 70:30 clause will somewhat reduce the
State’s politically polarising role in taking land from
farmers for private companies, it nonetheless does
not eliminate that role and, in the process, dilutes the
public-private distinction that should be central to any
use of eminent domain. Many of the specific instances
of public purpose mentioned in the original act are
removed, and in their place is left the ill-defined “any
other purpose useful to the general public”. It is
nowhere specified how this determination will be
made and with what criteria. Thus if a private person
or company wants to set up a hotel, a water park, or
high-end housing on current farmland and acquires
70% of the land they need, the State could acquire
the rest for them if they deem it useful for the general
public. Since neither “useful” nor “general public” is
defined, what is to stop state officials from arbitrarily
designating a hotel or water park as “generally useful”
enough to some section of society that building it
should override other people’s right to their land and
livelihoods? One fears that the increasing tendency
to equate the public good with GDP can justify
anything. The example of Gorai, Maharashtra where
the State is trying to acquire a whole island from
farmers and fisher people to give to the SL Group for
a “special tourism zone” is illustrative. Such decadent
cruelty is reminiscent of the 17th century English
enclosures that turned peasant common lands into
deer parks for the idle entertainment for the nobility.
Surely some more robust and specific set of criteria
is required if a democratic state is to usurp land from

one set of individuals and give it to another. The notion
of public purpose, already diluted in case law and
bureaucratic practice (Ramanathan 2008), should be
clarified and strengthened in a new LAA, not obscured
and weakened.
It may be argued that if a company is able to acquire
70% of the land required for a project, then this
suggests that a majority of people in the affected area
support it. This is misleading. The law only requires
that a majority of land be purchased, not that a majority
of land-holders agree to surrender their land. It need
not be said that in the context of unequal
landownership these are entirely different things. This
kind of “market democracy” is no democracy at all,
especially when one factors in non-landholders living
and working on the land who would also have no
voice. Moreover, the 70% criteria appears a lot less
daunting for companies when one considers that any
government land they are given would count towards
the 70% they need to possess before the state will
take the rest through eminent domain. Such transfers
of state land (almost always used as commons by
local communities) or land from land banks to private
companies is a regular occurrence, and is not even
subject to the procedural requirements of public
comment required by the LAA. Theoretically then,
the State could transfer 70% of the land required for
a project from its own reserves and then require the
remaining 30% from farmers. With no choice in the
matter, communities could thus be robbed of their
common and private land. A truly democratic process
would subject approval for land acquisition to gram
s-abhas, something proposed in the NAC draft but
strenuously avoided in the current legislation.
Other questions concerning the 70:30 principal abound:
will the threat of being in the 30% to have their land
acquired by the State coerce people into selling to
private parties lest they get a lower price? This is
already a regular occurrence in cases of land
acquisition where people feel that they have no choice
but to sell to private companies or land brokers
because they do not trust the State to give them
a-dequate compensation. Since governments rarely
consult with affected people nor provide them
adequate information about projects, it is common for
farmers to thus sell their land cheaply out of fear.
The 70:30 clause will undoubtedly increase this
indirect form of coercion, effectively displacing people
without formal land acquisition. Those coerced and
tricked off the land in this way will then not even be
entitled to the compensation provisions (inadequate
as they are) contained in the new R&R Bill.
Easing the Path
While seeming to limit the circumstances in which
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eminent domain is used for private companies, the
70:30 will remove more hurdles for capitalists than it
creates. In interviews with SEZ developers,
executives told me that they are fully in support of
the 70:30 clause. While it may mean some more work
in acquiring land on the market, it would eliminate
one of their biggest worries, which is holdouts refusing
to give land, thus driving up the cost and preventing
them from attaining contiguity. Moreover, it might help
to remove legal and political challenges to acquisition.
As the lawyer for an industrial development
corporation told me, the new bill may clear a
substantial amount of litigation against land acquisition
out of the courts by reducing the (already narrow)
scope for challenging it on the basis of public purpose.
This would be very significant for industrialists, as it
would reduce the uncertainties and delays of litigation.
The greater predictability provided by rationalised land
acquisition laws would more than compensate for the
hassle and cost of having to purchase 70% of land on
the market (especially give the loopholes mentioned
above, such as counting state land towards that total).
But the bill also appears to leave open a very
significant backdoor through which the State
could still acquire 100% of the required land
for private companies. While removing the list of
specific public purposes contained in the original Act,
the new amendment provides only two: “strategic
purposes” and “the provision of land for infrastructure
projects of the appropriate government, where the
benefits accrue to the general public”. Infrastructure
is subsequently defined to include power generation
and transmission; construction of roads, highways,
bridges, airports, ports, or rail systems; mining
activities, educational, sports, healthcare, tourism,
transportation, space programme, and housing “for
such income groups as may be specified from time
to time by the appropriate government”, and water
supply projects, irrigation projects, sanitation and
sewerage systems. The inclusion of mining – the
extraction of resources underlying peoples’
lands by private companies – is egregious and
hardly needs comment. The inclusion of real
estate industries like tourism and housing (for
unspeci-fied income groups) as public purpose
makes a mockery of the concept. It also so
happens that every single one of these other
“infrastructure” activities is now being
undertaken for profit by private companies
through the PPP model. Often they are allowed to
undertake real estate development on excess land
abutting the infrastructure. The LAA amendment
would thus give clear legal sanction to taking land
from farmers and giving it to private players for real
estate profiteering. To take another example, many

SEZs (which are largely real estate projects) are being
built through joint ventures between state industrial
development corporations and private companies. If
the State is a partner – even with a minority stake –
in such projects, does this mean that the use of
eminent domain is justified? In an era in which the
provision of public goods is being privatised and the
State is increasingly a business partner with private
capital, the amendments to the LAA would helpfully
jettison the i-nconvenient notion of public interest and
legally equate it with private accumulation. It would
thus fully legitimise the State’s role as land broker for
capital.
To make matters worse, the new legislation explicitly
permits “urgency” acquisitions for most of the
purposes defined in the Act as infrastructure. Under
urgency acquisition, land can be acquired within 15
days of notification without even hearing objections
from the public. Urgency has nowhere been defined,
and we have seen that urgency acquisition has been
misused in many cases, such as the Anil Ambani SEZ
in Dadri, where land was acquired for a private
company with no plausible claim to urgency (except
perhaps for its shareholders). Moreover, the Act
allows the acquisition of land within 48 hours not only
for emergencies like sudden changes in navigable
rivers, but wherever “the appropriate government
considers it necessary…for the purpose of maintaining
any structure or system pertain to irrigation, water
supply, drainage, road communication or electricity”.
This definition is so expansive that it leaves
ample opportunity for governments to short-
-circuit the mandatory process of public hearing
– not to mention social and environmental impact
assessments – and uproot people from their
lands within an reasonably short amount of time.
Perhaps just as important as the legal obstacles to
land acquisition the LAA amendments would remove,
is the political opposition that the bills seem aimed at
short-circuiting. Land acquisition has become a
political problem for state governments who on the
one hand want to attract capital to their state and on
the other would like to avoid the wrath of angry
farmers and not appear to be forcefully redistributing
land from the poor to the rich. While one hears the
opinion often among bureaucrats, corporations, and
economists, there is little electoral support for
transferring land from farmers to multi-national
corporations because it is “the highest and best use”.
Yet, doing so is integral to the neoliberal model of
development that state governments are almost
unanimously committed to. The LAA Bill is above all
a clever solution to the contradiction between the
political exigency of placating farmers and the
economic interests of capital: it creates the appearance
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that the State is backing out of its role as chief land
broker while in fact strengthening and rationalising
its ability to provide land to business.
In all likelihood, the Land Acquisition Act
(Amendment) Bill will facilitate rather than hinder
the ability of the State to acquire land from farmers
and other landholders for private purposes. It will likely
to increase the number of people displaced from
various kinds of development projects, reduce their
ability to resist, and perhaps insulate the state from
responsibility. As we will see, the accompanying
Resettlement and Rehabilitation Bill also fails to
guarantee adequate protection for those who will be
dispossessed under this new land acquisition regime.
The Resettlement and Rehabilitation Bill
Of the more than 60 million people displaced for
development projects since i-ndependence, it is
estimated that less than 18% were resettled, not to
say rehabilitated with alternative livelihoods
(Fernandes 2008). This amounts to an expropriation
– theft is not too strong a word – of enormous
proportions, turning millions of independent producers
into propertyless labourers. The immiseration of
generations of people making their livelihoods from
the land with no or poor compensation has constituted
a huge effective subsidy of India’s development
project. It is only with the agitations of people’s
movements in the past 30 years that any attention
has started to be paid to those who have
disproportionately paid for India’s industrial
development with their dispossession, and who are
rather clinically referred to as “project affected
persons”. For years, social movements of displaced
persons and other civil society groups have been
calling for national legislation on resettlement and
rehabilitation to no avail. It was only after the violence
in Nandigram and the huge controversies over land
acquisition for SEZs that the centre finally introduced
a bill to create a national resettlement rehabilitation
law. Unfortunately, it is quite inadequate to the task.
The Resettlement and Rehabilitation Bill undoubtedly
contains some progressive measures for displaced
people and will give these rights the status of law
rather than policy, which will help to strengthen their
enforcement. In a significant move, the bill recognises
the rights of the landless and artisans to compensation
rather than just landowners (although only if they can
prove residence in the area for at least five years).
The bill mandates that those having their land acquired
must receive a house plot and money for construction,
compensation for cattle sheds, moving costs, a
monthly subsistence allowance at minimum
agricultural wages, and a pension of Rs 500/month.
These are not insignificant and represent improvement

