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Panel 1: Start Here

The Learning Site dome is modelled on the concrete domes that provide light and 
air to the marketplace called Palika Bazaar. Like the original dome, Palika Market 
sits beneath the park in which this dome is situated. Learning Site have determined 
that the dome will explore concepts of markets, open spaces and the environment.

This dome [Poster Dwelling; Land, Market and Economy]  has been manufactured 
from recycled paper gathered in Delhi’s office zone. The area around the dome 
will be planted with edible plants mirroring the decorative flower-beds that sur-
round the concrete dome on which it is modeled.The dome will exist in the park 
for 10 days before being recycled as waste paper. The dome is divided into eight 
panels, including this one. The panels explore a number of interrelated themes.

Land & Economy
Enclosure Economics
Market as Myth
Globalisation (Deregulating Markets and Commodifying Knowledge)
Real Markets and Market Ideology
Farming
Special Economy Zones and the 2008 Land Grab

Now, isn’t somebody supposed to give me an image so I know where to start and 
what to talk about...?

In Office Commercial Zone copy-machines, packing and other sources have produced 
unused material used for constructing [Poster Dwelling; Land, Market and Economy].
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Here it is. A man with a horse-drawn plough, a man not unlike my grandfather in 
fact. How land is occupied and how it is farmed is central to how we live, how our 
economy functions, and, most importantly, how our environment is sustained. 
You would think that was obvious. But, it isn’t to many.

My grandfather was born on a farm in England in 1883. As a child he used a 
plough exactly like the one in this picture. The design hadn’t changed much in 
the previous 10,000 years. At 19 my grandfather moved from the farm to the city. 
Back then there were about a billion people on the earth, and nine out of ten of 
us lived in villages. Over my grandfathers 97 years, technology expanded at an 
enormous rate. He got to see the development of cars, radios, televisions and air-
planes. I was seven years old, when he died. In that year the world’s population 
was about three billion. I am now forty-four, and there are now about six billion of 
us. Half of us now live in a city. How we think about land and the environment that 
sustains us has changed. In turn, how we think about ourselves has changed. In-
creasingly, our economic and political systems demand that we think of ourselves, 
and of land, solely in terms of markets. Complexity must be stripped out. Vital
components must be abstracted and purified and set into a simple mechanism. 

A plough for preparing the soil for cultivation. Damage can happen, like soil erosion.

Panel 2: Land & Economy

Is there an image of land, so that we can start thinking about markets and 
economy? 
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Whether this abstraction is a consequence of the increases in technology and 
population, or whether those increases are a consequence of the abstractions 
of markets is a difficult question. What is sure is that as the world’s population 
has grown, so has the tendency to see land and people as commodities, as mere 
functions of the marketplace.

Where did this great abstraction come from? How did we get from the idea of a 
market as a place to buy and sell things people need to the idea of markets as 
the only mechanism that makes the world go round? How did this help so many 
of us to forget the obvious, that how we occupy land and farm are central to our 
economies and environment?

We need an image. Here’s a piece of a poem know as ‘The Commons’, written by 
‘poor, mad’ John Clare in the early 19th century.

Enclosure came and trampled on the grave
Of labours rights, and left the poor a slave

Fence now meets fence, in owners little bounds
Of field and meadow large, as garden grounds
In little parcels little minds to please
With men and flocks imprisoned, ill at ease

Each little tyrant, with his little sign
Shows where man claims earth grows no more divine
On paths to freedom, and to childhood dear
A board sticks up to notice: ‘no road here’

                                                              - John Clare    

Poem from the early 19th century
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Clare’s poem refers to a process of ‘enclosing’ common land, which occurred in 
England between the 15th and the 19th centuries. The English story is important, 
because the Enclosure process gave rise to attitudes that were central to Brit-
ish colonialism and, even more importantly, to arguments that are now central 
to contemporary economic theory. If we want to think about the abstraction of 
markets and land ownership, this is a good place to start.

Clare’s poem says that the rights of labours have been destroyed. The poor have 
been enslaved. People and their animals are fenced in on small pieces of land. 
Little parcels of land create ‘little minds’. The path to freedom is blocked. It’s a 
no-through road. So what was the process of Enclosure?

Enclosure meant the taking ‘common land’, land that was once used freely by 
anybody who needed it into private ownership. In other words, making a open, 
public asset into an exclusive and tradable private property. It’s the process we 
now call ‘privatisation’.

Before enclosure large areas England were open to grazing. From the 1450s 
onwards, land over which many poor people had rights to graze animals began 
to be ‘closed’ off by wealthy farmers for their own use. By the 18th century, half 
the common fields in England had been turned into private property. Stripped of 
their historic rights to the land, many poor people starved, and many areas of the 
country suffered from depopulation. Later on, more ‘common’ or ‘waste’ land – 
land that had never been owned, such as open heaths, moorlands and highlands 
– were enclosed. In the final phase, between the 17th and 19th centuries, very 
large-scale enclosures of all types of land were enabled by act of parliament. Until 
that time, Enclosures had not had the force of government behind them, but the 
crown, parliament and the church had lacked the power, or will, to stop them. In 
the final phase, Enclosure was encouraged by the government and backed by the 
force of law. The idea of stripping people of their rights and giving the land they 
occupied to a private owner therefore required conceptual justification.

It was in these arguments presented in the British parliament to justify enclosure 
and the dispossession of the rural poor that some key arguments of modern 
economics developed. The early phases of Enclosure and dispossession of the 
poor were backed by nothing more than the naked self-interest of the pow-
erful families who took land for themselves. But before parliament conceptual 
justification of the process was required. It was here that the idea that public 
assets are better off in private hands was first rehearsed. It was here that the 
idea of ‘the tragedy of the commons’ was developed. Many ideas about the 
importance of private property were also clarified here. And so too were many 
modern ideas about investment. Without the development of these arguments, 
many of the ideas that have come to the fore in the last 30 years under the 
rubric of ‘neo-liberalism’ would not exist. But lets not get ahead of ourselves.

The enclosure of English common land, had a huge influence on the later methods
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of British colonialism. But, it took an Austrian-Hungarian economist and historian 
writing in the 1940s to point it out. Karl Polanyi observed that the process that 
begun in England, later encompassed the earliest English colonies – in Wales, 
Ireland and Scotland – and eventually spread throughout the whole of the British 
Empire in the 18th, 19th and early 20th centuries. Colonialisation can be thought 
of in many ways. But the process we are interested in is the way complex cultural 
and social systems are stripped down, abstracted and bought into what Polanyi 
called the ‘Market Society’. In this sense, the period of European colonialisation is 
not over. Armies may have retreated. Direct political control may have receded. 
But concepts remain. The concepts developed from Enclosure continue in our 
own time. Indeed they have spread, and not only in terms of the way we think 
about land. If the Enclosures were about dividing up and putting fences around 
things that were suddenly deemed to be private property, we now have fences 
around knowledge. But lets not get ahead of ourselves. Lets stay with the history 
for a moment.

What happened to those poor people who lost their rights to their land? The 
old agricultural system of economic ‘householding’ (sometime called ‘subsistence 
farming’) virtually disappeared. Householding was based on the ability of the 
poor to access common land where they could graze small animals and collect 
wild fruit and vegetables and firewood. 

In Ancient Egypt they also sowed seeds and enjoyed force-feeding cranes. One 
can say they had an easy time; they developed the hydroponic system. In the city 
Babylon, early “city farming” was done in the famous Hanging Gardens that also 
worked on a hydroponic system.
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Enclosure ended that access. As Enclosure got into its stride in the 17th and 18th 

centuries, it led to a growth of landless peasants, who now offered their labour in 
exchange for a wage. The supply of labour to the rapidly growing cities of the 18th 
and 19th centuries Britain was one of the key factors in the rise of ‘Industrial Revo-
lution’. The destruction of traditional land occupation and use systems, and tradi-
tional cultural systems, was the chief reason why Britain was the first country in the 
world to industrialise. The movement from land to the city that uprooted hundreds 
of thousands in England a few hundred years ago, now uproots millions of people 
a year around the globe. It is the same process, but of a different magnitude.

Karl Polanyi famously drew a devastating conclusion from studying the English 
Enclosures. One that is still observable in the world today. The destruction of tra-
ditional systems of cultural and social organisation was a prerequisite for the rap-
id industrialisation. It is observable now in rapidly industrialising countries such 
as India, China and Brazil. In order to ensure a supply of cheap labour, existing 
support systems must be removed. That entails destroying the systems through 
which people occupy land, and grow their own food. That also entails destroying 
their socio-cultural systems. Only when people are fundamentally uprooted and 
abstracted from their ‘traditional’ systems of sustenance are they fully rendered 
as ‘commodities’ – wage labourers – who can be moved in and out of the market 
mechanism. Polanyi recounted the ways in which all 19th century colonialists in 
Africa systematically set out to destroy social support systems, such as the cus-
tom of feeding even your enemies in times of famine. 

From this historical process it is possible to see the outline of a political-economic 
ideology that has dominated the world for the last thirty years. When the histori-
cal process of Enclosures and industrialisation are wrapped up into a series of 
‘lessons’ or ‘conclusions’, they form an ideology. Polanyi called this ideology the 
“Market Society”. It is a society – if we can call it that – in which all values derive 
from the relations of the market. That ideology rejects broad notions of society, 
the idea of culture, religion and ethics. To reach its aim of total efficiency those 
notions must not be permitted to ‘distort’ or ‘interrupt’ the order of the market. 
Thus the Market Society must seek to eradicate all alternative systems of being, 
thinking and doing. Ironically, this ideology relies on certain cultural myths, and 
certain social practices, in order that it can function.

Panel 3: Enclosure Economics

The ideology of the Market Society is highly abstract, reductive and controlling. 
As we said in Panel 2 English Enclosures provided a blueprint for later colonial at-
titudes towards land. But the Enclosure movement also furnished the world with 
some key concepts in economic theory.

Justifying the dispossession of the poor before parliament required a powerful set 
of arguments. Those concepts are still used in economic theory. Most obviously, the
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theory that land is a commodity is still with us. But so too is the idea of privatisa-
tion -  the idea public assets are inefficiently managed and are therefore better 
off in private hands.

The key concept developed in the early 19th century to enable the movement 
from public to private control was called ‘the tragedy of the commons’. The con-
cept helped to clarify the modern idea of property and its role in contemporary 
political economy. It also reinforced pre-existing ideas about investment, giving 
investment its modern conceptual form. Lets look at these ideas. Do we have 
another image?

Lets look at land. The idea that land is a commodity, like say, bread, cloth or 
steel, is rather odd. Real markets, like the one at Palika Bazaar, exist to buy and 
sell objects, things that have been created to be exchanged. The most accurate 
definition of a commodity is an item that has been produced for exchange. How-
ever, there are some things we now treat as commodities that aren’t really com-
modities. That is, they are not objects, and they were not created to exchange 
in marketplaces. But, confusingly, we have come to regard them as commodities, 
as object-like things to be exchanged.

Rationalising the work of sickle, scythe and flail. The machine became popular dur-
ing the 20th century and has been part of the green revolution. A revolution that had 
the  intention to spread agriculture technologies. There were three basic elements 
in the method of the Green Revolution: (1) Continued expansion of farming areas; 
(2) Double-cropping existing farmland; (3) Using seeds with improved genetics.
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Karl Polanyi identified three ‘fictitious commodities’ – land, labour and money. 
Land simply exists. It is not produced to exchange in a marketplace. It is deeply 
embedded in complex social, spiritual, cultural and environmental relationships. 
Complexity also applies to labour. Humans are not objects produced for exchange, 
but are complex social and cultural beings. Similarly, money is not produced as a 
commodity, but as a method of enabling the markets on which commodities are 
exchanged to function more smoothly. The object in our hand has no intrinsic 
worth; it is merely a representation of a socially agreed value. 