over the paltry or often non-existent compensation
that most displaced peoples have received since
independence. But this is improvement only in relation
to an abominable historical standard. In themselves,
these measures are not capable of redressing the
fundamental economic (not to mention social and
cultural) losses that accompany displacement. While
perhaps no compensation can, coming closer would
require making significant and binding provisions
regarding not just cash handouts, but replacement land,
employment, and profit-sharing – things which are
left suitably vague in the bill.
The bill suggests that those whose agricultural lands
will be acquired are compensated with replacement
land “if government land is available in the
resettlement area”. Project-affected people are to
be given preference in employment in the industries
for which land is being acquired “subject to the
availability of vacancies and suitability of the affected
person for the employment”. In lieu of employment
or agricultural land, oustees for land development
projects can receive developed land “subject to limits
as may be prescribed”. Rather than being guaranteed
equity stakes in the projects they are providing the
land for, the bill says that families shall be given the
option to have 50% of their cash grant in the form of
shares or debentures. Thus when it comes to
economic fundamentals – land, employment, equity
– the bill does nothing to guarantee that the long-
term economic assets that people are being
dispossessed of will be replaced with equivalent
sources of livelihood. The bill requires nothing beyond
cash compensation, which has time and again proven
to be an ephemeral and inadequate substitute for land.
Moreover, the bill lacks strict timelines for completing
the resettlement and rehabilitation of the dispossessed.
It should be absolutely mandatory to complete all R&R
prior to displacement. There is no justification for
displacing people from their homes and livelihoods
until alternative homes and livelihoods (and not just
shacks in resettlement sites) are made available to
them. As the Narmada case and many other examples
make abundantly clear, governments have little
incentive to rehabilitate farmers if they are allowed
to proceed with a project regardless. This is related
to another fundamental flaw of the R&R Bill in its
current form: there are no penalties for lack of
compliance. Without timelines or penalties, the R&R
Bill is a p-aper dragon that may look liberal at first
glance but in fact has no teeth to enforce even the
weak entitlements that it would make mandatory.
The bill also contains a very strange and arbitrary
clause which limits the R&R entitlements (as well as
social and environmental impact assessments) to
projects displacing more than 400 families en masse



12

in the plains or 200 in hills and scheduled areas. That
people being displaced for a smaller project should
not be entitled to the same rights as those being
displaced by a larger project defies reason and any
notion of fairness. Moreover, if social and
environmental impact assessments are not done for
smaller projects (which still might be quite large,
especially when one considers that land acquisition
might only be for 30% of the project), there is no
way to evaluate whether the projects’ benefits merit
the costs and whether the least displacing alternative
has been chosen.
The intention behind the changes to the definition of
“public purpose” in the LAA (Amendment) Bill also
becomes clearer when read alongside the authority
that the new R&R Bill would give to a vast
resettlement and rehabilitation bureaucracy. For
example, the R&R Bill states that it will be in the
hands of a National Development and Resettlement
and Rehabilitation Commission to, among other things,
assess “the validity of requests for public purpose”.
An unaccountable bureaucrat will thus be invested
with the power to d-etermine the validity of projects.
More-over, an ombudsman appointed by the state
government will have the power to “dispose of all
petitions relating to resettle-ment and rehabilitation”.
It thus appears that these bills would seek to weaken
avenues for challenging projects in court and limit
opposition to the filing of individual administrative
grievances over compensation. By funnelling the
widespread resistance to land acquisition into
administrative channels and diminishing legal avenues
for opposition, the R&R Bill would help the LAA
(Amendment) Bill in “rationa-lising” dispossession by
ensuring more secure and predictable corporate
access to land.
Conclusions
The Land Acquisition (Amendment) Bill and the
Resettlement and Rehabilitation Bill, as currently
drafted, will strengthen the power of the State to, in
words of Karl Polanyi, “subject the surface of the
planet to the needs of an industrial society” (2001
[1944]). The bills are attempts to overcome the
contradiction for capital generated by the increased
demand for land driven by neoliberal policies and the
inelastic supply rooted in farmers’ unwillingness to
sell. This conjuncture has given rise to a land broker
state, in which state industrial development
corporations and urban development authorities
compete with each other to forcibly transfer private
land from the poor to private companies. This land
broker state is distinct from the old developmental
state which expropriated vast amounts of land for
state-run dams, mines, and heavy industry in that it
now increasingly transfers land from one class to

another for unabashedly commercial purposes. This
reverse land reform is justified by the “efficiency” of
taking land from “less productive” classes and
redistributing it upwards to capitalists who can be
counted on to commodify it.
But the land broker state is facing major political
blowback. The use of the State machinery to
expropriate resources from farmers and transfer them
to large private companies for projects of dubious
public purpose has unleashed intense farmer resistance
across the width and breadth of India. Given the bleak
non-farm opportunities available to most farmers in
India’s current economy, and the unlikelihood that they
would benefit from much of what is being proposed
as “development”, resistance to land acquisition is
under-standably endemic. High-profile clashes
between farmers and the State (most notoriously in
Nandigram) have attracted national a-ttention and
politicised land acquisition to an unprecedented degree.
Essentially, there is a contradiction between the
r-equirements for land generated by the neoliberal
economic model and the exigencies of electoral
democracy. While the state bureaucrats and the
private sector see the need for a state role in land
acquisition, they are facing political pressures to
minimise that role. I have argued that the proposed
Land Acquisition (Amendment) Bill and the
Resettlement and Rehabilitation Bill are their response
to this d-ilemma. They appear to minimise the State’s
role in land acquisition and offer liberal concessions
to the displaced, while in fact strengthening the ability
of the State to acquire land for the private sector and
offering insufficient e-ntitlements to the dispossessed.
They would rationalise dispossession in the double
sense of both justifying it and rendering it procedurally
predictable: they will project the false impression that
farmers are getting a “fair deal” while in fact ensuring
that private capital gets timely access to land.
Concrete Reforms
While this analysis points to structural problems in
India’s political economy, one should not refrain from
offering concrete reforms to the existing bills. First
and most fundamentally, states should not be acquiring
land for private companies. Land acquisition should
be limited to those government projects that
demonstrably serve a well-defined public purpose that
is not to be confused with the contributions of private
profits to GDP. That public purpose should also be
justiciable in courts, giving potential oustees avenues
for redress. Second, the bills should subject land
acquisition to the prior and informed consent of gram
sabhas. These two changes would in themselves
greatly reduce the instances of land acquisition and
the number of people displaced. Finally, any acquired
land not used for the stated public purpose should be
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returned to its previous owner.
A substantive R&R Bill – which could be merged
into the LAA – should make binding commitments to
compensate all those affected by any project of any
size with some combination of land, employment, and
equity shares. There is also no reason why farmers
(instead of corporations) should not be made the
landlords of projects and be entitled to collect rent.
The bottom line is that under no circumstances should
people be compensated with cash alone as this cannot
provide long-term assets for an alternate livelihood.
Any cash component, moreover, should be pegged
not to the land’s past agricultural value (as is the
current practice) but to its commercial value factoring
in the proposed development. This would require
amending the LAA. There is no logical or moral
reason why farmers should be deprived of this share
in the land’s appreciation (which is now captured as
windfall by the private companies after buying it
cheaply from the state). Otherwise, the government
must admit that private companies capturing this land

appreciation is the real “public” purpose of land
acquisition. Finally, all commitments in the R&R Bill
should have time frames for completion (before
projects begin) and contain stiff penalties for non-
performing agencies and officials. Some – though not
all – of these provisions are spelled out in the sidelined
NAC draft of the bill, which could replace the present
drafts as a basis for discussion.
The reopening of India’s land acquisition laws to
amendment is a historic opportunity for the myriad
struggles against displacement across the country.
These laws can either be amended to facilitate the
forceful transfer of land from farmers to corporations
or they can be amended to give people greater
security in their land and resources and to ensure
that they get a fair deal in the few instances when
their land is acquired for a truly public purpose. If
they are to solve a problem for people rather than
capital, the Land Acquisition Act (Amendment) Bill
and Resettlement and Rehabilitation Bill must be
substantially altered from their current form.

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

The Growth-Discrimination Nexus
By: Jayati Ghosh

Many people, especially in India, tend to believe that
the process of economic growth is likely to be mostly
liberating for those oppressed by various forms of
social discrimination and exclusion. The argument is
that market forces break open age-old social norms,
especially those of caste and gender, that have for so
long denied opportunities and restricted options for
so many.
Unfortunately, the current Indian reality is more
complex than that. The strength of Indian large
capital, which is leading the current economic boom,
derives at least partly from the persistence and even
expansion of a wide range of workers engaged in
precarious and low-productivity employment. Most
significantly from the point of view of the Indian
corporate sector, different degrees of outsourcing
have blurred the lines between formal and informal
activities, and the proliferation of such low-paying
self-employment has become an important means of
reducing costs for the corporate sector as well
passing on the risks of production to smaller units
that are essentially part of the working class.
The extent to which all successful formal economic
activities in India rely on the implicit subsidies provided
by cheap informal labour is largely unrecognised. Yet
corporate profitability in India hinges substantially on
the lowering of a wide range of fixed costs through
outsourcing. Thus, for example, the success of the

much-lauded software industry in India is only partly
because of cheaper skilled IT professionals compared
to their international counterparts. A significant part
of the lower costs comes from the entire range of
support services: cleaning and maintenance of offices,
transport, security, back office work, catering, and so
on. These are usually outsourced to smaller companies
that hire temporary workers with much lower wages,
no job security, very long hours of work and hardly
any form of worker protection or other benefits.
Without the cost advantages indirectly conferred by
these low paid workers, the domestic software
industry would find it much harder to compete
internationally. The same is true of a wide range of
corporate activities across both manufacturing and
the newer services.
These processes of direct and indirect underwriting
of the costs of the corporate sector have been greatly
assisted by the ability of employers in India to utilise
social characteristics to ensure lower wages to certain
categories of workers. Caste and other forms of social
discrimination have a long tradition in India, and they
have interacted with capitalist accumulation to
generate peculiar forms of labour market segmentation
that are probably unique to Indian society. Numerous
studies have found that social categories are strongly
correlated with the incidence of poverty and that both
occupation and wages differ dramatically across

(Courtesy: Economic & Political Weekly)
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social categories. The National Sample Surveys reveal
that the probability of being in a low wage occupation
is significantly higher for STs, SCs, Muslims and
OBCs (in that order) compared to the general ''caste
Hindu'' population. This is only partly because of
differences in education and level of skill, which are
also important and which in turn reflect the differential
provision of education across social categories.
Such caste-based discrimination has operated in both
urban and rural labour markets. For example, even in
a major metropolitan area like Delhi which is one of
the epicentres of economic expansion, there continues
to significant discrimination against Dalit workers
operating dominantly through the mechanism of
assignment to jobs, with Dalits largely entering poorly-
paid ''dead-end'' jobs. These are actually essential
jobs in both production, such as sweepers, loaders,
unskilled construction workers, and services, such as
shop and sales assistants and security guards and the
like. Methods of recruitment based on contacts, which
are widely prevalent in such low-skilled occupations,
cause past discrimination to carry over to the present
and thereby condemn lower caste groups to providing
poorly remunerated labour that is nonetheless essential
to income generation in the economy as a whole.
Similarly, empirical studies of caste behaviour in rural
India have found that there are many ways in which
caste practices operate to reduce the access of the
lower castes to local resources as well as to income
earning opportunities, thereby forcing them to provide
their labour at the cheapest possible rates to
employers. One study (Ghanshyam Shah, Harsh
Mander, Sukhdeo Thorat, Satish Deshpande and
Amita Baviskar, ''Untouchability in Rural India'', New
Delhi: Sage Publications, 2006) of various caste-based
practices in rural areas of 11 states (Punjab, Uttar
Pradesh, Bihar, Madhya Pradesh including
Chhattisgarh, Rajasthan, Maharashtra, Orissa, Andhra
Pradesh, Karnataka, Kerala and Tamil Nadu) found,
in addition to the well-known lack of assets, a large
number of social practices that effectively restricted
the economic activity of lower caste and Dalit groups,
and forced them to supply very low wage labour in
harsh and usually precarious conditions.
In 73 per cent of the villages surveyed in this study,
Dalits could not enter non-Dalit homes. In 70 per cent
of villages, Dalits could not eat with non-Dalits. In 64
per cent of villages, Dalits could not enter common
temples. In 36 per cent of survey villages, Dalits could
not enter village shops. In around one-third of the
survey villages, Dalits were not accepted as traders
dealing with commonly used items of consumption or
production. These practices in turn can be used to
keep wages of Dalit workers (who are extremely
constrained in their choice of occupation) low, even

in period of otherwise rising wages. And these
practices persist even during the period of the Indian
economy's much-vaunted dynamic growth.
But the important point to note here is not simply that
such practices continue to exist, but that they have
become the base on which the economic accumulation
process rests. In other words, capitalism in India,
especially in its most recent globally integrated variant,
has used past and current modes of social
discrimination and exclusion to its own benefit, to
facilitate the extraction of surplus and ensure greater
flexibility and bargaining to employers when dealing
with workers. So social categories are not
''independent'' of the accumulation process – rather,
they allow for more surplus extraction, because they
reinforce low employment generating (and therefore
persistently low wage) tendencies of growth.
Similar tendencies are evident in patterns of gender
discrimination as well. With respect to women's work,
there have been four apparently contradictory trends:
simultaneous increases in the incidence of paid labour,
underpaid labour, unpaid labour, and the open
unemployment of women. This is a paradox, since it
is generally expected that when employment
increases, then unemployment comes down; or when
paid labour increases, then unpaid labour decreases.
For urban women, the increase in regular work has
dominantly been in services, including most importantly
the relatively low-paid and less desirable activity of
domestic service, along with some manufacturing. In
manufacturing, there has been some recent growth
of petty home-based activities of women, typically
with very low remuneration, performing outsourced
as part of a larger production chain. But explicitly
export-oriented employment, even in special zones
set up for the purpose, still accounts for only a tiny
fraction of women's paid work in urban India.
Meanwhile, in rural India self-employment has come
to dominate women's activities even in non-
agricultural occupations, largely because of the evident
difficulty of finding paid work.
In this period of economic boom, average real wages
of women workers increased relatively little over the
ten year period 1993-94 to 2004-05 despite rapid
increases in national income over this period, and for
some categories of women workers (rural graduates
and urban illiterate females) real wages actually
declined. What is more, there were fairly sharp
increases in gender gaps in wages, are now among
the highest in the world.
Even public services rely heavily on the underpaid
labour of women. While a privileged minority of
women in government employment continue to access
the benefits of the government behaving as a ''model
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employer'', new employment for the purpose of
providing essential public services has been
concentrated in low-remuneration activities with
uncertain contracts and hardly any benefits. This is
true of school education (with the employment of
para-teachers) as well as health and nutrition (with
reliance on anganwadi workers and ASHAs).
The Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment
Guarantee Scheme is the only public intervention to
make some difference in this, with evidence of gender
gaps in rural wage work coming as a result of the
implementation of the scheme.
Conditions of self-employment among women show
many of the disturbing tendencies of wage
employment. Women's self-employment in non-
agriculture is largely characterised by both low
expectations regarding incomes and remuneration
and substantial non-fulfilment of even these low
expectations. Despite some increase in high-
remuneration self-employment among professionals
and micro-entrepreneurs, in general the expansion of
self-employment seems to be a distress-driven
process, determined by the lack of availability of
sufficient paid work on acceptable terms. Case studies

and evidence from large surveys of the NSS both
suggest that payment for home-based work, which is
typically on piece rates and accounts for increasing
proportions of the economic activity of women, have
been declining not only in real but even in nominal
terms in many urban centres, despite the economic
dynamism of the areas in general.

Similarly, unpaid labour of women is likely to have
been increasing because of public policies such as
reduced social expenditure that place a larger burden
of care on women, or privatised or degraded common
property resources or inadequate infrastructure
facilities that increase time spent on provisioning
essential goods for the household, or simply because
even well-meaning policies (such as for afforestation)
are often gender-blind.

Once again, the relevant point here is not simply that
such gender differences exist, but that they – and
therefore the particular forms that patriarchy takes
in India - are closely intertwined with processes of
capitalist accumulation. So the recent growth has not
broken existing pattern of social discrimination, instead
it has relied on them to take forward the growth story.

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

The Global Energy Crisis Deepens
By: Michael T. Klare

Here’s the good news about energy: thanks to rising
oil prices and deteriorating economic conditions
worldwide, the International Energy Agency (IEA)
reports that global oil demand will not grow this year
as much as once assumed, which may provide some
temporary price relief at the gas pump. In its May
Oil Market Report, the IEA reduced its 2011 estimate
for global oil consumption by 190,000 barrels per day,
pegging it at 89.2 million barrels daily. As a result,
retail prices may not reach the stratospheric levels
predicted earlier this year, though they will
undoubtedly remain higher than at any time since the
peak months of 2008, just before the global economic
meltdown. Keep in mind that this is the good news.
As for the bad news: the world faces an array of
intractable energy problems that, if anything, have
only worsened in recent weeks. These problems are
multiplying on either side of energy’s key geological
divide: below ground, once-abundant reserves of
easy-to-get “conventional” oil, natural gas, and coal
are drying up; above ground, human miscalculation
and geopolitics are limiting the production and
availability of specific energy supplies. With troubles
mounting in both arenas, our energy prospects are

only growing dimmer.
Here’s one simple fact without which our deepening
energy crisis makes no sense: the world economy is
structured in such a way that standing still in energy
production is not an option. In order to satisfy the
staggering needs of older industrial powers like the
United States along with the voracious thirst of rising
powers like China, global energy must grow
substantially every year. According to the projections
of the U.S. Department of Energy (DoE), world
energy output, based on 2007 levels, must rise 29%
to 640 quadrillion British thermal units by 2025 to meet
anticipated demand. Even if usage grows somewhat
more slowly than projected, any failure to satisfy the
world’s requirements produces a perception of
scarcity, which also means rising fuel prices. These
are precisely the conditions we see today and should
expect for the indefinite future.
It is against this backdrop that three crucial
developments of 2011 are changing the way we are
likely to live on this planet for the foreseeable future.
Tough-Oil Rebels
The first and still most momentous of the year’s energy

(Courtesy: MacroScan)
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shocks was the series of events precipitated by the
Tunisian and Egyptian rebellions and the ensuing
“Arab Spring” in the greater Middle East. Neither
Tunisia nor Egypt was, in fact, a major oil producer,
but the political shockwaves these insurrections
unleashed has spread to other countries in the region
that are, including Libya, Oman, and Saudi Arabia.
At this point, the Saudi and Omani leaderships appear
to be keeping a tight lid on protests, but Libyan
production, normally averaging approximately 1.7
million barrels per day, has fallen to near zero.
When it comes to the future availability of oil, it is
impossible to overstate the importance of this spring’s
events in the Middle East, which continue to
thoroughly rattle the energy markets. According to
all projections of global petroleum output, Saudi Arabia
and the other Persian Gulf states are slated to supply
an ever-increasing share of the world’s total oil supply
as production in key regions elsewhere declines.
Achieving this production increase is essential, but it
will not happen unless the rulers of those countries
invest colossal sums in the development of new
petroleum reserves -- especially the heavy, “tough
oil” variety that requires far more costly infrastructure
than existing “easy oil” deposits.
In a front-page story entitled “Facing Up to the End
of ‘Easy Oil,’” the Wall Street Journal noted that any
hope of meeting future world oil requirements rests
on a Saudi willingness to sink hundreds of billions of
dollars into their remaining heavy-oil deposits. But
right now, faced with a ballooning population and the
prospects of an Egyptian-style youth revolt, the Saudi
leadership seems intent on using its staggering wealth
on employment-generating public-works programs
and vast arrays of weaponry, not new tough-oil
facilities; the same is largely true of the other
monarchical oil states of the Persian Gulf.
Whether such efforts will prove effective is unknown.
If a youthful Saudi population faced with promises of
jobs and money, as well as the fierce repression of
dissidence, has seemed less confrontational than their
Tunisian, Egyptian, and Syrian counterparts, that
doesn’t mean that the status quo will remain forever.
“Saudi Arabia is a time bomb,” commented Jaafar Al
Taie, managing director of Manaar Energy Consulting
(which advises foreign oil firms operating in the
region). “I don’t think that what the King is doing
now is sufficient to prevent an uprising,” he added,
even though the Saudi royals had just announced a
$36-billion plan to raise the minimum wage, increase
unemployment benefits, and build affordable housing.
At present, the world can accommodate a prolonged
loss of Libyan oil. Saudi Arabia and a few other
producers possess sufficient excess capacity to make