The commodity logic creates a view of land as ‘fungible’. That is it renders land as 
an object that is as easily exchangeable in a marketplace. Yet, land and people 
exist in value systems that exist outside of the marketplace. To treat land as 
a commodity it must be forcibly stripped of those complex socio-cultural and 
environmental characteristics. Treating land that way has allowed our economic 
system to do some very strange things, as we shall see. 

Lets have an image.

The arguments for Enclosure also furnished economists with the concept of ‘trag-
edy of the commons’. The concept emerged in the justifications of land enclosure 
put before parliament. But it was popularised in economic theory in the early 19th 

century by William Foster Lloyd. In the 1940s, elements of the theory re-emerged 
in the concept of ‘public goods’ laid out by Paul Samuelson. Those ideas have

Parcels
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since been greatly elaborated in theories of political economy, most recently and 
notably by Joseph Stiglitz. In the late 1960s, the ecologist Garrett Harding popu-
larised Lloyd’s theoretical account for environmentalists. And from Hardin, it has 
become popular in debates about the future of internet and what is termed the 
‘digital commons’. 

So, what was the original ‘tragedy of the commons’? In the late 18th and early 
19th centuries a powerful argument was needed to justify stripping the poor of 
their rights and throwing them off land they had occupied for centuries. The 
‘Tragedy’ argument was simple. If many people had access to a piece of land for 
gathering plants and firewood and for grazing animals, the land would quickly be-
come depleted of natural resources. Each person would selfishly take as much of 
the natural resource as they could get away with. The food and fuel sources would 
eventually disappear. Without plants, the soil would wash away, and, eventually, 
they and their neighbours would starve. This was the ‘tragedy’ of unenclosed land 
– the commons. Thus is was argued that in order to save the land and the people 
from destruction, the land should be made into property and given a private 
owner. This was done by act of parliament. The concept of privatisation as it has 
been known in our own time has been broadly applied around the world to many 
natural resources and to businesses that were previously controlled by states.

The advocates of parliamentary Enclosures argued that if common land was 
bought under private ownership, the new owners would have an ‘incen tive’ not 
to overgraze the land. Why would they willingly destroy their own property? In-
deed, it was argued that, if the land was owned as private property, there would 
be an additional incentive for the new owner to ‘invest’ in the land in order to 
‘improve’ its productivity. If the land was left as a commons, it was argued, the 
people who used it had no ‘incentive’ to limit their overgrazing. Nor was there 
any ‘incentive’ for an individual to invest in the land in order to improve it. Why 
would an individual do that, the advocates argued? If they did so, they would not 
receive the full benefit of their personal investment. Rather the benefits of their 
personal investment would be spread amongst all the people who had access to 
commons (what modern economists call the ‘free rider’ problem). The individual 
would loose out. Therefore no rational individual would invest in the land. Thus 
it was that, in the name of improving the land, and making it more productive, 
in order to ‘feed more people’, hundreds of thousands of people were moved off 
their land and vast tracks of common land were privatised.

It is a persuasive argument. Many have found it so. But, the fact that its origin lies 
in the justification of placing common resources in the hands of individuals should 
make one wary. The argument works wonderfully well if one believes that people 
are solitary, selfish and competitive individuals. It works if one believes that such 
individuals are calculatingly rational. It works if those individuals are without his-
tory, custom and ethical codes of behaviour, that they exist without knowledge 
of their environment, and without the ability to do what is in their own, and their 
community’s, interest.



If any of the common land had in fact been used as the ‘Tragedy’ narrative 
suggested, overgrazing would have already exhausted the land by the time the 
parliamentary acts came into force. In fact, common land was subject to rights of 
access, or ‘usufructs’. Customary laws and cultural practices ordered the general 
use of such land. There is no evidence that, in traditional systems, peasant farm-
ers acted like the selfish, rational, purely profit seeking individuals of the theory. 
To presume so, presupposes that the rural communities treated common land not 
as a resource critical to their own, and their families and neighbour’s survival, but 
as ‘free property’ to do with what they personally wanted. But a right to ‘access’ is 
categorically not the same thing as the right to ‘exclude’ and the right to ‘dispose’ at 
ones own will – those are the rights that define private property, not common land. 
Every farmer knows not to overgraze their fields, whether or not they own those 
fields as private property is immaterial. Static rural communities are embedded 
in local environmental knowledge, which as many anthropologists acknowledge, 
is the seedbed from which cultural traditions develop. It is exactly within such 
cultural traditions that knowledge about overgrazing and respect for ones neigh-
bours in transmitted. The ‘tragedy of the commons’ was then a convenient fiction.

The ‘Tragedy’ concept is beautifully ‘logical’ and has had an enduring appeal to 
economists. Historically and politically, it was never much more than an excuse 
for wholesale shifts in land occupation and the concentration of economic power 
in fewer hands. Thus it remains a potent political tool for those today who wish 
to increase their personal fortune.
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The Bubble Crash, here seen in Japan 14.09.08. This time it was the housing 
speculation there started the waves - no reports on any toads involvement.



From the ‘Tragedy’ many contemporary ideas flow. The discourse of individual in-
centives was given far greater clarification. The contemporary notion of a ‘public 
good’ – a good from which it is difficult to exclude others – that was first articulated 
by Paul Samuelson in the 1940s, derived directly from the discourse of the ‘Tragedy’. 
As did the idea that such goods lack investment because there are few incentives for 
private investors. The critical public goods concepts ‘non-rivalousness’, ‘non-exclud-
ability ’ and the ‘free rider problem’, are sophisticated descendants of the ‘Tragedy’. 

In the era of globalisation, the notion that such common or public assets are an inef-
ficient use of resources has become a central tenet of ‘neo-liberalism’, or the ‘Wash-
ington Consensus’. The privatisation of public assets, whether they are land, ser-
vices or business, that were a few decades ago controlled by the state, has become 
commonplace. In political circles, derision for public goods has become intense. 
Where common or state ownership still exists, the practice has been to destroy it. 

The Tragedy has turned up in increasingly strange places. We will look at some 
in the other Panels.

Panel 4: Market as Myth 

Do we have another image? What’s this? A toad? Oh, I see, it’s the famous ce-
ramic toad of Osaka.
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A ceramic toad helped high positioned persons in the Japanese financial world to 
speculate in the bubble that exploded in 1991. Madame Nui who was the oracle 
for the toad was sent to prison in 12 years.



All those clever, logical concepts that came out of the Enclosures debates… you 
would almost think that they described the world we really live in. But, real 
markets aren’t like the markets of economic theory. You couldn’t call them good 
examples of clear, rational logical thinking. Rather they are embedded in cultural 
traditions and mythology, in practice and habit rather than abstract calculation.

So, what’s with the ceramic toad? Well, for most of the 20th century, mainstream 
economists has attempted to persuade us that economics is a ‘science’. If economics 
is a science, then questions of subjective value – based on cultural, religious or ethi-
cal beliefs – have no place. Yet, human behaviour is moved by many factors that have 
no place in economic textbooks. Take the toad of Madame Onoe Nui for example.

The toad has been described as “the single most important player in the Japanese 
stockmarket” in the early 1990s. Senior executives from the Industrial Bank of 
Japan and JP Morgan, along with stockbrokers from Yamaichi Securities, used to 
visit Madame Nui’s home in Osaka. They would pat the ‘magic toad’ on the head 
and Madame Nui would go into a trance. The toad, speaking through Madame Nui, 
would then deliver advice about which stocks to buy or sell. By 1990, it was esti-
mated that Madame Nui and her toad controlled $10 Billion worth of investments. 
She was simultaneously the world’s largest individual investor and the world’s larg-
est individual borrower. When the toad’s magic failed 1991, Nui was bankrupted 
owing 2.8 trillion yen, or US$22billion in 1991 prices. In Japan, toad’s are thought 
to have magical qualities. What may seem to be irrational behaviour to a professor 
of economics at Harvard University may be quite normal in another culture, and 
more importantly, real markets are moved by such non-rational thinking. Rarely, 
if ever, do actual people behave as they are presumed to do in economic models.
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Lets have another image. What’s this? 
I know. This is another economic con-
cept: ‘market equilibrium’. This con-
cept has its root in a myth. It too grew 
up during the English Enclosures. (Oh, 
the English again!)

Equilibrium is achieved when one 
force equals that of another. Market 
equilibrium is the idea that, at some 
point, all the forces of supply and de-
mand within a market will equal out. 
At that point, all competing forces and 
tensions are neutralised, everybody is 
satisfied, and nobody has dispropor-
tionate power. The first mathematical 
models of market equilibrium were 
produced in the 1870s – in France 
(phew!). The idea of market equilib-



rium, and general equilibrium for the whole economy, has been convincing to 
many great economists from Leon Walras to John Maynard Keynes, and con-
tinues to the present day. However, they have argued incessantly about what 
it means and how you there. Many say that the point is theoretical, that is it is 
never likely to exist in practice, but the job of economists and policy makers is to 
get as close at possible to it. To do that it is necessary for the state to ‘intervene’ 
in markets to help them work towards everyone’s advantage. Many others sug-
gest that equilibrium is a ‘natural’ phenomenon. If policy makers stopped med-
dling with the economy, a ‘natural equilibrium’ would assert itself. If we thought 
less, and tried less, nature’s own equilibrium would be revealed. But where did 
we get the idea of general equilibrium?

Like our other stories, it starts with the Enclosures. As we said in Panel 2, the 
enclosure of common land was at its height in the 18th and 19th centuries. 
A great many people were stripped of their rights of access. As a result, the 
problem of ‘paupers’ – people unable to feed themselves – or ‘vagrants’ – 
people who moved from place to place seeking work – became acute. The 
concept of equilibrium developed from debates about what to do with those 
poor people.

In 1786, Joseph Townsend published a small book called Dissertation on the 
Poor Laws. The ‘Dissertation’ was responded to the ongoing debate about what 
to do with the poor. Should you house and feed them? Who should be respon-
sible – the local community, the church, the state? Townsend regarded the poor 
as lazy, not as dispossessed. And he had a simple solution. Remove all provi-
sion. Do not intervene in any way to help them. Hunger will then drive them to 
seek work. This brutal attitude was justified by a story Townsend told about the 
island of Juan Fernandez. 
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‘Juan Fernandez’ lies off the coast 
of Chile. It took its name from a fa-
mous Spanish admiral. According to 
Townsend’s legend, the admiral let a 
number of goats loose on the island 
in order to provide a source of fresh 
meat for future visits to the area. 
There were no predators on the is-
land, and the goats bred and quickly 
multiplied. The goats then became an 
important source of food for English 
pirates operating in the area.  
(Arh, the English again!) The pirates were there to raid Spanish ships. So, in 
order to starve the pirates out, the Spanish then released vicious dogs on to 
the island in order that they should eat the goats and thus starve the pirates.