up the difference. Should Saudi Arabia ever explode,
however, all bets are off. “If something happens in
Saudi Arabia, [oil] will go to $200 to $300 [per barrel],”
said Sheikh Zaki Yamani, the kingdom’s former oil
minister, on April 5th. “I don’t expect this for the time
being, but who would have expected Tunisia?”
Nuclear Power on the Downward Slope
In terms of the energy markets, the second major
development of 2011 occurred on March 11th when
an unexpectedly powerful earthquake and tsunami
struck Japan. As a start, nature’s two-fisted attack
damaged or destroyed a significant proportion of
northern Japan’s energy infrastructure, including
refineries, port facilities, pipelines, power plants, and
transmission lines. In addition, of course, it devastated
four nuclear plants at Fukushima, resulting, according
to the U.S. Department of Energy, in the permanent
loss of 6,800 megawatts of electric generating
capacity.
This, in turn, has forced Japan to increase its imports
of oil, coal, and natural gas, adding to the pressure on
global supplies. With Fukushima and other nuclear
plants off line, industry analysts calculate that
Japanese oil imports could rise by as much as 238,000
barrels per day, and imports of natural gas by 1.2
billion cubic feet per day (mostly in the form of
liquefied natural gas, or LNG).
This is one major short-term effect of the tsunami.
What about the longer-term effects? The Japanese
government now claims it is scrapping plans to build
as many as 14 new nuclear reactors over the next
two decades. On May 10th, Prime Minister Naoto
Kan announced that the government would have to
“start from scratch” in devising a new energy policy
for the country. Though he speaks of replacing the
cancelled reactors with renewable energy systems
like wind and solar, the sad reality is that a significant
part of any future energy expansion will inevitably
come from more imported oil, coal, and LNG.
The disaster at Fukushima -- and ensuing revelations
of design flaws and maintenance failures at the plant
-- has had a domino effect, causing energy officials
in other countries to cancel plans to build new nuclear
plants or extend the life of existing ones. The first to
do so was Germany: on March 14th, Chancellor
Angela Merkel closed two older plants and suspended
plans to extend the life of 15 others. On May 30th,
her government made the suspension permanent. In
the wake of mass antinuclear rallies and an election
setback, she promised to shut all existing nuclear
plants by 2022, which, experts believe, will result in
an increase in fossil-fuel use.
China also acted swiftly, announcing on March 16th
that it would stop awarding permits for the
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construction of new reactors pending a review of
safety procedures, though it did not rule out such
investments altogether. Other countries, including
India and the United States, similarly undertook
reviews of reactor safety procedures, putting
ambitious nuclear plans at risk. Then, on May 25th,
the Swiss government announced that it would
abandon plans to build three new nuclear power
plants, phase out nuclear power, and close the last of
its plants by 2034, joining the list of countries that
appear to have abandoned nuclear power for good.
How Drought Strangles Energy
The third major energy development of 2011, less
obviously energy-connected than the other two, has
been a series of persistent, often record, droughts
gripping many areas of the planet. Typically, the most
immediate and dramatic effect of prolonged drought
is a reduction in grain production, leading to ever-
higher food prices and ever more social turmoil.
Intense drought over the past year in Australia, China,
Russia, and parts of the Middle East, South America,
the United States, and most recently northern Europe
has contributed to the current record-breaking price
of food -- and this, in turn, has been a key factor in
the political unrest now sweeping North Africa, East
Africa, and the Middle East. But drought has an
energy effect as well. It can reduce the flow of major
river systems, leading to a decline in the output of
hydroelectric power plants, as is now happening in
several drought-stricken regions.
By far the greatest threat to electricity generation
exists in China, which is suffering from one of its
worst droughts ever. Rainfall levels from January to
April in the drainage basin of the Yangtze, China's
longest and most economically important river, have
been 40% lower than the average of the past 50 years,
according to China Daily. This has resulted in a
significant decline in hydropower and severe
electricity shortages throughout much of central
China.
The Chinese are burning more coal to generate
electricity, but domestic mines no longer satisfy the
country’s needs and so China has become a major
coal importer. Rising demand combined with
inadequate supply has led to a spike in coal prices,
and with no comparable spurt in electricity rates (set
by the government), many Chinese utilities are
rationing power rather than buy more expensive coal
and operate at a loss. In response, industries are
upping their reliance on diesel-powered backup
generators, which in turn increases China’s demand
for imported oil, putting yet more pressure on global
fuel prices.
Wrecking the Planet

So now we enter June with continuing unrest in the
Middle East, a grim outlook for nuclear power, and a
severe electricity shortage in China (and possibly
elsewhere). What else do we see on the global energy
horizon?
Despite the IEA’s forecast of diminished future oil
consumption, global energy demand continues to
outpace increases in supply. From all indications, this
imbalance will persist.
Take oil. A growing number of energy analysts now
agree that the era of “easy oil” has ended and that
the world must increasingly rely on hard-to-get “tough
oil.” It is widely assumed, moreover, that the planet
harbors a lot of this stuff -- deep underground, far
offshore, in problematic geological formations like
Canada’s tar sands, and in the melting Arctic.
However, extracting and processing tough oil will
prove ever more costly and involve great human, and
even greater environmental, risk. Think: BP’s
Deepwater Horizon disaster of April 2010 in the Gulf
of Mexico.
Such is the world’s thirst for oil that a growing amount
of this stuff will nonetheless be extracted, even if
not, in all likelihood, at a pace and on a scale necessary
to replace the disappearance of yesterday’s and
today’s easy oil. Along with continued instability in
the Middle East, this tough-oil landscape seems to
underlie expectations that the price of oil will only
rise in the coming years. In a poll of global energy
company executives conducted this April by the
KPMG Global Energy Institute, 64% of those
surveyed predicted that crude oil prices will cross
the $120 per barrel barrier before the end of 2011.
Approximately one-third of them predicted that the
price would go even higher, with 17% believing it
would reach $131-$140 per barrel; 9%, $141-$150
per barrel; and 6%, above the $150 mark.
The price of coal, too, has soared in recent months,
thanks to mounting worldwide demand as supplies of
energy from nuclear power and hydroelectricity have
contracted. Many countries have launched significant
efforts to spur the development of renewable energy,
but these are not advancing fast enough or on a large
enough scale to replace older technologies quickly.
The only bright spot, experts say, is the growing
extraction of natural gas from shale rock in the United
States through the use of hydraulic fracturing (“hydro-
fracking”).
Proponents of shale gas claim it can provide a large
share of America’s energy needs in the years ahead,
while actually reducing harm to the environment when
compared to coal and oil (as gas emits less carbon
dioxide per unit of energy released); however, an
expanding chorus of opponents are warning of the
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threat to municipal water supplies posed by the use
of toxic chemicals in the fracking process. These
warnings have proven convincing enough to lead
lawmakers in a growing number of states to begin
placing restrictions on the practice, throwing into
doubt the future contribution of shale gas to the
nation’s energy supply. Also, on May 12th, the French
National Assembly (the powerful lower house of
parliament) voted 287 to 146 to ban hydro-fracking
in France, becoming the first nation to do so.
The environmental problems of shale gas are hardly
unique. The fact is that all of the strategies now being
considered to extend the life-spans of oil, coal, and
natural gas involve severe economic and
environmental risks and costs -- as, of course, does
the very use of fossil fuels of any sort at a moment
when the first IEA numbers for 2010 indicate that it
was an unexpectedly record-breaking year for
humanity when it came to dumping greenhouse gases
into the atmosphere.
With the easily accessible mammoth oil fields of Texas,
Venezuela, and the Middle East either used up or soon
to be significantly depleted, the future of oil rests on
third-rate stuff like tar sands, shale oil, and extra-
heavy crude that require a lot of energy to extract,
processes that emit added greenhouse gases, and as
with those tar sands, tend to play havoc with the
environment.
Shale gas is typical. Though plentiful, it can only be

pried loose from underground shale formations through
the use of explosives and highly pressurized water
mixed with toxic chemicals. In addition, to obtain the
necessary quantities of shale oil, many tens of
thousands of wells will have to be sunk across the
American landscape, any of one of which could prove
to be an environmental disaster.
Likewise, the future of coal will rest on increasingly
invasive and hazardous techniques, such as the
explosive removal of mountaintops and the dispersal
of excess rock and toxic wastes in the valleys below.
Any increase in the use of coal will also enhance
climate change, since coal emits more carbon dioxide
than do oil and natural gas.
Here’s the bottom line: Any expectations that ever-
increasing supplies of energy will meet demand in
the coming years are destined to be disappointed.
Instead, recurring shortages, rising prices, and
mounting discontent are likely to be the thematic
drumbeat of the globe’s energy future.
If we don’t abandon a belief that unrestricted growth
is our inalienable birthright and embrace the genuine
promise of renewable energy (with the necessary
effort and investment that would make such a
commitment meaningful), the future is likely to prove
grim indeed. Then, the history of energy, as taught in
some late twenty-first-century university, will be
labeled: How to Wreck the Planet 101.

US Trade Body Hails India's $4 Billion Boeing Order
WASHINGTON: The US-India Business Council (USIBC), a business advocacy group representing
some 400 top US companies, has hailed India's decision to purchase 10 Boeing C-17 aircraft, valued at
more than $4.1 billion.
"This is testament to India's appreciation of US technology and confidence in the United States as a long-
term defence sales partner," said USIBC President Ron Somers noting that the purchase would make the
Indian Air Force the owner and operator of the largest fleet of C-17s outside of the US.
"This largest-ever Indian purchase of US defence technology we hope will be just the beginning of much
more to come," he said.
"US defense sales to India began only a decade ago, at a value of less than $200 million for radar equipment.
We have come a long way since then," Somers said noting "US-India defense sales today have now
crossed the $9 billion mark and continue to grow."
"US industry wishes to provide India with a host of cutting-edge products and solutions to meet its emerging
defence, security, and counterterrorism needs," he said.
"Overall, we see the United States and India, the world's largest free-market democracies, forging a deep
and lasting strategic partnership, shaping the destiny of the 21st Century," Somers said.
Boeing C-17 is used for rapid strategic airlift of troops and cargo to main operating bases, and forward-
operating bases, throughout the world. It can also perform tactical airlifts, medical evacuation, and airdrop
missions. The C-17 can transport large payloads and land on short, rough runways.
According to Boeing each plane supports 650 suppliers across 44 states in the US, and that this order will
support Boeing's C-17 production facility in Long Beach, California for an entire year.