According to legend, the dogs ate some of the goats. And they also bred. Eventu-
ally, according to Townsend, a “natural equilibrium” established itself betweendogs 
and goats. In his words, “the weakest of both species were among the first to pay 
the debt to nature; the most active and vigorous preserved their lives”. From this 
Townsend drew a simple inference that could be applied to human society. The 
quantity of food “regulates the number of the human species”. He then applied 
this lesson from ‘nature’ to the problem of the poor. “Hunger”, he suggested, “will 
tame the fiercest animals, it will teach civility, obedience and subjection. Only the 
“silent, unremitting pressure” of hunger “can spur and goad the poor to labour”.  
Laws that intervened to prevent hunger and starvation were wrong. A funda-
mental ‘natural law’ existed quite apart from social customs and government 
laws. Humans are animals. Take away the false laws of man, and ‘natural law’ 
asserts itself. On Juan Fernandez there was no government, no law, no social do-
gooders, and nature’s fundamental law had established a “natural equilibrium” 
between the supply of goats and the demands of dogs. The law of hunger was 
absurdly simple; it presented the most ‘efficient’ method of organising human 
life, far better than anything that could be conceived by a lawyer, economist or 
politician. 

Though the story of dogs and goats was a myth, it was convincing. It influ-
enced many. Charles Darwin’s theory of natural selection was partially built on 
Townsend’s myth, as was Malthus’s famous population theory. Most influentially, 
Herbert Spencer’s evolution-inspired political theory – the concept of ‘survival of 
the fittest’ - came straight from Townsend’s myth. (Without that we may never 
have had ‘eugenics’ and Hitler’s ‘final solution’.) In the 19th century, many ‘free 
trade’ businessmen, economists and politicians took inspiration from the myth. 
Where government is absent, ‘natural laws’ assert themselves that are superior to 
any that humans can design for themselves. Therefore, ‘interventions’ by govern-
ments, such as the demand that we pay taxes or import and export duties, were 
deemed to be wrong because they ‘distorted’ the ‘natural laws’ of the market. If 
only we refrained from interfering with markets, they suggested, ‘natural equilib-
rium’ would assert itself in the economy, just as it did in nature. 

It should be no surprise either that the concept of a Market Society we talked 
about in Panel 2 was derived from this myth. In our own time this idea has re-
emerged in the political theories of ‘neo-liberalism’.

Panel 5: Globalisation (Deregulating Markets and Commodifying Knowl-
edge)

Some more images please.
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Economic descriptions of land, economy and markets are not as rational and 
scientific as we think. When we talk about being ‘modern’ and privatising public 
assets, we use 19th century English arguments designed to excuse the dispos-
session of the poor. When we say it is better to “leave it to the market”, we repeat 
an 18th century English myth about the dangers of ‘intervention’ by the state 
designed to justify a policy of letting the poor starve. While we believe we are in 
the midst of a rational mechanism – the Market Society – we are, in fact, ruled by 
customs, superstitions and myths. We should all be aware that toads can bring 
about the collapse of banks. But, in fact, idea of society and culture reduced to 
a rational mechanism is itself a myth. Nevertheless these concepts and myths 
are believed, and, internalised, they influence the way we think about economic 
globalisation. Let’s talk about globalisation. 

The economic globalisation of the last forty years has been driven by two sets 
of ideas that developed in the wake of the Enclosures. One set of ideas in based 
on the idea of natural balances between dogs and goats. That strand, which has 
been a central organising myth of ‘neo-liberalism’, believes in the sanctity of the 
pure free market. Its organised around a fear of ‘intervention’, in any form – so-
cial, cultural or economic – by states, groups or individuals that might distort or 
impede the progress of free market. In its most idealistic form, the rejection of 
intervention is about the development of the Market Society, that entails as a 
consequence, the destruction of the state. The other set of ideas have developed 
from the ‘tragedy of the commons’ narrative. That strand has been central to the

Different banks



development of what is known as ‘knowledge economics’. In this strand, inter-
vention is central. Here the intervention by governments aims to privatise or 
‘enclose’ common assets. 

It is often said that politicians give with one hand and take away with another. 
This is a good way to see these two strands of globalisation. With one hand inter-
vention is treated with fear and derision, because it can be used to prevent the 
accumulation of private wealth. With the other it is welcomed as the means to 
create private wealth. It depends on whether a politician is thinking about dogs 
and goats or about enclosures and the ‘tragedy of the commons’.

Economic globalisation began in the early 1970s with a series of economic crisis 
that affected developed industrial economies. The crises coincided with the end 
of old style colonialist economies, where rich countries bought cheap imports of 
raw materials from poor countries and turned them into manufactured goods, 
which were often sold back to the developing world. But, the biggest motor for 
change was financial not industrial. Currency crises in the early 70s led to the 
abandonment of the ‘Bretton Woods’ agreement that fixed exchange rates be-
tween nations. Foreign exchange controls were progressively removed, and other 
aspects of the financial markets were deregulated. At the same time an oil crisis 
put huge pressure on the older, oil hungry industrialised countries. 

The major consequence of these developments was what became known as the 
‘flight of capital’. In the Bretton Woods era, capital largely stayed put. But in the 
era of so-called ‘hot capital’, money was free to travel the world and to settle 
temporarily in places where there was a supply of cheap, unregulated labour 
and raw materials. The sites of industrial activity moved. Older industrialised 
countries saw jobs rapidly disappear. As their economies failed, they developed 
two responses to the crisis. The ‘neo-liberal’ response was rooted in ‘classical 
economics’ that in turn drew many of its concepts from the debates about the 
Enclosures and the Poor Laws. ‘Knowledge economics’ developed from the same 
Anglo-centric history, but from the debates about the ‘tragedy of the commons’.

The neo-liberal strategy was to go with the flow of events. Governmental controls 
on the economy were cracking. Governments should let them go. The ‘natural law’ 
of the market was asserting itself. That was a good thing. Since the 19th century 
advocates of ‘free trade’ had developed the basic principle of natural equilibrium 
laid out in the dogs and goats myth. They argued that each individual had natural 
competitive advantage over another. Each person should therefore specialise it 
what was most economically advantageous for them to do. Scaled up to the level 
of states, this doctrine became known as ‘comparative economic advantage’. In a 
national economy, a natural balance would assert itself if governments refrained 
from artificial interventions that distorted the free market – such as paying ben-
efits to the unemployed or to the old and sick. Where international trade was 
concerned, import and export taxes should be abolished. All interventions, it 
was believed, were misguided attempts to rig the market. If only governments
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would become smaller, and do less, natural competitive advantages would come 
to the fore, and eventually a harmonious balance between all the forces in the 
world economy would asset itself.

In response to the crises of the 1970s, this narrative, with deep roots in the prob-
lems caused by English land Enclosures, was reinvented. The neo-liberal political 
paradigm put forward a set of policy prescriptions aimed at eventually eliminating 
all interventionary practices. Natural market forces should be allowed to let rip. 
Refrain from any behaviour that ‘distorts’ the natural equilibrium of the market. 
The policy rules were simple: cut government borrowing and public expenditure; 
let the international money markets work out currency exchange rates; open your 
markets - lower or abolish taxes and remove barriers to trade, such as import and 
export tariffs; end all state subsidies, whether to businesses or to the unemployed 
and sick; cut all regulations that impede businesses. Most importantly, privatise 
common or public assets and leave every area of society to market forces and al-
low prices find their natural level. 

The myth of dogs and goats was intended to prove that governments should never 
intervene in the market, not even to prevent the starvation. It is better to let the 
poor starve and the natural equilibrium between people and food to assert itself. 
Neo-liberal developed from that line of anti-interventionary thinking. It has been 
central to the way many politicians and economists have attempted to ‘structure’ 
– or indeed un-structure – economic globalisation.

A supermarket like many other supermarkets. This one is in Japan



The alternative reaction by industrialised countries in North America, Europe and 
Japan to the 70s crises developed from the ‘tragedy of the commons’. While neo-
liberalism demanded an end to intervention; ‘knowledge economics’ derived from 
the opposite impulse – to intervene regularly in order to create new properties 
to trade with.

The difficulty of competing with low cost, developing economies led the leader-
ship of the older industrialised states to the conclusion that, if they could not com-
pete in terms of price, they would have to compete in terms of innovation. They 
therefore decided to focus on their supposed ‘competitive economic advantages’ 
in terms of education, research & development and creativity. In practice, this 
has meant the reinforcement and expansion of the intellectual property system. 

The system of copyrights, patents and trademarks (intellectual properties or IP) 
developed gradually over hundreds of years in European countries to encourage 
investment in specific kinds of cultural and technological product. The original 
concept is simple. The state intervenes in the market place to create a temporary 
private property for those who create new cultural or technological works. These 
forms of property can then be bought and sold. Granting a private property right 
that lasted for twenty years for a patent and the life span of the author plus an-
other seventy years for a copyright, is supposed to give an incentive to inventors 
and authors to produce new knowledge. 

Unfortunately, the actual use of the IP system has changed in the era of globalisa-
tion. In trade terms, the system can be seen as trade protectionism. The system 
has increasingly been deployed as a means of protecting industries and jobs in 
older developed economies from the ravages unleashed by neo-liberal policies – 
the deregulation of markets and removal of other protectionist measures. Rather 
than encouraging the development of new knowledge, IP has come to be used 
as a method of enclosing existing knowledge.

State policies have focussed on helping businesses close off as much knowledge 
as possible, securing it within the IP system. Once fenced off as private property, 
knowledge can then be traded on international markets. Typically this allows large 
companies to own IP rights that are created in wealthy countries and use the 
knowledge to manufacture goods in poorer countries, where costs are cheaper.  
 
Thus, the neo-liberalism’s response to globalisation has focussed on one kind of 
privatisation: the selling off of public assets (such as land and state owned indus-
tries) to private companies. In doing so, it fiercely rejects any interventions in the 
market. In contrast ‘knowledge economy’ policy has sought to do the opposite. It 
has massively expanded the market intervention, using the intellectual property 
system to enclose knowledge and protect national economies. Thus, it is a differ-
ent kind of privatisation. It is an enclosure system. As currently deployed, it has 
much in common with the land Enclosure system. Some have even called it the 
“Second Great Enclosure Movement”.
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Panel 6: Real Markets and Market Ideology

Can we have another image please? Ah, a market. A street vendor…

Unpackaged water

Lets think about markets. Markets arise out of needs and they service needs. 
The are very, very useful mechanisms. So lets think about how they now interact 
with the ideology of markets. The Market Society is an ideological abstraction of 
‘real markets’ – that is places where actual commodities are bought and sold. 
The street vendors of New Delhi and Palika Bazar, below your feet, are real mar-
kets. In a real market, people trade goods with each other. Such institutions are 
thousands of years old. They have existed in many different cultures and epochs. 
Local practices, laws and customs have always overseen the operation of real 
markets. While there are some common features to markets, the people who 
operate within them, and the places where markets are located, and how they 
are operated, varies greatly. For example, the local rules by which a street vendor 
operates are very different from those of a shop in Palika Bazaar. The laws may 
be formal or informal. In every part of the world some markets operate legally 
and others illegally. However a real market operates, it is always a part of society, 
a part of the culture, in which it operates. The idea that society and culture cause 
‘distortions’ to ‘The Market’ is a curiously European and American notion. Until 
the 19th century, the idea that markets were the principle means of organising 
human societies did not exist. The concept of a Market Society in which markets 
are the only means of organising society was unthinkable.



There is a huge different between real markets and the ideology developed from 
them. Real markets are embedded in social and cultural practices. But notions of 
society and culture have no place in the ideology of the Market Society.

Lets have another image. OK, I see.
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Palika Bazar is an undergound market, placed in this geometric system, planned 
over a triangular base.