(Courtesy: Counter Currents.org)
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Corporate Profit Versus Life on Earth
By: Rand Clifford

The last year has been especially catastrophic for life
on Earth, while at the same time, corporate profits have
jumped a staggering 36.8%, setting all-time records.
Is this a coincidence, or are the long-term implications
as sinister as they might seem?
How many disasters like the massive poisoning of the
Gulf of Mexico, or gushing of radiation from multiple
reactor-core meltdowns in Japan can the biosphere
take? Or, perhaps a more apropos question is: How
much more profit will the biosphere survive?
Two things the catastrophes in the Gulf and at
Fukushima have in common is that both were at the
hands of corporations, and both involved extensive
disinformation, misinformation, and severe suppression
of information. Just like governments, which are
virtually all corporate “assets”, corporations themselves
shun the light of day.
Dangerous creatures, corporations, obviously one of
the deadliest things ever sprouted from hell. Of course
they are not creatures in any biological sense, but thanks
to corporate chicanery beginning in 1886 especially,
they have more rights than you do.
You might be rather dismayed if you challenge a
corporation in our for-wealth court system; if the
corporation is big enough, and the case goes high
enough, it is conceivable that the ultimate verdict will
orbit the concept that by eating, breathing, drinking...by
all the things you must do to stay alive, you are
endangering corporate profit. Sound far-fetched? Well,
check out exactly how corporations became “artificial
people”. (1) Also, please consider last year's Supreme
Court of the United States (SCOTUS) ruling that handed
absolute control of elections to corporations. SCOTUS
ruled that any restriction on the amount of money
corporations may spend to influence elections is a
violation of their right to free speech under the First
Amendment. Should the Book of Revelation be amended
to read: In the beginning of the end, God created
corporations?
Some say money is the root of all evil; it could also be
said that corporations are the root of the most malignant
money; vicious and biocidal entities more powerful with
every tick of the (doomsday) clock, and all that matters
to them is profit. Corporations represent the perfect
means for the wealthy to grow ever wealthier by
destroying the biosphere and not being held accountable;
isn't that a decent definition of “malignant money”?
Einstein warned us by saying that unleashing the power
of the atom changed everything except our modes of
thinking...which carry us toward unparalleled
catastrophe. And now, unparalleled catastrophe is ours,
made in Japan; notice how it has mostly disappeared
from the news ? Forget Three Mile Island, forget

Chernobyl—which has killed a million people, so far,
and has touched the entire northern
hemisphere...Fukushima is worse by far, and still out
of control. The multiple meltdowns in Japan have the
potential to render much of the northern hemisphere
uninhabitable, and mangle the gene pool of countless
species, including humans. We're talking effectively
forever. But apparently an even more important reason
for severe suppression of information, suppression of
truth: vast corporate profits are at stake.
Nuclear energy corporations are wealthy enough to
afford extensive political influence. In fact, when
Fukushima became a volcano of radioactivity, president
Obama was (he still is!) pushing heavily for $36 billion
in taxpayer “loans” for the construction of more
reactors. Insurance companies and financiers treat
nuclear reactors like the red-hot radioactive potatoes
they are, so the nuke good ol' boys need help from the
poor to increasingly threaten life on Earth. The last
thing they want is people to be aware of, well, reality.
Also, imagine the hit to profits of Tokyo Electric Power
Company if they didn't have the Pacific ocean to pour
their radionuclide lava into. “Hey,” they might say, “it's
a big ocean.” Well, it's a small planet in terms of the
amount radioactivity gushing from Fukushima.
We can thank energy corporations for irradiating half
the planet already (there is no “safe” dose of internal
radiation—and radiation is not “good for you” as certain
hardright “pundits” trumpet). We can thank energy
corporations for poisoning the Gulf with oil and toxic
dispersants; but above all, for so diligently suppressing
alternative energies all these years. Eight energy giants
are among the world's top eleven corporations on the
power of filthy biocidal energies...monster fossil-energy
corporations with a virtual monopoly on enormous
fossil profits. And they like to kill the competition. In
terms of life on Earth, their ultimate protection of
profits—potentially their all-time greatest crime against
humanity—came in 1943, the year they murdered Tesla.
Nikola Tesla's was among the most brilliant minds every
to bless humanity. He once wrote: “Science is but a
perversion of itself unless it has as its ultimate goal the
betterment of humanity....”
In 1988, at the International Tesla Symposium in
Colorado Springs, astrophysicist Adam Trombly noted
that if society had followed up on the inventions Tesla
envisioned at the turn of the century, “...we wouldn't
have a fossil fuel economy today. And J.P. Morgan,
Rockefeller and a number of others wouldn't have
amassed extraordinary fortunes on the basis of the fossil
fuel economy.”
The sheer scope of Tesla's genius seems unfathomable
to normal people. Gifted with uncanny memory and
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powers of visualization, he was able to fully construct,
develop and perfect inventions in his mind before
committing anything to paper. In his own words:
"When I have gone so far as to embody in the invention
every possible improvement I can think of and see no
fault anywhere, I put into concrete form this final
product of my brain. Invariably my device works as I
conceived that it should, and the experiment comes
out exactly as I planned it. In twenty years there has
not been a single exception."
Tesla's inventions include radio (recognized by the
SCOTUS eight months after Tesla died), X-rays (three
years before Roentgen), the Tesla coil, fluorescent light,
lasers, bladeless turbines, vertical take-off aircraft,
wireless transmission of electricity, the particle beam
("death", or "peace" ray), the whole system of AC that
powers the world.... At the time of his death he held
over 700 patents. And the fields Tesla greatly contributed
to, such as computer science, robotics, remote control,
radar, ballistics, nuclear physics...a comprehensive list
would be astonishing.
One invention Tesla was elusive about, sometimes
offering teasers but no specifics, had the potential to
eclipse all of his and anyone else's breakthroughs—
perhaps even cost him his life, and is behind the
perpetual drive to minimize public awareness of Tesla.
He had long prophesied that mankind would someday
hook their machinery up to the energy of vacuum
space—to "the very wheelworks of nature". The
theoretical basis for energy from the vacuum has now
been part of "mainstream" physics literature for over
fifty years. But as Tesla long intimated, any kind of
"free energy" device would never be allowed to reach
the market.
In 1943, Tesla had an appointment to discuss with FDR
that it was possible for us to get all the energy we need
simply by tapping the space we're in. But he never
made it to the meeting with FDR; Tesla was found in

his apartment, dead of "natural causes". Officially, it
was a heart attack. But information leaked by
investigators indicates that for reasons of "national
security" the coroner's report was to be kept secret
because it revealed that Tesla died of arsenic poisoning.
Take that, competition! Take that, life on Earth. Free
energy available to everyone would devastate corporate
profits—almost to the extent that our global fossil fuel
economy has devastated the biosphere. Tesla gave
humanity so much, promised so much more, and
corporations not only murdered him, they have even
all but lifted him clear out of mainstream history...tried
their best to make him an unperson . They have proven,
and always will, that nothing is more dangerous than
threatening corporate profits.
How does that bode for life on Earth? The most
dangerous of advanced human endeavors are
development of alternatives to entrenched modes of
energy that are powering the biosphere straight to
hell...sure sounds like a nightmare. Accelerating
destruction of Earth's ability to sustain life, brought to
you by corporations. A living planet dominated by
“artificial people” that care only about profit, nothing
but, profit.
Imagine waking up to find there never was a fossil fuel
economy, that all the war, pollution, climate disruption,
murder, cancer, slavery, impoverishment, obscene
concentration of wealth—all the lethal threats to life on
Earth stayed in the nightmare because half a century
ago, thanks to Tesla, we plugged in to “the very
wheelworks of nature”, and became an advancing
civilization.
Chernobyl and Fukushima never happened....
Imagine life on Earth being more important than
corporate profit.
If only we could wake up.

Developing Countries Urged to Tighten Fiscal Policy
“Developing countries have fully bounced back from the financial crisis, and should move forcefully to
tighten fiscal and monetary policy in order to reduce their vulnerability to an inflationary shock, according to
the World Bank. In contrast to wealthier nations that are still struggling to shake off the impact of the global
recession, ‘the majority of developing countries have, or are close to having regained full capacity levels,’ the
Bank said in its biannual Global Economic Prospects report on Tuesday….” [Financial Times]
AFP writes that “…the World Bank said global growth will only be 3.2 percent in 2011, a tenth point lower
than its January estimate and sharply off the 3.8 percent pace of 2010.   High-income countries  were still
struggling to recover. Growth would slow from 2.7 percent in 2010 to 2.2 percent in 2011, slower than the
previous 2.4 percent estimate.   As developing countries neared full capacity, collective GDP growth was
projected to slow from 7.3 percent in 2010 to about a 6.3 percent pace each year from 2011 to 2013….”
[Agence France Presse]
Dow Jones adds that “…the Bank said biggest risks to the global outlook are the potential for a continuing rise
in food prices, another run of oil price spikes and lingering problems of fiscal deficit and sovereign debt woes
in rich nations. Political turmoil in the Middle East and Japan's natural disaster have weighed modestly on
world growth despite the major impacts on the countries themselves, the Bank said….”