The internet tells me that Palika Bazaar was set up in the 1970s. It contains 370 
shops, where you can buy many different commodities at very low cost. The 
entry on wikipedia also says that there maybe some “fake designer products and 
pirated CDs, software and movies” in the Bazaar. Real markets organized the dis-
tribution of goods that that people want. Just as such actual markets operate in 
ways that are unrecognizable to the rational logic of economic theory, they may 
not always operate within the law. A long, twisting story leads from the English 
Enclosures of the 15th century to those ‘fakes’ and ‘pirated’ goods below your feet 
in the Bazaar.

We have talked about the ‘tragedy of the commons’ and the way that idea has 
structured attitudes towards economic globalization – particularly the ideas that 
wealth countries have broadening and strengthening their IP systems. That has 
meant enclosing more and more knowledge, bringing it into the property system.

Imagine you buy a CD in Palika Bazaar, and that your friend buys the same CD 
from a different shop. The CDs look and sound exactly the same. They contain 
the same songs, and cost the same price. Imagine that as you sit in this park 
comparing them, a policeman comes along and arrests your friend for possessing 
illegal goods! What on earth has happened? The answer is that you have bought 
a legitimate CD. The company that made it was legally authorized to do so by the 
person who owns the copyright on the songs. The shop owner sold you a legal 
product. Your friend bought a CD that, though identical was made without paying 
the person who owns the copyright. The shop owner bought a fake. He may not 
have known. Your friend bought the illegal copy, and now they are in trouble. The 
policeman confiscates your friends CD, and they cry.
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Streetmarkets are held in the streets or where there is space available. In India, re-
tail is the largest contributor to the gross domestic production in the service sector. 
In 2003 the 12 million retail outlets in India accounts for 14 percent of the service 
sectors economic activity, twice that of banking and insurance activity. Of these 
14 percent, 97 percent consists of unlicensed retailers, including street-vendors.

It happens. Because of the idea of knowledge economics many countries, and 
many companies, have become obsessed with protecting IP. Enclosure is a vital 
economic strategy for many corporations and states. But enclosures are never 
perfect. It is very easy to copy knowledge. In fact, one of the most obvious things 
about knowledge is how easily it spreads from person to person. In the English 
Enclosures we talked about fences that were physically erected over common land. 
And we have talked about the economic concepts derived from this process. In 
particular, the notion of ‘public goods’. Let’s remind ourselves of that. The concept 
of Enclosure or privatization was developed greatly in the 20th and 21st century. 
But so too was the concept ‘tragedy of the commons’.

In the 1940s, Paul Samuelson articulated the concept of ‘public goods’. Such goods 
were very similar to the common land that was destroyed by the Enclosures. Like 
common land, public goods suffered from a tragedy. They were very useful to 
many people, but because they were, individuals had no personal ‘incentive’ to 
invest in them in order to ensure they survived or to create them in the first place. 
Public goods, he concluded, need to be upheld, managed and invested in, by the 
state acting on behalf of the population. 
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In the last thirty years some economists started to argue that knowledge was 
a kind of public good. It was difficult to exclude other people from knowledge. 
Once an idea is common knowledge, it is very hard for an individual to say that 
they ‘own’ it. Secondly, common knowledge is rather different from common 
land. If I use a piece of knowledge, it doesn’t prevent you from also using that 
knowledge. For example, a farmer knows what seeds to sow and when to sow 
them. That does not exclude another farmer from knowing and doing the same 
thing. The two farmers are not rivals to each other as they would be if they were 
trying to both sow seeds on the same piece of land. Even if one farmer tried to 
exclude the other from his knowledge about seeds, it would be difficult. Thus, it 
is said that such public goods are both ‘non-rival’ and ‘non-excludable’. 

So, back to your CD. The fact that you have a piece of music on a CD doesn’t 
stop your friend having the same piece on another CD. You are not rivals. Equally, 
the fact you both bought identical CDs indicates that the knowledge contained 
in them spreads very easily - it is difficult to exclude other people from it. So, if 
that is the case, how did we arrive at the idea that one CD is legal and the other 
illegal? How could a fence be erected around the knowledge, or the music, to 
enclose it, to make it into property – to make one copy of a CD legal and the 
other illegal?

The answer is that that fence is erected by intellectual property. IP is an invis-
ible fence that runs around and through many, many things that we buy or sell. 
It sits around machines, and it gets inside them, wrapping itself around the 
smallest components. It finds its way in onto CDs, into CDs, T-shirts, computers, 
medicines, and farmers seeds and many more things. Lets stay with the idea of 
knowledge for a moment.

When we talked about the ‘tragedy of the commons’, we said the original concept 
was based on the idea that if many people have access to a piece of common land, 

Container-ships sailing around at the 
world´s seas to transport many differ-
ent nice and interesting objects.

A credit card is a little card made in 
plastic you can use if you don’t have 
any money.
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old version of the ‘tragedy’. Things are better if they are privatised. The more 
more we privatise the better things get. The more we view things as commodi-
ties, as properties, the better our economies will become. The further we will 
move towards the promise of the Market Society. Many find this argument per-
suasive. However, where knowledge is concerned, many others find the reverse 
to be true.

The reverse ‘tragedy’ was first propounded by the early ‘architects’ of the in-
ternet. As engineers, they sought to create machines and digital networks that 
moved packets of information form one place to another with the least amount of 
problems. Thus they were hostile to any technical, legal or social restriction that 
impeded the free movement of materials across digital networks. Interventions 
- whether they technological, political or ethical – would slow down or entirely 
blocked the development of the network computing. The technical objections 
made a neat parallel to ‘free market’ objections to all forms of intervention. In 
a direct parallel to the neo-liberal objection to the way social, cultural, legal or 
religious based interventions are held to ‘distort’ markets, many internet pioneers 
and current activists reject such intervention for both practical and ideological 
reasons. To them the idea of fences around knowledge is ludicrous. Internet 
architecture is based on free movement of information. Free copying of files is 
integral to computing architecture. 

From this perspective a law like copyright is a problem. It is held to interrupt the 
logic of the system. It is difficult or impossible to enforce online. Intellectually, 
it is argued, it looks backward. Many people have collectively (and often anony-
mously) contributed to the development of digital networks. No one person was 
responsible for the internet. No one owner is possible or desirable. It is a col-

Many different natural items have been 
used as currency including shells and 
oil.

the land will be overgrazed. All the ed-
ible plants will be taken. The firewood 
will be burned, and eventually the soil 
will be washed away. The version of the 
‘tragedy’ popularised by ecologist Gar-
rett Harding was of over exploitation 
leading to environmental ruin. How-
ever, as we said in this panel, there are 
major differences between land and 
knowledge. In the age of the internet, 
the concept of the ‘tragedy of the com-
mons’ has become very popular. But, 
critically, the order of the tragedy has 
been reversed.

Advocates of strong IP systems truly 
believe the idea that without an owner 
an asset will not be properly looked af-
ter, developed and exploited. That is the
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Rationalizing the work of the plough drawn by horses.

lective, collaborative creative effort. It is a ‘knowledge commons’. The tragedy
would not be if no owner were assigned to this commonly developed asset. The 
tragedy would be if the ‘knowledge commons’ was enclosed. When copyright 
and patents are enforced, the knowledge that makes the system work is divided 
into parcels of private property and fenced off. This, they argue, would destroy 
the collective spirit of creation and would result in the underproduction of the 
essential public good.

The world is divided on the question of knowledge. Should it be parcelled up into 
individual property rights as was the fate of the English commons? Would that 
give the owner an incentive to create more knowledge? Did it give the private 
owners of once common land an incentive to improve the land? Opinion is di-
vided. But one thing is for sure. The divisions in the question of knowledge are 
articulated on differing interpretations of an economic concept that first emerged 
in the wake of the English Enclosure movement. My grandfather would have 
found it all very amusing. 

Panel 7:  Farming 

Another image please. OK. Farming… big fields… ‘city farming’….
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The economics of enclosure effects farming. As we said before, the model of 
economic exploitation developed in England was later rolled out across many 
parts of the world during Britain’s period as a colonial power. But the economic 
concepts derived from enclosure have powerful even as the actual occupation of 
colonialism has receded. The Market Society fiercely rejects any view of human 
life that is not directly reducible to market principles as both a threat. But, such 
‘externalities’ also present business opportunities to the propagators of that ide-
ology. Just as common land in 15th century England presented an opportunity to 
a land encloser, traditional systems of food production that still exist in the world 
are business opportunities to corporate executives. That which does not already 
operate as a market, is an opportunity to create a market. That attitude is applied 
to many areas of activity, from state-sponsored health care in wealthy countries 
– where the demand is to privatise – to local, family-scale food production in the 
poorer parts of the world – where the demand is to enclose and marketise.

Systems economic ‘householding’ are being progressively undermined. The an-
cient Greeks called this system for feeding people oeconomica. It means produc-
ing food within the home. In England the system was destroyed by the Enclo-
sures. The philosopher Aristotle described the system in the first chapter of his 
Politics over 2,000 years ago, and it is still used in many parts of the world. In a 
householding system, the aim is to grow food to feed a family. Aristotle differenti-
ated between this producing food for personal use and producing food for profit. 
Family production takes care of a basic, personal economy. Such self-sustaining 

City farming in Chicago, US, 2008. In situations of shortage of food and when 
conventional food systems no longer work, people have planted edible plants.
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agriculture exists primarily in the absence of markets. It is not motivated by the 
desire or need for profit. Of course, at times a family may produce too much of 
one thing and not be able to produce enough of some other item. It is then that 
markets become important mechanisms. Excess production can be sold for profit 
and other items purchased. 

Critically, while markets exist and serve a very useful function, market econom-
ics is not the guiding principle of the system. Rather, as Karl Polanyi pointed out, 
they are ‘accessories’ to the householding system. In householding systems, and 
in every other form of economic organisation apart from the Market Society, 
real markets are absorbed into a larger pattern of social relationships and cul-
tural norms. We know that. Think of Madame Nui’s toad. We know too that the 
social and economic rules that apply to street vendors are different from those 
that govern Palika Market. Our activities are guided by social relationships and 
cultural norms. But, as we have said, the Market Society has a desire to destroy 
alternative systems of organisation. It wants to replace them with market-based 
systems. Only when everything is truly a market will natural market equilibrium 
truly assert itself. Thus, social and cultural attitudes and conditioning must be 
stripped away.

In many wealth countries people still grow some food at home. As the desire for 
‘organic’ food increases, so-called ‘city farming’ – a form of householding – has 
become popular. But in poorer countries, householding is still the primary means 
of feeding people. However, the proponents of the Market Society see an oppor-
tunity to turn small farmers away from householding. Many large agri-businesses, 
and many political leaders, regard householding systems as under-productive. 
With ‘modern’ seeds, fertilizers, pesticides and management techniques, they ar-
gue, industrial farming will feed more people than traditional systems. With ‘spe-
cialisation’ – it’s that ‘comparative economic advantage’ thing again – a farmer can 
become really expert at producing one crop. If everyone does what they are best 
at, so the theory goes, we will get more food. With modern techniques, the ‘yield’ 
– that is amount of a specific crop grown on a specific area – is much higher. But, 
others have questioned this conventional economic wisdom. Dr Vandana Shiva 
has pointed out that while ‘yields’ of particular crops are greater, traditional mixed 
systems of agriculture produce far more biodiversity and far more ‘nutrition per 
acre’ that factory farming. She is not alone. Northern farmers have always known 
that small, mixed family farms produce more food per hectare. Industrialised and 
specialised farms may be more profitable, but if the aim is to feed more people, 
bio-diversity is critical. In Britain, during the Second World War food imports were 
stifled, the country could not produce enough food, and the government began 
to ration food. But one small farm, run by a man called George Henderson, pro-
duced so much food that the government sent other farmers to visit him to see 
what he was doing. Henderson later wrote a book, ‘The Farming Ladder’, which 
set out how to use the traditional, small-scale, mixed farming techniques.

Let have another image. What’s this? Golden rice…
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As we said earlier, the enclosure economics of intellectual property increasingly 
entangles itself around things we take for granted. It’s a kind of invisible fence 
that affects farmers as much as a physical fence, because it gets into the seeds 
they use.

Knowledge, as we said, is naturally a commons. It is difficult to exclude others 
from knowledge, and if I use a piece of knowledge it doesn’t mean there is less 
of it for you to use - we are not rivals for knowledge. But, there is now a great 
international debate about how we should treat knowledge. Some argue that, in 
order to create new knowledge, we need to put fences around it to turn it into 
property. Those people argue for more IP. Others argue that to do so destroys the 
collaboration necessary to create new knowledge. Those people argue against 
IP. More disturbingly, as we suggested earlier, IP is increasingly used to enclose 
existing knowledge.

In the last twenty years, corporations from wealthy countries have gathered infor-
mation about how plants are used in traditional farming and medicinal systems. 
With a few adaptations to that knowledge, they have secured patents – IP rights 
– on industrial processes relating to that knowledge. Many patents for medicines 
have been granted based on traditional knowledge relating to the Neeme tree for 
example.

The same but not the same - the rice grain.
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Many have denounced this practice as ‘bio-piracy’. They argue that the knowl-
edge was communally produced, without the aid of property rights, should never 
be enclosed by property rights. Knowledge is a commons. But others have argued 
that in order to protect traditional forms of knowledge from being stolen by cor-
porate pirates, they should be protected by new forms of property. Others argue 
that by bringing such knowledge into any kind of property system, even if the 
‘right’ people have control of it, vital alternative ways of life are destroyed.

These debates are acute when we think about seeds. Seeds are a natural com-
mons. A plant grows from a seed, produces seed and dies. The seeds produce a 
new plant and so on, and on, and on. This is how plants reproduce. They don’t 
require human intervention. They’ve been reproducing themselves in this way 
far longer than we have. However, Genetic Modification (GM) alters the chemical 
structure of a seed. Companies creating GM seeds believe they can make them 
more ‘efficient’, and that means more profits for them. But how can they do that 
unless, somehow, they own the seeds? If the seeds are good, people will buy 
them and, when the plant produces new seed, they will keep some back for plant-
ing out the next season. How can the company stop them. Well, the fact that a 
seed has been ‘modified’ allows it to be categorised as an industrial product, that 
can be patented. Thus particular varieties of seed can be owned as property by 
corporations. It is the invisible IP fence around the seed that makes this indus-
trialisation possible.

But, enclosure concepts have been taken further. ‘Terminator gene’ technology 
was developed to make sure that there was no ‘leakage’ from IP enclosure around 
the seed. One company produced a series of GM seed varieties that were resis-
tant to a very strong pesticide they also produced. The pesticide killed everything 
in the field apart from the modified seed they were selling. As industrial products, 
the seeds and the pesticide were subject to patents. However, to ensure that 
farmers who bought the system were not tempted to just buy the seeds once 
and then propagate them in the traditional manner, the seeds were ‘modified’ to 
make them infertile. They could produce adult plants but those plants could not 
reproduce themselves. Farmers would have to return each year to the  company 
to buy a new set of seeds for planting out.

City farming can take place in empty 
lots, temporary sites, in self built con-
structions of different kinds, on water, 
on roofs, in the front or back lawn, on 
balconies, below a viaduct, in drive-
ways, in offices, inside apartments, in 
dwellings, in parks etcetera.
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Panel 8: Special Economic Zones and the 2008 Land Grab

Lets have another image. Arh, our threads our coming together. A Special Econ-
omy Zone….

We have been talking about land, markets and the economics of enclosure. We 
were bound to talk about how the ideas we have traced are now being used in rela-
tion to the question of land. We have come full circle with the ideas that shape us.

A Special Economic Zone (SEZ) is a piece of land taken out of normal society and 
subject to a special regime to encourage business. The areas are free from many 
taxes and duties, they are also free of many regulations that protect workers and 
the environment. They are, in other words, areas in which the government of a

Gurgon comprises 25.000 acres. It has a 2000 megawatt power plant, environment friendly 
high-rises real estate speculation and a Honda factory. Paul Mason reports that “we were 
made to stay inside the factory under very tough conditions and were constantly under guard, 
with guards from the Group 4 Security Agency.....We were given facilities like TV and could call 
back home but we were not free to leave” (from Live Working or Die Fighting - How the work-
ing Class Went Global, P. Manson, 2005). The SEZ is spreading its wings to include textiles, 
power, contract farming, medicinal herbs, sugar industries, retail stores, real estate etcetera.
In 2008 462 zones is formally approved on 1,26,077 hectares of land in India. The SEZ Act, 
2005 empowers the government to exclude any or all sezs from the control of any central 
law. This means sezs will not be governed by the law of land. “The use of the out-dated 
colonial Land Acquisition Act of 1894.....of getting the Government out of the market and 
the economy”, From Corporate Land Grab To Land Sovereignty (Bhu Swaraj), see page 49.  
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country attempts to absent itself. They are areas in which most ‘interventions’ are 
removed. You could think of them as attempts to actualise the Market Society in 
legal islands within any given country.

They have a history. Governments have often granted special privileges in order 
to encourage to particular industries. In 15th century, the city-state of Venice 
gave printers free workshops, tax breaks and other incentives to encourage the 
book trade. In more recent times, Hong Kong has provided the model. In the 
aftermarth of the ‘opium wars’ of the 19th century, the British Empire extracted 
a slice of Chinese territory to act as a port for British colonial trade. Hong Kong 
acted as a valve regulating trade between China and the British Empire. British 
rule lasted into the 1990s, with Hong Kong’s economy an exception to that of 
mainland China, and also to the normal rules that underpinned the economy of 
the United Kingdom. But, the difference between breaks given to specific indus-
tries, and colonial examples such as Hong Kong, and current SEZs is in their order 
of magnitude and the ideology that drives them.

The modern policy began in the People’s Republic in 1978 when Deng Xiaoping an-
nounced a process of urbanization and economic reform. In 1980 the first SEZ was 
created in Shenzhen with the aim to use a freer regime of laws to encourage the im

Map that shows the Hongkong in relation to the mainland. It shows the territory 
ceded to the British after the opium wars and held as part of the British Empire 
until 1997. This is also the land the Chinese decided to use for SEZ-experiment.
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port capital, knowledge and technology from outside China, but to keep the 
norms of the SEZ from spreading to Chinese society in general. A new land tenure 
system was set up in Shenzhen, creating an open market in land-use rights, and 
the first auction of land rights occurred in 1987. This was adopted as national 
model in 1988.

In 2000, representatives of the India government visited China’s SEZ-land sys-
tem. There are now 304 SEZs in India and many more applications in the pipe-
line. Since 2006, SEZs have been enabled under the Special Economic Zones Act 
(2005).

SEZ’s are controversial. Critics argue that they cause huge disruption to tradition-
al systems of land occupation, dispossession and displacement of formerly rural 
communities. Does that sound familiar? SEZ’s bring together the strands of enclo-
sure economics we have been examining. They create the same pressures on the 
poor and on agriculture that were wrought by the English land Enclosures. The 
justification is the same. It will benefit the poor. But, as with the English Enclo-
sures, the benefits are very difficult to prove. Ironically, despite the fact that they 
require state intervention in order to exist, SEZ’s are derived conceptually from the 
idea of non-intervention. They are descendants of the myth of dogs and goats, the 
ideas that if we don’t intervene a more ‘natural’, animal-like law will arise, a law of 
hunger that is, by definition, more ‘efficient’ and will deliver natural equilibrium.

But the pressures on traditional systems of economic householding are not only 
coming from SEZs. The attitude that renders land as a commodity – also de-
veloped from the Enclosures – has remained a problems. The head of the UN 
Food and Agriculture Organisation recently warned that a new form of “neo-
colonialism” was breaking out. Driven by huge rises in food prices in the last year, 
wealthy countries have begun buying up or leasing huge tracks of land in poorer 
countries. In November 2008, a South Korean firm announced plans to buy a 99-
year lease on a million hectares of Madagascar. Arab investors have also bought 
direct stakes in Sudanese agriculture, and the United Arab Emirates is considering 
large-scale agricultural projects in Kazakhstan. Laos has leased 2m-3m hectares, 
15% of its viable farmland, to outsiders. Libya has bought or leased 250,000 
hectares of Ukrainian farmland. Kuwait and Qatar are attempting to do the same 
in Cambodia. Foreign buyers have pushed up the price of Brazilian land, in some 
places by 20% in the past year.

Foreign investors hope to push aside traditional householding systems and intro-
duce specialisation in particular crops, industrialising the local agricultural sys-
tem. The ‘land grab’ means eviction for local communities and the destruction 
of traditional cultural systems. As with the English Enclosures, governments and 
investors argue that jobs will be created, land improved, profits enlarged and that 
everyone will benefit.  But as with the English Enclosures, it is a process of dis-
possession. As Polanyi said in the 1940s, the creation of a Market Society means 
destroying alternative systems of socio-cultural and economic organisation. 
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Map of world ́ land grab´. The land use is mainly for large-scale contract farming. 
The map displays registered land purchases by government and private companies.
  

Dr Vanada Shiva has recently highlighted the way that such dispossession breeds 
insecurity and insecurity fear, and fear violence. In Rajasthan, she suggests, a 
new law hands to over “village pastures, the village commons, to industry for 
growing Jatropha for biofuel”. Many conflicts passed off as “cultural” are, in fact, 
the result of a “loss of resources and livelihoods”, essentially “class conflict be-
tween industry and pastoralists”. Professor Polanyi would absolutely have agreed. 
He saw that the attempt to create a Market Society in the 19th and early 20th cen-
tury destroyed, social relations are based on trust, obligation and reciprocity. He 
also observed that the process was not ‘natural’, as its advocates claim, but con-
structed through raw power and glossed with legal process. Critically, he also saw 
that a totalising free market system destroys the very social trust that markets 
feed on. Thus it could never deliver ‘equilibrium’ but rather social and political 
chaos and destruction. In Polanyi’s own time, the failure to keep markets within 
the social system led social collapse and authoritarian dictatorships in many Eu-
ropean countries. We must hope that we can learn just a little from history.
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Thus in 1878 in UK, the first of a series of paper observatory domes was built.  
The dome lasted for over twenty years and was removed, not because of decay, 
but to convert the building to other uses in 1889.

 “... the greatest lightness consistent with the requisite strength,...”, 1896. 
[Poster Dwelling; Land, Market and Economy] under construction to the right.
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The dome at Palika Bazar with decorative plants around. It opened in 1979. Palika 
Market will be renovated for the Commonwealth Games in 2010.

The dome seen from inside at the underground market. Palika Bazar is a public 
market, owned by the state. One can rent a space for 99 years
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Replantation has startet since most of the trees already outlived their lives (ZDP- 
zone D).

Delhi’s Urban Dilemma
 

The Indian experiment is still in its early stages, and its outcome may well turn 
out to be the most significant of them all, partly because of its sheer human 
scale, and partly because of its location-a bridgehead of liberty on the Asian con-
tinent. Asia is today the most economically dynamic region in the world, but it is 
also one where huge numbers of people remain politically subjugated. Its leaders 
have confidently asserted that the idea and practice of democracy is somehow in-
appropriate and intrusive to the more sober cultural manners of their people. The 
example of India is perhaps the most pointed challenge to these arguments.
 