(Courtesy: Counter Currents.org)
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C40 and World Bank form Groundbreaking Climate Change Action Partnership
Sao Paulo, Brazil – (June 1, 2011) Today the C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group (C40), a group of 40 large cities
tackling climate change, and the World Bank formed a groundbreaking partnership that will help cities accelerate
current actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and become more resilient to climate change. C40 Chair New York
City Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg and World Bank Group President Robert B. Zoellick signed the agreement during
the C40 Cities Mayors Summit in Sao Paulo, Brazil.
“The leaders of C40 Cities - the world’s megacities -- hold the future in their hands,” said C40 Chair, New York City
Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg. “This unique partnership with the World Bank will help solve many of the problems
that cities face in obtaining financing for climate-related projects, both from the World Bank and other lenders. It will
also make it easier for C40 cities to access the resources of the World Bank.”
C40 cities account for 8 percent of the global population, 12 percent of global greenhouse gas emissions and 21
percent of global GDP. C40 cities are already taking major steps to address the challenges of a changing climate, but
more can be done.
“The World Bank has a long history of working in urban areas to promote economic development to overcome
poverty and more recently to address climate change,” said World Bank Group President Robert B. Zoellick. “This
agreement will help us work with C40 cities to integrate growth planning with climate change adaptation and mitigation,
with special attention to the vulnerabilities of the urban poor.”
Since 2006, when the C40 partnered with the Clinton Climate Initiative to tackle climate change in cities, their programs
have reduced carbon emissions significantly.
“Cities are growing at a faster rate than ever before and producing the majority of carbon emissions; we are already
facing rising sea levels and more extreme hurricanes, droughts, and cyclones,” said President Clinton. “Our partnership
with the World Bank will provide essential tools to help cities become more sustainable, grow their economies, create
jobs, promote energy independence, and ensure a stable future for generations to come.”
About the partnership
The key objective of this new partnership is to enable megacities to expand mitigation and adaptation actions and at
the same time, strengthen and protect economies, reduce poverty and protect vulnerable populations. It addresses
structural issues that make it difficult for cities to finance climate actions that have been identified by both C40 Cities
and the World Bank Group.
As part of the mutual agreement, the C40 and the World Bank will establish:
Ø  A consistent approach to climate action plans and strategies in large cities to enable stronger partnerships between
cities on shared climate goals, and to permit potential investors to identify opportunities across cities. The lack of a
standard approach or process – such as exists for national government action plans – has made it difficult for
investors and grantors to assess city action plans and thus has made them reluctant to fund projects.
Ø  A common approach to measuring and reporting on city greenhouse gas emissions to allow verifiable and consistent
monitoring of emissions reductions, identify actions that result in the greatest emission reductions, and facilitate
access to carbon finance.  This is necessary because carbon finance requires quantitative assessments of impacts,
but currently no single standard for reporting citywide carbon emissions exists; the Carbon Disclosure Project’s
Measurement for Management report identified several different protocols in use by C40 cities, with no single
protocol used by a majority.
“The City of São Paulo is very pleased with the announcement of the new partnership between the World Bank and
the C40,” said Sao Paulo Mayor Gilberto Kassab. “This partnership shows the growing importance of local governments
in addressing climate change-related issues and the importance of financing local-level projects.”
The World Bank will also establish -- by December 1, 2011 – a single, dedicated entry point for C40 cities to access
World Bank climate change-related capacity building and technical assistance programs, and climate finance initiatives.
This will assist city governments – who often do not have the familiarity with World Bank programs that their national
government counterparts have – to know what World Bank resources exist and how to tap them.
In addition, the C40 will identify and work with national governments who are interested in funding climate change
projects, and identify private sector partners to provide project financing in C40 cities.  In turn, the World Bank will
identify opportunities from among sources of concessional finance, carbon finance, and innovative market and risk
management instruments as well as the private sector through the International Finance Corporation. These may be
accessed by project developers supporting climate action in cities.
Both the C40 and the World Bank will direct resources expressly to this partnership to ensure its implementation,
sustainability and long-term success.
The C40 and the World Bank Institute, the World Bank’s capacity development arm, already work together through
the C40 Carbon Finance Capacity Building program, with support from the Government of Switzerland and the City of
Basel.  Established in 2008, this program is a pilot to build the capacity of a small number of developing cities to
directly access the Clean Development Mechanism.
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Global Capitalism and 21st Century Fascism
By: William I. Robinson

The crisis of global capitalism is unprecedented, given
its magnitude, its global reach, the extent of ecological
degradation and social deterioration, and the scale of
the means of violence. We truly face a crisis of
humanity. The stakes have never been higher; our very
survival is at risk. We have entered into a period of
great upheavals and uncertainties, of momentous
changes, fraught with dangers - if also opportunities.
I want to discuss here the crisis of global capitalism
and the notion of distinct political responses to the crisis,
with a focus on the far-right response and the danger
of what I refer to as 21st century fascism, particularly
in the United States.
Facing the crisis calls for an analysis of the capitalist
system, which has undergone restructuring and
transformation in recent decades. The current moment
involves a qualitatively new transnational or global phase
of world capitalism that can be traced back to the 1970s,
and is characterised by the rise of truly transnational
capital and a transnational capitalist class, or TCC.
Transnational capital has been able to break free of
nation-state constraints to accumulation beyond the
previous epoch, and with it, to shift the correlation of
class and social forces worldwide sharply in its favour
- and to undercut the strength of popular and working
class movements around the world, in the wake of the
global rebellions of the 1960s and the 1970s.
Emergent transnational capital underwent a major
expansion in the 1980s and 1990s, involving hyper-
accumulation through new technologies such as
computers and informatics, through neo-liberal policies,
and through new modalities of mobilising and exploiting
the global labour force - including a massive new round
of primitive accumulation, uprooting, and displacing
hundreds of millions of people - especially in the third
world countryside, who have become internal and
transnational migrants.
We face a system that is now much more integrated,
and dominant groups that have accumulated an
extraordinary amount of transnational power and control
over global resources and institutions.
Militarised accumulation, financial speculation -
and the sacking of public budgets
By the late 1990s, the system entered into chronic
crisis. Sharp social polarisation and escalating inequality
helped generate a deep crisis of over-accumulation. The
extreme concentration of the planet's wealth in the
hands of the few and the accelerated impoverishment,
and dispossession of the majority, even forced
participants in the 2011 World Economic Forum's
annual meeting in Davos to acknowledge that the gap
between the rich and the poor worldwide is "the most
serious challenge in the world" and is "raising the

spectre of worldwide instability and civil wars."
Global inequalities and the impoverishment of broad
majorities mean that transnational capitals cannot find
productive outlets to unload the enormous amounts of
surplus it has accumulated. By the 21st century, the
TCC turned to several mechanisms to sustain global
accumulation, or profit making, in the face of this crisis.
One is militarised accumulation; waging wars and
interventions that unleash cycles of destruction and
reconstruction and generate enormous profits for an
ever-expanding military-prison-industrial-security-
financial complex. We are now living in a global war
economy that goes well beyond such "hot wars" in
Iraq or Afghanistan.
For instance, the war on immigrants in the United States
and elsewhere, and more generally, repression of social
movements and vulnerable populations, is an
accumulation strategy independent of any political
objectives. This war on immigrants is extremely
profitable for transnational corporations. In the United
States, the private immigrant prison-industrial complex
is a boom industry. Undocumented immigrants
constitute the fastest growing sector of the US prison
population and are detained in private detention centres
and deported by private companies contracted out by
the US state.
It is no surprise that William Andrews, the CEO of the
Corrections Corporation of America, or CCA - the
largest private US contractor for immigrant detention
centres - declared in 2008 that: "The demand for our
facilities and services could be adversely affected by
the relaxation of enforcement efforts … or through
decriminalisation [of immigrants]." Nor is it any surprise
that CCA and other corporations have financed the spate
of neo-fascist anti-immigrant legislation in Arizona and
other US states.
A second mechanism is the raiding and sacking of public
budgets. Transnational capital uses its financial power
to take control of state finances and to impose further
austerity on the working majority, resulting in ever
greater social inequality and hardship. The TCC has
used its structural power to accelerate the dismantling
of what remains of the social wage and welfare states.
And a third is frenzied worldwide financial speculation
- turning the global economy into a giant casino. The
TCC has unloaded billions of dollars into speculation in
the housing market, the food, energy and other global
commodities markets, in bond markets worldwide (that
is, public budgets and state finances), and into every
imaginable "derivative", ranging from hedge funds to
swaps, futures markets, collateralised debt obligations,
asset pyramiding, and ponzi schemes. The 2008
collapse of the global financial system was merely the
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straw that broke the camel's back.
This is not a cyclical but a structural crisis - a
restructuring crisis, such as we had in the 1970s, and
before that, in the 1930s - that has the potential to
become a systemic crisis, depending on how social
agents respond to the crisis and on a host of unknown
contingencies. A restructuring crisis means that the only
way out of crisis is to restructure the system, whereas
a systemic crisis is one in which only a change in the
system itself will resolve the crisis. Times of crisis are
times of rapid social change, when collective agency
and contingency come into play more than in times of
equilibrium in a system.
Responses to the crisis and Obama's Weimar
republic in the United States
In the face of crisis there appear to be distinct responses
from states and social and political forces. Three stand
out: global reformism; resurgent of popular and leftist
struggles from below; far-right and 21st century
fascism. There appears to be, above all, a political
polarisation worldwide between the left and the right,
both of which are insurgent forces.
A neo-fascist insurgency is quite apparent in the United
States. This insurgency can be traced back several
decades, to the far-right mobilisation that began in the
wake of the crisis of hegemony brought about by the
mass struggles of the 1960s and the 1970s, especially
the Black and Chicano liberation struggles and other
militant movements by third world people, counter-
cultural currents, and militant working class struggles.
Neo-fascist forces re-organised during the years of the
George W Bush government. But my story here starts
with Obama's election.
The Obama project from the start was an effort by
dominant groups to re-establish hegemony in the wake
of its deterioration during the Bush years (which also
involved the rise of a mass immigrant rights
movement). Obama's election was a challenge to the
system at the cultural and ideological level, and has
shaken up the racial/ethnic foundations upon which
the US republic has always rested. However, the Obama
project was never intended to challenge the socio-
economic order; to the contrary; it sought to preserve
and strengthen that order by reconstituting hegemony,
conducting a passive revolution against mass discontent
and spreading popular resistance that began to percolate
in the final years of the Bush presidency.
The Italian socialist Antonio Gramsci developed the
concept of passive revolution to refer to efforts by
dominant groups to bring about mild change from above
in order to undercut mobilisation from below for more
far-reaching transformation. Integral to passive
revolution is the co-option of leadership from below;
its integration into the dominant project. Dominant
forces in Egypt, Tunisia, and elsewhere in the Middle
East and North America are attempting to carry out
such a passive revolution. With regard to the immigrant