       - Sunil Khilnani in “The Idea of India”

Ever since its conception in 1962, the Master Plan of Delhi has remained the pri-
mary legal document guiding developmental directions of the city over 20 years 
at a stretch.  The vision for Delhi’s future as stated in the most recent Master 
Plan (MPD 2021) states; “The Vision 2021 is to make Delhi a global metropolis 
and a world-class city, where all the people are engaged in productive work with 
a decent standard of living and quality of life in a sustainable environment.” The 
first half of this challenging ambition has commenced at an unprecedented pace 
a ll across the city and even more at its peripheries visibly transforming Delhi’s
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In the Office Commercial Zone in New Delhi water, food, office depots is sold at 
the street. In relation to the Zonal Development Plan it’s not prohibited to have a 
restaurant, cafeteria or related trade, (zone D)

Depot store in zone D



39

urbanscape towards its contemporary global dreams. The second half of this vi-
sion, namely to create a sustainable city of productive living for all, is where we are 
deeply concerned with.

So far the present Master Planning process in Delhi has by and large been a top-
down approach focused on expansion based strategies including concepts of func-
tional zoning, neighborhood planning, hierarchical commercial centers, etc. How-
ever, this centralized controlled planning system through strict zoning of functions 
seems to be in clear conflict with present city demands and ground realities while 
thrusting the entire sphere of the metropolitan developmental pattern towards an 
unsustainable future. Viewed from the dual perspective of compactness and sus-
tainability, erstwhile planning directions for Delhi have been continuously travers-
ing the opposite path. The development of the city beyond urban limits through 
‘new’ areas of expansion characterized the pattern of growth through three de-
cades of planning between the 60’s to the 90’s, often sacrificing fertile agricultural 
land as well as engulfing numerous villages from the surrounding hinterland. Dur-
ing the post-liberalization era of the 90’s, unprecedented and rapid growth of the 
cities immediate to Delhi’s borders reinforced the marginalization of economically 
weaker groups, devastated agrarian economies and embraced blind compulsions 
of global market forces. From the beginning of this millennium such indications 
of un-sustainable, un-controlled growth also affected inner city vacant areas that 
succumbed to global demands of consumerism against proposed centers of work 
and social amenities. The forthcoming latest MPD 2021 with its ambition to make 
Delhi a “world class city” seems to have further established this growing and dis-
turbing trend through all its policy formulations for planned development of the city.       

Planned development of Delhi has hinged around, apart from other important ones, 
two salient ideas – the notion of functional zoning and hierarchical distribution of 
commercial functions. While the first has shaped Delhi’s functional and operational 
dynamics along the same lines as that of modernist cities of the West, the latter has 
tried to concentrate commercial activity within the city in pre-determined pockets 
of land parcels in various parts of the city. Over the last four decades of planned 
intervention in the city these two generic ideas have been put to severe test with 
acute and sometimes violent departures from the planned to the real manifesta-
tions of urban activities in Delhi. Added to this has been the growing divide between 
the recipients of planned development focused towards the more affluent against 
the larger majority of those who remain socially or economically less privileged. 

Delhi’s Master Planning framework is based on a hierarchical system of develop-
mental zones addressing different levels of population needs starting from the 
neighborhood; the community, the district and further to the zonal and city-level. 
For each of the identified planning units, policies and decisions are to be corre-
spondingly articulated through the overall Master Plan document at the broad-
est level and then through Zonal Development Plans (ZDPs) to Local Area Plans  
(LAPs), and finally Layout Plans for detailed guidelines and regulations. As of now, 
even after six decades of planned intervention, DDA is yet to fully delineate and



A sign with information about the area - the Heritage Zone - around a monument. 
Lot of housing is placed in this zone.

Khirki Masjid (Mosque). Heritage Zone is an area, which has significant concen-
tration, linkage or continuity of buildings, structures, groups or complexes united 
historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development.

40
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operationalize the next level of planned hierarchy, namely the ZDPs.Further ar-
ticulation of specific areas and localities through the next two levels has not been 
commenced yet! It is here that the seeds of disjunction between the planned 
imagination of the city and its existent realities primarily lie. Over the years, 
numerous instances of misinterpretation, “illegality”, conflicts and contestations 
have plagued the path of urban development and growth in the city. 

In fact, Delhi today faces settings encompassing significant polarities, more often 
than not contesting and conflicting with each other as well as with the rest of the 
city at large. Thus the city keeps oscillating between opposing conditions of legal-
illegal, public-private, built-open, protected-free, urban-rural and most recently…..
local-global. So far, planning directions in Delhi have managed to selectively dwell 
on one against the other, thereby escalating the conditions of fragmentation at 
both levels of the social and physical fabric of city spaces. The example of Delhi’s 
“urban villages” becomes a glaring example of some of these dichotomies facing 
the city today. As the term itself suggests this definition of a village carries along 
with it the dilemma of a city trying to grapple between the divergent imagina-
tions of the rural as juxtaposed with the urban. The Khirki village along with the 
beautiful Khirki Masjid as its centre-piece and its surrounding urban development 
forms a typical case to the above complex debate. The following piece should 
throw some light on the prevailing situation in the urban planning attempts on 
Delhi city.

The Khirki Masjid, built in 1375 AD by Khan-i-Jahan Junan Shah is a “protected” 
monument in what is known as South Delhi today. It is protected as a monument 
of national significance under the Archaeological Survey of India (ASI) Act of 
1962. Under this act, the monument and its surrounding areas are “protected” 
from unwanted development, misuse and decay. All around this monument, un-
like the structure itself, is a living habitat; the village of Khirki which, through past 
centuries, has seen the replacement of the original Muslim population around the 
central mosque to the present Hindu community. Like numerous other villages 
across this city, Khirki also got rapidly engulfed within the folds of growing ur-
banization. And like all other villages again, the inhabited village domain of Khirki 
has been further “protected” by a Lal Dora (red thread)….a legal boundary be-
nevolently allowing the village to retain for itself its identity and community while 
charting its own path of growth and progress. All this, while the city around frets 
and fumes, jostles and pushes its way up the metropolitan ladder with larger and 
larger dreams of never-ending visions to accomplish.

As per the ASI Act, an area up to a radius of 100m around the monument is a 
demarcated zone where no permissible change is allowed (including re-building 
a crumbling haveli or house of a living family!). If that was not enough, a further 
area up to a radius of 300m from the monument is demarcated as a zone of lim-
ited change with due sanction from the ‘appropriate’ authority (in this case, the 
ASI). On the other hand, as we walk out of Khirki village each evening, a mes 
merizing dream sequence of lights unfolds in front of our eyes. Golden trinkets
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of tiny lights dance down illuminated, manicured shrubs and trees…. Shimmering 
pools of light herald each step one takes forward…. Bright neon streaks in myriad 
hues proclaim the store names of all famous brands across the world…. Countless 
red and yellow tail-lights of the choicest cars in town get gently swallowed by the 
darkness of the underground. The Press Enclave road next to the village suddenly 
finds itself transformed from a lazy, occasionally used, connector of a few apart-
ment blocks, residential colonies, forgotten urban villages and historic monu-
ments only a couple of years back into the main busy, crowded approach road for 
ultra- modern specialty hospitals, 5-star hotel, cineplexes, shopping malls, district 
courts, international schools and such like! It is in this contrasting dichotomy 
between an erstwhile peaceful community of villagers and predominantly middle 
income residents against the new breed of global citizens and brand activities 
that interesting episodes of urban drama could get enacted, the beginnings of 
which can already be visible as introductory previews. Along that stretch of the 
Press Enclave road where the swanky ‘Select City Mall’ plaza on one side and 
green ‘buffer’ with tied buffaloes on the other side, face each other this ironic
juxtaposition could not be more vivid. Around the forgotten ‘Khirki Masjid’ or the 
forlorn ramparts of the historic ‘Satpula’ dam, another world of past heritage and 
accompanied sensibilities get overlaid with the processes of a vibrant future. 

This area represents two extremes of functional status. At one end, all areas 
immediate to the Khirki Masjid have been deprived from any functional change 
thanks to the laws around protected monuments in this country. Ironically this has 
ensured a certain degree of calm and subdued scale around the masjid in the core 
of the village. On the other hand, is the complete chaos of frenzied construction 
work of new malls, cineplexes, corporate offices, recreational centers and the like! 
Had it not been for the stifling law, Khirki village also perhaps would have lost 
its quiet rural mind to the frenetic madness of retail and commercial real-estate 
development. Initially the land around Khirki Village was essentially agricultural. 
Over the years, this agricultural land has given way to dense residential pock-
ets, both within the village and its adjoining ‘extension’. Local small shops and 
kiosks, mostly in the ground floor of the houses create small stretches of com-
mercial zones catering to the local population while small scale factories, cottage 
industries and workshops have mushroomed in various parts of these extension 
zones. It is only a few public areas like some of the parks, temple precincts, 
street junctions that witness a collective group of people from within the village. 

Towards the south, outside the realms of the village the Saket District center in the 
name of Select City Walk, MGF Metropolitan Mall, DLF Place….. continues to come 
up at unimaginable speed and zest. Conceptually, as per the Master Plan, district 
centers were supposed to be work, shopping, cultural and recreational centers 
for a collection of neighborhoods in this city. They were therefore envisaged to be 
the place for existing communities to converge for their diverse needs. Today, this 
social purpose of such a center catering to its immediate residential communities 
has all but vanished. Instead what clearly gets visible is the urge for the city to 
only go the global way. 
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A former artificially built body of water is rebuilt in another site, across the street. 
Satpula dam was built outside the city in order to regulate water supply.

The Plan stipulates the land up to the depth of one peripheral village revenue bound-
ary would be maintained as Green Belt. Activities permitted in green belt zones is 
listet; Wild life sanctuary, Bird sanctuary, Biodiversity Park, Police Post etcetera.
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The first drawings made on the Papermaché dome [Poster Dwelling; Land, Market 
and Economy]. The drawings in this publication will be included among others.

One of the cylinders for ventilation of the underground Palika Bazar.



Sketch for Panel 6: Real Markets and Market Ideology
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Often it is states who regulates land. It can be under different laws and regula-
tions. Here it is the state of Singapore, 2006.

Land used had often been under discussion.
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From Corporate Land Grab To Land Sovereignty (Bhu Swaraj)
By Vandana Shiva, 10 February, 2007

“There is a sacred tie between the tiller and the land. Any attempt to snap the 
relationship is bound to face opposition”.

P. Chidambaram Finance Minsiter

India’s Finance Minister Mr. Chidambaram is not a friend of farmers or a friend 
of the earth. He is committed to the neoliberal ideology. Yet even he has had to 
speak out against the corporate land grab of India’s small farms through the crea-
tion of Special Economic Zones (SEZ’s) and FDI in real estate. Every place where 
land is being acquired to create islands of luxury and lawlessness, land wars have 
erupted. From Kalinganagar to Dadri, from Singur to Nandigarm the force of arms 
and ammunition in the hands of the police force is being used to assault and kill 
innocent farmers and tribals defending their land rights, guaranteed by the Con-
stitution, through democratic means, also guaranteed by the Constitution.

The land wars are testing every aspect of India - as a culture based on the earth 
as a sacred mother - Dharti - who supports us all, - an agrarian economy based 
on small farmers and peasants, a decentralized democracy which through the 
73rd and 74th Amendments has made local communities the competent bodies 
to make decisions on natural resources.

The large scale uprooting of millions of farmers in U.P, West Bengal, Maharasthra 
is breaking the sacred bond between peasants and the land, which supports them. 
But it is also breaking the contract between citizens and the state which is based 
on the state being bound by the Constitution, and the fundamental rights of citi-
zens that the Constitution guarantees.

The Union Government, after prolonged deliberations, notified the Special Eco-
nomic Zone (SEZ) Rules in February, 2006 operationalising the SEZ Act 2005. 
The Government has cleared hundreds of SEZs and applications of several other 
developers are pending.

SEZs are specially demarcated zones where units operate under a set of rules and 
regulations different from those applicable to other units in the country. The em-
phasis is on enhancing exports and creating an environment for attracting foreign 
direct investment (FDI) by offering taxsops. While units in the zone have to be net 
foreign - exhange earners, they are not subjected to any pre-determined value 
addition or minimum export performance requirements.

Any private, public, joint sector or state government or its agencies can set up 
SEZs. Foregin companies, too, are eligible.
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SEZ units will be eligible for 100 percent tax exemption for the first five years, 50 
percent for the next two and 50 percent of the ploughed back export profits for the 
next five years. Losses will be allowed to be carried forward. The Finance Ministry 
has stated this will lead to losses of nearly Rs. 2 trillion.

Developers may import / procure goods without payment of duty for the develop-
ment, operation and maintenance of SEZs. They will enjoy income tax exemption 
for 10 years, with a block period of 15 years. The developers will also have the 
freedom to allocate developed plots to approved SEZ units on a purely com-
mercial basis. They will also have the full authority to provide services like wa-
ter, electricity, security, restaurants, recreation centers etc. on commercial lines. 
Moreover, they will be exempt from paying service tax.

Within a year of the Central Act and less than six months of the enactment of the 
Act State legislation, Haryana started to set up the country’s largest multi-product 
SEZ, stretching over 25000 acres between Gurgaon and Jhajjar off the Delhi-
Jaipur highway. It is being set up jointly by Reliance Industries Limited (RIL) and 
the Haryana State Industrial and Infrastructure Development Corporation (HSI-
IDC). RIL alone will invest Rs. 25000 crores, while Rs. 15000 crores will be put in 
by companies interested in investing in the SEZ.

It is claimed that the SEZ has provisions for a cargo airport and a 2000 megawatt 
power plant, and would generate 500,000 jobs and that the State Government 
would earn revenues up to Rs. 10,000 crores. Reliance is the major stakeholder 
with 90 percent stake in the joint venture company while the remaining 10 per-
cent rests with HSIIDC. On 31st December, 22 Panchayats organised a strategy 
to fight Reliance’s Land Grab.

Reliance has also grabbed about 10,000 hectares of land for SEZ in Pen Tehsil of 
Raigad district in Maharasthra. The villagers now know fully well they are pitted 
against the formidable adversary - the giant Reliance, which has claimed 25,000 
hectares land for its own SEZ in Haryana. It is spreading its wings in textiles, 
power, contract farming, medicinal herbs, sugar industries and retail stores. They 
realize that the Company has enormous sway over the political, bureaucratic 
establishment and the media. Yet in Raigad too farmers have declared that they 
will not allow their land to be taken away.

This land grab will totally pauperize our peasantry and create a new generation 
of corporate zamindars. Average land holdings in India are two acres and less. 
To rob the small peasants of what little they have and put in the hands of giants 
like Reliance with Rs. 100,000 crore wealth is to create a country of disposed 
paupers. Land grab for SEZ’s will also aggravate the agrarian crisis by robbing 
farmers of their main resource - land.

The use of the outmated colonial Land Acqusition Act of 1894 to forcefully evict 
peasants and grab their lands for coproations violates the Constitution and the
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Human Rights of farmers. It also contradicts the rhetoric of trade liberalization - of 
getting the Government out of the market and the economy. 

Land, a sacred trust is being commodified by using state muscle to deny farm-
ers their rights and then establish corporate monopoly on land ownership. It also 
contradicts the purpose of the land acquisition act which was supposed to be used 
for acquiring land for public purpose, not for private gain and monopoly owner-
ship rights. Worst of all, it undoes India’s land reforms. Zamindari was the colonial 
mode of maximizing revenue from the land. Once India’s land was usurped, the 
collection of public revenue became a prime concern of the colonizing powers. 
Someone needed to be taxed. Before the British came to India produce was taxed 
but the land itself was not. To collect the tax, the British needed proprietors of land 
who would collect rents from the cultivators and pass it on to them. How could 
this be done?

The answer was extremely simple - create landlords. The task of finding the land-
lords was not too difficult - who better than those who already were used to collect 
money from the peasants for the state? The Zamindars formed the majority of the 
new landlords.

A motley collection of rural overlords in late 18th century Bengal conveniently and 
misleadingly went under the single name of zamindar. To compound the confu-
sion, these varied elements in the Bengal countryside bore no resemblance to the 
village zamindars. The Bengal zamindars encompassed at least four separately 
identifiable categories; the old territorial heads of principalities, such as the rajas 
of Tippera and Cooch Behar; the great landholdeing families who paid a fixed land 
tax and behaved like feudatory chiefs, such as the Rajas of Burdwan, Dinajpur, Ra-
jshahi, Jessore, and Nadia; the numerous families and who held offices for collect-
ing land revenue over a number of generations; and revenue farmers established 
by the grant of Diwani in 1765.

In a bad “case of mistaken identify”’ Lord Cornwallis, the governor general, by a 
grand proclamation on March 22, 1793, followed up by a barrage of regulations, 
conferred the prized private property right in land to this diverse group of rural 
overlords unified only in name. And it was the unjust extraction of revenue that 
led to the great Bengal Famine. Zamindari abolition got rid of the conditions of 
famine of 1942 in Bengal by getting rid of concentration of land ownership and 
the inhuman diversion of the produce of the land to pay revenues. Besides the 
Zamindari Abolition Act, independent India also enacted land Ceiling Acts in rural 
and urban areas. By putting a ceiling on ownership of land, land was distributed 
among larger numbers of farmers, making India a land of small peasants, not rich 
landlords controlling thousands of acres.

These land reforms are now being undone by the anti-reform of the neo-liberal 
paradigm. The assets of the small farmers are being transferred to giant corpora-
tions. Zamindari is now being institutionalized through SEZ’s. Like Lord Cornwal
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lis’ grand proclamation, hundreds of thousands of acres of prime farming land are 
being made the property of corporations.

West Bengal which distributed land to the tiller through operation Barga is today 
using police force to rob land from the tiller and create a police state. When 
people fight back land acquisition for Tata Motors in Singur through the Kri-
shi Jan Raksha Committee, a plantform of nine political parties and groups, led 
by Trinamul Congress of Mamta Banerjee and including CPI (ML), the Party for 
Democratic Socialism, CUI (ML) Janmat-ul-Ulena.

In Nandigram, six farmers were killed when Bhoomi Uiched Pratirodh (Resistance 
to Land Acquisition) Committee resisted Land Acquisition for the Salim group in 
Indonesia. The Communist regime of West Bengal is fighting not just farmers but 
its own philosophy of land reforms based on land for the tiller. Its current philoso-
phy has become land for corporations. In a country where 60% people depend 
on land, protests against land grab are inevitable.

The protests against land grab for SEZ’s have spread like wildlife. On 17.1.2002 
the Government was forced to suspend new clearances worried that protests 
would affect its fate in the upcoming elections. The proposal of the Prime Minister 
to give dispossessed farmers “stock options”, is no solution. It is based on two 
false assumption - one that the Government has the right to violently appropriate 
the land of small farmers and peasants for its corporate friends wherever and 
whenever it wants. This is not democracy, it is corporate feudalism.

Secondly, the Prime Minister’s assumption of “stock option” in place of farmers 
land rights suggests that he has a world view that small farmers can be fully 
dispossessed and uprooted from farming, and the real wealth of farmers in their 
land can be replaced by crumbs in the speculative finance economy bubble. We 
merely have to remember how the financial bubble burst in South East. The 
Prime Minister has also invited Edward de Soto who promotes commodification of 
land to the 10th centennial celebrations of Gandhi’s satyagraha on 30th January, 
the day of Gandhi’s martyrdom . Soto is not just for removed from Gandhi’s ideas 
of Swaraj and satyagraha, his proposals infact total undermine Swaraj.

Now that the Government has blinked on the SEZ issue, it is important to return 
to first principles, and decide democratically, from the grassroots what does land 
mean to us? Who will own the land? What will it used for? Who will decide?

The future of the Indian people and Indian democracy rests on the land question. 
While the Government is forced to pause in its inhuman project of land grab, let 
the farmers and the democratic forces of the country join in evolving charter and 
an agenda for land sovereignty - Bhu Swaraj.



53

India has closely modeled its SEZ-policy after the Chinese Communist Parties 
agenda. Other countries follow this cut and-paste model such as Iran, Jordan, 
Poland, Kazakhstan, Indonesia, the Philippines, Russia and Ukraine. How this can 
happen in relation to the different ideologies and cultures in the states is not clear. 

The Guide to Special Economy 
Zone 2008 suggest that you are 
not obliged to address environ-
mental issues; “(V) freedom from 
environment impact assessment 
(EIA)”, however water harvesting 
is mandatory, though recycling 
fabric is prohibited. Waste mate-
rials must be exported from the 
SEZ. However, as of November 
2008 new rules for the environ-
ment and production from renew-
able energy are under discussion. 
The government is focusing on 
non-conventional energy sources, 
including wind and solar power. 
Various tax benefits have been 
given for investments in the re-
newable energy area.
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Charter for Land Sovereignty (Bhu Swaraj) - From Corporate Hijak of Land 
 
1. Land is the basis of our sustenance. It is a sacred trust for human sustenance 
and long term survival.

2. Land is not a commodity, which can be bought and sold at will in a market 
driven by speculative finance, which allows corporate capital to dispossess small 
peasants of their land and become the new zamindars (landlords).

3. Land must belong to those who till it, tend it and nurse it and for whom it is a 
source of sustenance. And not to those for whom it is a means of accumulating 
wealth and speculative gain or object of luxury resort and idle pastime.

4. Ensuring Livelihood Security and Food Security must receive over-riding prior-
ity in determing land use pattern. Diversion and destruction of fertile agricultural 
land for industry, housing or entertainment of the affluent must be banned.

5. Legal Ceilings on ownership and holding of agricultural land, urban land, land 
for mining must be restored to the original levels and enforced strictly so as to 
prevent the land grab by corporate capital and dispossession of peasantry inrural 
areas and displacement of the poor in urban areas.

6. Where private companies are allowed, in exceptional cirumstances, to have 
access to land beyond prescribed ceiling, farming must retain the ownership of 
the land and projects must be evolved in full transparency, with full democratic 
participation at the level of the Gram Sabha and with informed consent of the 
affected people in regard to the terms of such arrangement including compensa-
tion and benefit sharing.