rights movement in the United States - one of the most
vibrant social movements in that country -moderate/
mainstream Latino establishment leaders were brought
into the Obama and Democratic Party fold – a classic
case of passive revolution - while the mass immigrant
base suffers intensified state repression.
Obama's campaign tapped into and helped expand mass
mobilisation and popular aspirations for change not seen
in many years in the United States. The Obama project
co-opted that brewing storm from below, channelled it
into the electoral campaign, and then betrayed those
aspirations, as the Democratic Party effectively
demobilised the insurgency from below with more
passive revolution.
In this sense, the Obama project weakened the popular
and left response from below to the crisis, which opened
space for the right-wing response to the crisis - for a
project of 21st century fascism - to become insurgent.
Obama's administration appears in this way as a Weimar
republic. Although the social democrats were in power
during the Weimar republic of Germany in the 1920s
and early 1930s, they did not pursue a leftist response
to the crisis, but rather side-lined the militant trade
unions, communists and socialists, and progressively
pandered to capital and the right before turning over
power to the Nazis in 1933.
21st century fascism in the United States
I don't use the term fascism lightly. There are some
key features of a 21st century fascism I identify here:
1.The fusion of transnational capital with reactionary
political power
This fusion had been developing  during the Bush years
and would likely have deepened under a McCain-Palin
White House. In the meantime, such neo-fascist
movements as the Tea Party as well as neo-fascist
legislation such as Arizona's anti-immigrant law,
SB1070, have been broadly financed by corporate
capital. Three sectors of transnational capital in
particular stand out as prone to seek fascist political
arrangements to facilitate accumulation: speculative
financial capital, the military-industrial-security
complex, and the extractive and energy (particularly
petroleum) sector.
2.Militarisation and extreme masculinisation
As militarised accumulation has intensified the Pentagon
budget, increasing 91 per cent in real terms in the past
12 years, the top military brass has become increasingly
politicised and involved in policy making.
3.A scapegoat which serves to displace and redirect
social tensions and contradictions
In this case, immigrants and Muslims in particular. The
Southern Poverty Law Centre recently reported that
"three strands of the radical right - hate groups, nativist
extremist groups, and patriot organisations - increased
from 1,753 groups in 2009 to 2,145 in 2010, a 22 per
cent rise, that followed a 2008-9 increase of 40 per
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cent."
A 2010 Department of Homeland Security report
observed that "right wing extremists may be gaining
new recruits by playing on the fears about several
emergency issues. The economic downturn and the
election of the first African American president present
unique drivers for right wing radicalisation and
recruitment." The report concluded: "Over the past five
years, various right wing extremists, including militia
and white supremacists, have adopted the immigration
issue as a call to action, rallying point, and recruitment
tool."
4.A mass social base
In this case, such a social base is being organised
among sectors of the white working class that
historically enjoyed racial caste privilege and that have
been experiencing displacement and experiencing rapid
downward mobility as neo-liberalism comes to the US
- while they are losing the security and stability they
enjoyed in the previous Fordist-Keynesian epoch of
national capitalism.
5.A fanatical millennial ideology involving race/culture
supremacy embracing an idealised and mythical past,
and a racist mobilisation against scapegoats
The ideology of 21st century fascism often rests on
irrationality - a promise to deliver security and restore
stability is emotive, not rational.  21st century fascism
is a project that does not - and need not - distinguish
between the truth and the lie.
6.A charismatic leadership
Such a leadership has so far been largely missing in the
United States, although figures such as Sarah Palin and
Glenn Beck appear as archetypes.
The mortal circuit of accumulation-exploitation-
exclusion
One new structural dimension of 21st century global
capitalism is the dramatic expansion of the global
superfluous population - that portion marginalised and
locked out of productive participation in the capitalist
economy and constituting some 1/3rd of humanity. The
need to assure the social control of this mass of
humanity living in a planet of slums gives a powerful
impetus to neo-fascist projects and facilitates the
transition from social welfare to social control -
otherwise known as "police states". This system
becomes ever more violent.
Theoretically stated - under the conditions of capitalist
globalisation - the state's contradictory functions of
accumulation and legitimation cannot both be met. The
economic crisis intensifies the problem of legitimation
for dominant groups so that accumulation crises, such
as the present one, generate social conflicts and appear
as spiralling political crises. In essence, the state's ability
to function as a "factor of cohesion" within the social

order breaks down to the extent that capitalist
globalisation and the logic of accumulation or
commodification penetrates every aspect of life, so that
"cohesion" requires more and more social control.
Displacement and exclusion has accelerated since 2008.
The system has abandoned broad sectors of humanity,
who are caught in a deadly circuit of accumulation-
exploitation-exclusion. The system does not even
attempt to incorporate this surplus population, but
rather tries to isolate and neutralise its real or potential
rebellion, criminalising the poor and the dispossessed,
with tendencies towards genocide in some cases.
As the state abandons efforts to secure legitimacy
among broad swathes of the population that have been
relegated to surplus - or super-exploited - labour, it
resorts to a host of mechanisms of coercive exclusion:
mass incarceration and prison-industrial complexes,
pervasive policing, manipulation of space in new ways,
highly repressive anti-immigrant legislation, and
ideological campaigns aimed at seduction and passivity
through petty consumption and fantasy.
A 21st fascism would not look like 20th century
fascism. Among other things, the ability of dominant
groups to control and manipulate space and to exercise
an unprecedented control over the mass media, the
means of communication and the production of
symbolic images and messages, means that repression
can be more selective (as we see in Mexico or Colombia,
for example), and also organised juridically so that mass
"legal" incarceration takes the place of concentration
camps. Moreover, the ability of economic power to
determine electoral outcomes allows for 21st century
fascism to emerge without a necessary rupture in
electoral cycles and a constitutional order.
The United States cannot be characterised at this time
as fascist. Nonetheless, all of the conditions and the
processes are present and percolating, and the social
and political forces behind such a project are mobilising
rapidly. More generally, images in recent years of what
such a political project would involve spanned the Israeli
invasion of Gaza and ethnic cleansing of the
Palestinians, to the scapegoating and criminalisation of
immigrant workers and the Tea Party movement in the
United States, genocide in the Congo, the US/United
Nations occupation of Haiti, the spread of neo-Nazis
and skinheads in Europe, and the intensified Indian
repression in occupied Kashmir.
The counterweight to 21st century fascism must be a
coordinated fight-back by the global working class.
The only real solution to the crisis of global capitalism
is a massive redistribution of wealth and power -
downward towards the poor majority of humanity. And
the only way such redistribution can come about is
through mass transnational struggle from below.

(William I. Robinson is a professor of sociology and global studies at the University of California, Santa Barbara.)

(Courtesy: Al Jazeera.net)
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Book Review: Andrew Kolin: State Power and Democracy - Before and During the Presidency of George W.
Bush, Palgrave Macmillan, 2010

State Power and Democracy
By: Paresh Chandra

It is not hard to find texts that defy the lies of the
state by presenting facts that contradict them. This
method of 'uncovering' the status quo, which can be
called Chomskyan (the political Chomsky, not the
linguistic one), works by trying to shock its reader
out of their ideological slumber. Unfortunately, the
vast array of ugly facts that these texts bring out
usually remains ungrounded in a unified, alternative
perception of reality. The attempt is to falsify particular
claims of the state, by producing facts to the contrary,
without trying to understand the 'deep structure' that
gives birth to this state of affairs. The reader, not
drawn out into a critique of present-day life in its
entirety, is able to go back to that life, as if what these
books uncover is simply another aspect of reality that
s/he need not be concerned with.
The first noticeable merit of Andrew Kolin's book is
that it is able to avoid this Chomskyan pitfall. The
main thesis - that the American police state that came
to full bloom during the Bush regime was the
culmination of a history of suppression of democracy
- is buttressed by a very detailed account of steps
that successive governments took in this direction. A
diachronic account invariably suggests causal
relations, and the writer in question does not feel the
need to shy away from these suggestions. Kolin's
analysis shows that the move toward a police state
was a possibility immanent within the American
system, and if it did not become a solid, unquestioned
presence till now, it was only because of successive
people's movements that broke its advance. The
emergence of the 'military-industrial complex' during
and after World War II on the one hand, and the
institution of intelligence bodies like the FBI and CIA
on the other, were major steps in the making of a
police state. Kolin demonstrates how these bodies
worked together, repeatedly sidelining the Congress,
to hinder the rights of citizens and foreigners (inside
and outside the American border). Even as they played
a crucial role in militaristic/expansionistic drives, they
also ensured that opposition within the borders of the
nation, to the state's foreign policy, is minimised.
The American state has managed to ensure a
permanent state of emergency, declared or
undeclared, within its borders. This emergency is
based, customarily, on the fear of external threats
(till a point communism and later on terrorism). The
state of emergency implies that the President has
unquestioned primacy over the Congress, that the
Intelligence has a free hand, and that democratic rights