7. The Land Acquisition Act of 1894 has become the instrument of corporate land-grab 
and commodification of land. The Land Acquistion Act must be amended to ensure that:

- 
-

-

 

Government does not acquire land for private companies;       
Land Acquistion serves the public purpose which should be defined to mean 
those purposes by which government will bring into effect the Directive Prin-
ciples of State Policy under the Constitution;
Land Acquisition

- is based on transparent, informed, democratic process;

- is carried out with the contentt of the representative bodies such as
  Gram Sabha;

- is preceded by statutorily established procedure which will ensur open 
and thorough examination by independent experts and peoples’ repre-
sentatives of all aspects including:
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a. the availability of least displacing alternatives;

b. the minimal area requirement for a given purpose;

c. the assessment of the economic and social on all the affected categories of 
persons including landless labourers and cattle grazers besides the owners of the 
land; and

d. the environmental impact;

- 

- 

8. There is no justification for the SEZ Act. Western European countries, USA, 
Japan and many other developing countries achieved growth without such a 
draconian, thoughtless and pro- corporate capital legislation. In China where it is 
considered to have unleashed growth, the land is not transferred to the corpo-
rates and continues to vest in the state of development without it. The SEZ Act is 
anti-peasantry, anti-rural poor, anti-labour and anti-environment. It will also be a 
huge drain on the public exchequer.
It is pro-big companies, pro-rich and pro-speculative finance capital. At best, it 
is intended to create islands of affluence for the benefit of a handful of rich, with 
no social, financial and legal accountability. At worst, it would end up in unprece-
dented speculation in land and real estate, only benefiting indigenous and foreign 
speculative capital. The SEZ Act must be scrapped lock, stock and barrel.

9. The use of violence by the state to forcefully appropriate the land of farmers 
has no place in a democracy and is violative of the fundamental rights of citizens 
guarenteed in the Constitution. 

Where land is acquired through public consent for public purpose, the pre- 
condition of such acquisition should be that dispossessed must be given 
land for land or failing that a compensatory package which should fully take 
into account the replacement value of land acquired, the compensation for 
the loss of livelihood and economic security, and trauma of displacement. 

Where forest or government land is acquired for industrial or mining purposes, 
all those traditionally dependent on such lands including especially the adivasis 
and dalits must be compensated for their loss of livelihood, economic security 
and habitat and the trauma of displacement. Determination and implemen-
tation of such compensation must be a precondition of such displacement. 
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INDIA DIVIDED Vs INDIVISIBLE INDIA:
DEFENDING DIVERSITY AND DEMOCRACY IN TIMES OF 

VIOLENCE, FEAR AND TERROR

(A.J. K. Ansari Memorial Lecture, Jamia Millia University, 3 November 2008)

          - Vandana Shiva

India, the land of diversity and pluralism, the land of peace and compassion, the 
land of Buddha, Mahavir and Gandhi is fracturing along its diversities, and erupt-
ing into conflicts in unpredictable places.

And what is happening in India is happening worldwide – from Indonesia to Iraq, 
from Rwanda to the former Yugoslavia, from Sudan to Nigeria.

Samuel Huntington addressed the issue in a simplistic, artificial and a historic 
paradigm of clash of civilizations – as if what was happening today in terms of 
divisions around lines of cultural diversity was a mere repetition of the crusades.

There are two major reasons why Huntington’s thesis is inadequate.

Firstly, religion was the organizing principle of society at the time of the crusades. 

Economic globalization and corporate greed is the organizing principle of the con-
temporary world Secondly, the divisions today are not just along religious lines.  
They are also along lines of ethnicity, caste, sexual orientation – in fact along 
every diversity imaginable.  To understand the phenomena of division of society 
today, we need to connect it to other divisions and see the common pattern and 
identify underlying forces and causes.

In India, 2008 saw the “Gujjar” uprising in Rajasthan, hate campaign against 
the North Indians led by Raj Thackeray in Mumbai, the Hindu-Christian clashes 
in Khandmal in Orissa and the countless bombings in Gujarat, Rajasthan, Assam.  
To make sense of these ever increasing conflicts and ruptures, it is futile to mere-
ly look within the space defined by narrow fragmented identities.  Fragmentation 
identity is a consequence, not a cause.

So what is the cause of cracking up and disintegration of society? What is fuelling 
the culture of fear and insecurity that is erupting into social fires everywhere?

In my reading, corporate led economic globalization is at the root of the con-
temporary social and cultural conflicts.  Globalization has created scarcity in real 
economy, even for a while it created fictitious financial growth. 

The financial bubble bust on Wall Street and has its tremors spread across the 
world.  But even while countries like India were having 9% growth, tirbals, peas-
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ants and the working class were loosing their land and livelihoods. The economic 
security of the poor has been severely eroded in the two decades of globalization 
policies.  Besides the absolute scarcity and insecurity is the relative scarcity and 
insecurity due to growing inequalities and conspicuous consumption by the elite.

Insecurity breeds fear, fear fosters violence. And the violence expresses itself in 
multiple ways.

There is the violence of farmers’ suicides (200,000 in one decade) and the vio-
lence of terrorist attacks.  And then there is the violence of multiple mutant 
conflicts which express themselves in terms of fragmented identities in conflict 
with each other, even though they are at the root conflicts over resources and 
livelihoods.

The Gujjars, a pastoral community have lost their grazing lands.  The most recent 
assault on their resources and livelihood is the law enacted in Rajasthan to hand 
over village pastures, the village commons, to industry for growing Jatropha for 
biofuel.  The apparent conflict was a “caste” conflict between the Gujjar and the 
Meena – the material basis was the loss of resources and livelihoods, and the 
class conflict between industry and pastoralists.

The redevelopment of Mumbai has meant the closure of mills, the sale of mill
land and slums for luxury housing and shopping malls.  The real conflict is be-
tween the developers and the poor who loose their homes and work.  The appar 
ent conflict is between the Marathi Manoos” and the North Indians.Class conflicts 
over resources, livelihoods and jobs are mutating into cultural conflicts over iden-
tity under two simultaneous pressures – one from the bottom, the other from 
the top.

From the bottom, a “prionisation” of society is taking place.  Prions were the 
deformed, self-infecting proteins that were responsible for the mad cow disease 
which was caused by cows being fed with feed made from dead and infected 
cows.  Like the perverse Mad Cow feed, the perversions of a distorted greed 
driven globalization, is causing intolerable stresses on society.  Under the stress 
of globalization positive, composite identities

Like the “prion”, cultural diversity is getting deformed into mutant negative iden-
tities. This is the self infection of violence we witness in community after com-
munity.

To this “prionisation” is being added the “polarization” from the top. With demo-
cratic decision making closed at the local, regional and national levels, political 
democracy becomes empty of content, of its core of economic democracy be-
comes empty of content, of its core of economic democracy.  Politicians take on 
the politics of identity, of culture, of divide and rule, to win votes.  This is what Raj 
Thackeray is doing in Mumbai this is what every party is doing across India. 



The identity flag they carry might vary. But it is a flag that divides society, and 
diverts citizens from the real struggles for rights to resources and livelihoods.  In 
this it consolidates vote banks while also protecting the class interests of these 
who rule and control the economy.

The struggle in Mumbai could have been about land and housing. It was diverted 
against North Indians.  The struggle in Orissa could have been about tribal rights.  
It was diverted against Christians. The struggle in Rajasthan could have been 
about the rights of pastoralists to see grazing lands on the village commons. It was 
reduced to a competition for reservation of jobs between the Gujjars and the Meena.

Behind every pseudo conflict based on identity, is a real conflict based on resourc-
es and livelihoods. And under globalization such conflicts are bound to increase 
because globalization is predatory on ecosystems, resources and livelihoods.

The collapse of the financial bubble which globalization created gives us an op-
portunity not just to correct the flaws of a globalization based on greed it pro-
vides us an opportunity to create peace by defending diversity and democracy.

“Culture Wars” are not about culture. They are about the loss of economic se-
curity and erosion of economic democracy. The ‘Seeds of Peace’ lie in economic 
justice and economic democracy just as much as the seeds of violence conflict lie 
in economic inequality and economic dictatorship.

Two signs; one in London 2008 and one in New York 1929
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Golden Rice: Two genes were introduced into Cocodrie (GR1) and Kaybonnet 
(GR2), two  different rice varieties, to enable them to produce and store beta-
carotene in the endosperm.  Beta-carotene is converted into vitamin A in persons 
bodies and this addition to the rice plant turn the Golden Rice into a new product. 
The development of the Golden Rice has mainly been financed by Rockerfeller 
Foundation and Melinda and Bill Gates foundation. Several biotech companies 
have waived their royalty rights when licensing methods and techniques in rela-
tion to the development of the Golden Rice. The inventors of the Golden Rice 
have assigned their exclusive rights to the company Syngenta. Syngenta retains 
commercial rights, but the seeds can be used under ‘humitarian use*.

*Humanitarian Use’ means (and includes research leading to):

    - Use in developing countries (low-income, food-deficit countries as defined by FAO)
    - Resource-poor farmer use (earning less than US$10,000 per year from farming)
    - The technology must be introduced into public germplasm ( = seed) only (see below).
    - No surcharge may be charged for the technology (i.e. the seed may cost only as much as a seed   
       without the trait)
    - National sales are allowed by such farmers (in this way urban needs can also be covered)
    - Reusing the harvested seed in the following planting season is allowed (the farmer is the owner  
       of his seeds

The main information comes from golden rice organisation (http://www.goldenrice.org) and the infor-
mation of  how the licence is written comes from the same site: http://www.goldenrice.org/Content2-
How/how9_IP.html
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Kit of Freedom seeds: 
The kit consists of seeds of renewable varieties of Indian vegetables that are 
threatened of being genetically engineered: Small Round Brinjal, Yellow Mustard, 
Capsicum, Kala Chana, Musk Melon, Dehraduni Basmati Rice, Tomato, Wheat 
and Green Chilly. The kit is produced by Navdanya organization and used in their 
education with children. Navdanya will conduct a workshop at the [Poster Dwell-
ing; Land, Market and Economy] for children (age 11-14) on 15th December Monday 
from 10:00 to 13:00: ‘Know your Food: From seed to Table.



 
Learning Site / Cecilia Wendt and Rikke Luther 
Download the publication at www.learningsite.info
New Delhi, India 2008

ISBN 978-87-92065-00-1

[Poster Dwelling for Land, Market and Economy]:
[Learning Book #003] has been developed in relation to issues suggested by 
the spaces and social activity related to the Palika Bazaar market, the economic 
zoning system and the green city plan for Delhi, 2008.

The papier mache dome of the Poster Dwelling connects the marketplace to 
broader themes of ecology, markets, food supply and the economy of land. 
The Poster Dwelling is constructed from recycled paper from Delhi’s ‘office zone’, 
and its surface will be covered with images and texts that explore the tension 
between work, land and economy, and the role of markets in social and cultural 
organization.

The orthodox economics that prevails in ‘Market Economies’ suggests that all 
social and cultural relations are the result of market forces. Conversely, histori-
ans, anthropologists and sociologists suggest that markets are, in fact, deeply 
embedded in cultural practices, social conventions and local traditions. Often, ‘real 
markets’ rub shoulders with an ‘ideology of Markets’. Real markets operate within 
the social, cultural and legal constraints of particular localities and customs. But 
increasingly they co-exist with ‘conceptual’ Markets. In Special Economic Zones 
for example, local traditions, customs and laws are suspended. In their place, the 
‘society’, ‘culture’ and ‘law’ of ‘The Market’ reigns. Between ‘real markets’ and the 
‘ideology of the Market’ lie complex issues of labor, access to land and knowledge, 
ecology, politics and power. The surface of Poster Dwelling explores these inter-
relations and their relevance for the environment.

The publication includes texts by Jaime Stapleton, Vandana Shiva and Arunava 
Dasgupta, some of the drawings from the [Poster Dwelling; Land, Market and 
Economy] and other things.