of citizens are effectively and indefinitely suspended.
Any person or organisation that dared to question
foreign policy was arbitrarily connected to foreign
threats (present or absent) and was hence liable to
be prosecuted. Laws like the Patriot Act ensured that
'suspicion' was good enough ground to 'neutralise' a
person.
From the beginning of the 20th century, and especially
after WW-II, the US has been the single-most
powerful imperialist entity in world politics. "Empires
are incompatible with democracy, which has been
seen throughout human history. To maintain and
expand power, an empire must limit dissent, rolling
back democracy; only mass democracy could
challenge the authoritarian polices of the US
government." (131) To defend its power and policies
the US has had to stay on an offensive not only in
territories it has 'conquered', but also inside its own
borders, where dissent has emerged time and again.
Sometimes the combination of aggression abroad and
defence within its borders has proved too much, and
the outcome has often been visible. For instance, one
practical implication of continuous war in Vietnam
was that the state was not in a position to control,
properly, rising discontent inside its borders. More
generally, however, a logical continuum can be traced,
on the one hand between the aggression that is
perpetrated outside and inside the nation's border, and
on the other the resistance that it has to face on both
'fronts'.
The foregrounding of this two-faced 'continuum' has
been, to my mind, the single-most important
achievement of Kolin's book. He has been able to
demonstrate, through an analysis of (sensational)
realpolitik, as well as more prosaic politico-economic
facts, that imperialist aggression, destruction of
democracy inside the imperialist nation, resistance,
both inside and abroad, and policy at large (both 'pro-
' and 'anti-people') are inextricable entwined. In a
way then, this book is an allegory of politics in a world
dominated by the capitalist mode of production.
This final point about policy, or more precisely, the
part about 'pro-people' policy needs to be explained a
bit more. Kolin shows that the meeting of demands
raised by protestors does not necessarily (in fact,
never) means a systemic improvement - cooption is
the word. When the tendency toward militarisation
becomes excessive, the chances of an implosion
increase (this becomes visible, primarily in peoples'
discontent), and to 'manage' this state of affairs the
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state seems to give in to demands; everything
suddenly becomes more democratic. But this
improvement is always temporary, and in a way buys
time for the capitalist state to reorganise itself for a
fresh assault. Obama, for instance, seems to be buying
time in precisely this manner - making cosmetic
changes, making promises that he does not keep, and
so on. The fact is, and this too Kolin brings out, that
the state tries its best to destroy movements. When it
fails to do that, it meets those demands that do not
need a fundamental reorganisation of the social
structure. 'Affirmative action' was one such demand,
which allowed the state to control the furore of the
Civil Rights Movement without hurting hegemonic
interests too much.
This much said, two more bases are left to be covered,
by this essay and by the book. All radical theorists
invariably run into a persistent problem in the process
of explicating the workings of the system. One does
not want to overplay the aspect of agency, nor
celebrate the 'victories' of movements, without
appending a warning about the system's ability to coopt
struggles. If we do this, we risk the pitfall of reformism
and the cause of revolutionary transformation may
suffer. On the other hand, if we focus upon the system
and its 'largeness', its 'perfections', its capacity to
survive and rejuvenate itself, our work may have a
pessimistic, anaesthetic effect on the reader, once
again defeating our cause. And this is the problem
that Kolin's book runs into. The vast intricacies of
the functioning of the state impart to it a sublimity
that seems beyond comprehension; and what we
cannot comprehend, we surely cannot fight. On top
of this, the ability of this state (of affairs) to perpetuate
itself by coopting all attempts to subvert it.
But this is where another aspect of the text becomes

important: the periodically stated, if somewhat
inadequately developed (within the text) centrality of
'class'.
Usually, the text mentions class when it tries to
distinguish between struggles whose demands are
easier for the state to meet, because they do not
question its foundations, and others, which do just that
and are invariably forcefully suppressed. Admittedly
the text does not explain why "class-based" struggles
are somehow harder to coopt. The detour through
political economy that this would entail would have
done away with any possibility that may exist, of the
reader being too overwhelmed with surface structures
to grasp the deep structures that generate them.  I
would argue that any attempt at 'cognitive mapping'
(to use Fredric Jameson's phrase), any attempt, in
other words, to get a handle on the state-of-affairs
will need to begin with an understanding of class
struggle, understood not as a one-on-one battle
between two groups, but as a struggle of tendencies
that become visible to us in synchronic force-fields
of identity assertions. Though, as has been said, the
text does not elaborate upon the process of class
struggle, it does manage to give the reader a sense
that each synchronic fact that it describes is
overdetermined by a complex underlying process that
unites it to other such facts. In its detailed description
of the pendulum-like movement of the state between
greater and lesser democracy, and the relation of this
movement to struggles of peoples, it is able to present
an image of history as the complex dialectic between
autonomy constituted in, as and by the momentary
contingencies of a necessarily continuous critique and
its equally inevitable and continuous structural
determination.

(Courtesy: Radical Notes)
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We Are Resisting

India
Uttar Pradesh - A Major Victory for the Agitating Workers in
Gorakhpur (By: Citizen's Front in Support of
Gorakhpur Worker's Movement)
New Delhi, June 2. Workers in Gorakhpur achieved
a major victory in their struggle when the factory
owners agreed to start the two locked out mills from
June 3 and take back the dismissed workers. 12 of
the 18 workers will join work immediately and the
remaining 6 will be taken back after a domestic
enquiry. The workers also forced the owners to accept
that no one from the management will be in the
enquiry committee; it will have two members from
the office staff and one workers’ nominee.
The decision was taken at negotiations held till late
night at the district magistrate’s residence. The two
owners of the VN Dyers and Processors yarn mill
and textile mill, the district magistrate and deputy
labour commissioner and seven workers’
representatives were present at the meeting.
These two mills in the Bargadwa area of Gorakhpur
were illegally locked out since April 10. Around 500
workers work in both of these mills owned by the
Ajitsaria family having an annual turnover of more
than 150 crores. 18 workers of these two mills were
dismissed by the owners. The workers were agitating
for reinstatement of their colleagues and restarting
the factories.
Their movement took a new turn when around 1500
workers from several factories in Bargadwa and
GIDA industrial areas went to take part in a May
Day rally called by the Workers’ Charter Movement
in Delhi. Almost all the local industrialists were trying
to prevent the workers from joining this rally and even
the divisional commissioner threatened the workers’
leaders that they will not be spared if they continue
to “instigate” the workers.
Eighteen of the leading workers in another yarn mill
Ankur Udyog Ltd were dismissed when they returned
to join work on the morning of May 3. There are
about 900 workers in this mill. When the workers
protested against this action, they were shot at by
criminals hired by the factory owner Ashok Jalan. 19
workers sustained injuries. One of them got a bullet
in his stomach which went through to hit his spine.
He is still in a serious condition.
The workers launched a Workers Satyagraha and
faced severe repression from the police and
administration who openly sided with the owners. They
were lathi-charged repeatedly and were not allowed
to hold even peaceful demonstrations. None of the

main accused of the firing was arrested and false
cases were slapped against many workers. However,
their resolute struggle and widespread support from
all over the country and abroad forced the
administration on the back-foot and all the 18 sacked
workers in Ankur Udyog Ltd were taken back and
the mill restarted on May 11.
However, the owners of VN Dyers were adamant
on taking back the workers and breaking their agitation
at any cost. The workers launched the second phase
of their Satyagraha movement from May 16 by
starting a ‘fast-unto-death’ at the gates of the VN
Dyers yarn mill. The workers were demanding the
reinstatement of dismissed workers, opening of the
locked out mills, arrest of accused in the firing case,
compensation to the injured workers and a high level
enquiry into the firing and repression on workers.
On May 20, on the fifth day of the hunger strike,
when the workers were going to meet the district
magistrate, they were severely beaten, badly injuring
more than 25 workers, and 73 workers were arrested.
Most of the workers were released late in the night
but 14 of their leaders including two women activists
were sent to jail on trumped up charges. They were
finally released on bail after a week. The workers
gained another moral victory when the Station House
Officer of the Chiluatal police station was transferred
for his role in the brutal repression of the workers.
The owners, the labour department and the local
administration were trying to tire out the workers or
break their unity, but failed. They even held “talks”
without the workers and announced the opening of
the mills without the 18 workers whom they declared
as “retired from service”. For several days, the
owners tried to start the mills but the workers refused
to go back to work unless their dismissed co-workers
were taken back. The owners were also threatening
to start the mill by taking in new workers.
On May 30, the workers entered the yarn mill and
occupied it to prevent the management from doing
anything of this sort and to press for their demands.
They forced their way into the yarn mill and occupied
all its shops. They did not budge from their positions
despite threats and intimidation by the police and PAC
(provincial armed constabulary). A large number of
workers kept constant vigil outside the factory and
supplied food to the workers inside.
The administration was forced to call the owners and
the workers for talks on Wednesday night and a
decision to end the standoff was taken after 3 hours
of negotiations. Apart from the DM and DLC, the
two owners and four workers from the yarn mill and
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three from the textile mill were present in the meeting.
The Joint Front for Struggle on Workers’ Rights has
welcomed the decision and said that this victory is
the result of the resolute struggle of all the workers
of Bargadwa who stood united against the might of
the capitalists and the state. However, it cautioned
the workers against complacency as the administration
and management have gone back on their word
several times in the past. Besides, the struggle for
justice in the case of the firing on workers will
continue. False cases against workers have yet not
been revoked.
The front thanked all those who have supported their
struggle in various ways. It also asked all the
intellectuals, social activists, jurists, media persons and
trade unions to continue their campaign to demand
high level enquiries in the firing incident as well as
the rampant violation of labour laws in almost all the
industries in Gorakhpur.

Latin America
Mexico: Indigenous Group Protests Mining
Concessions
Some 500 people marched in Guadalajara, capital of
the western Mexican state of Jalisco, on May 20 to
demand that the federal and state governments honor
their commitments to protect land that is sacred to
the Wixárika (Huichol) indigenous group. The
protesters' main focus was the 22 concessions that
the federal Economy Secretariat has given to First
Majestic Silver Corp (FMS), a Canadian mining
company, to extract gold and silver in some 6,000
hectares around Real de Catorce in the north central
state of San Luis Potosí. They say this was done

without the consent of affected indigenous groups.
The Wixárika now live in an area that includes parts
of Durango, Jalisco, Nayarit and Zacatecas, but they
say their ancestral homeland was in San Luis Potosí,
and every year some Wixárika walk 500 km to the
Wirikuta area in Real de Catorce to gather the peyote
that they use in religious ceremonies. The San Luis
Potosí government declared the Wirikuta a protected
area in 1994, and on April 28, 2008, Mexican president
Felipe Calderón Hinojosa and the governors of
Durango, Jalisco, Nayarit, San Luis Potosí and
Zacatecas signed the Pact of Hauxa Manaka'a, in
which they agreed to respect the area's ecological
integrity.
The Wirikuta's environment was damaged by silver
mining in the 19th and 20th centuries, and the Wixárika
protesters in Guadalajara expressed fears that even
more damage would result from new methods of
extraction that FMS is expected to use. Activist
Antonio Hayanueme García Mijárez said the
concessions were sold to FMS and its Mexican
subsidiary, Minera Real de Bonanza, S.A. de C.V.,
for just $3 million, "less than was paid for Chicharito"—
the Guadalajara born soccer star Javier Hernández,
who plays with the English soccer club Manchester
United.
There were also solidarity actions in Mexico City,
New York and Vancouver. (La Jornada, Mexico, April
9, May 21,2011)
The Vancouver action was part of Mining Justice
Week, a series of events in the week of May 16 to
call Canadians' attention to the role of Canadian
mining companies in Latin America.


