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Indian Urbanism and the Terrain of the Law

Janaki Nair

In the controversies around, and legal and political 

challenges to, the Bangalore–Mysore Infrastructure 

Corridor being constructed by Nandi Infrastructure 

Corridor Enterprises, one can see signs of a new historical 

stage and urban form. Court judgments between 1997 

and 2006 relating to land acquisition for infrastructure 

projects such as NICE tell us about the new urban form, 

which the courts feel obliged to bring into being, 

displaying a proselytising zeal in promoting corridor 

urbanism. The corridor project has seized hold of the 

planning, bureaucratic, and judicial imagination in ways 

that signal a consensus about the imperatives of rapid 

capitalist growth, uncontaminated by any early 

postcolonial notions of developmentalist growth. 
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A proverb in Kannada says: After the ruin, go to the city.  It means that 
a man who has lost his property in the country and can make 
no living there can fi nd work and earn a living in the city. It implies also 
that while he can live in the country, he would not think of going to 
the city.

—Census of India (1931: 69)

If there was once an extraordinary reluctance on the part of 
the Indian people to move to the city, the surge towards the 
urban has been the key feature of the past eight decades. 

Now more than ever, we are compelled to “think historically,” 
to recover insights about the future that are generated by the 
patterns of the past. “Singapore” had for some time served as the 
metonym par excellence for the desirable Asian city—achievable, 
enduring, and incorporating unspecifi ed “Asian” values. The 
infl ationary career of “smart cities” has, however, fuelled many 
new fantasies (Financial Times 2014; Economic Times 2014; 
India Today 2014; Burte 2014: 22–25; Dutta 2015: 3–22).1 Con-
templation on emerging Indian urban forms (that is, that which 
are yet to be) based on historical knowledge of the city of 
Bengaluru is a risky task since it verges on “prediction.” However, 
recent developments relating to infrastructure construction 
around Bengaluru compel us to refl ect on the desires of techno-
crats and entrepreneurs, critics and supporters, and develop-
ers and politicians alike for salvation from the primeval ooze of 
the Indian city. Although the lineaments of this salvationary 
urban form remain unthought, and unknown, the judiciary 
has joined forces with those strongly focused on quickening its 
birth. Of what reorganised fi eld of forces is this a sign? And 
what are the consequences for the city as we knew it?

An answer to these questions must begin with a schematic 
history of Bengaluru’s urban form as it was correlated to the 
city’s socio-economic development, and the role played by 
state/law in its creation (Section 1). This allows a clearer focus 
on the terrain of the law in the present to discuss the contro-
versies around, and legal/political challenges to, the Banga-
lore– Mysore Infrastructure Corridor (BMIC) being constructed 
by Nandi Infrastructure Corridor Enterprises (NICE) (Section 2). 
One may then read these (largely legal) debates for signs of a new 
historical stage and the urban form that is coming into view. 
Will it render the “city,” both as an existing materiality and as 
an object of historical research, a thing of the past (Section 3)?

1 The Past in Bengaluru’s Urban Form 

The career of the name itself—from Bengaluru to Bangalore and 
now back to Bengaluru—signifi es the historical transformations 
of the city, whose “founding moment” is traced back to the 16th 
century. But its transition from a commercial and industrial 



SPECIAL ARTICLE

Economic & Political Weekly EPW  september 5, 2015 vol l no 36 55

urbanity to an administrative/military one in the 19th century, 
and then its unexpected explosion as an “outpost of the global 
economy” in the late 20th century exceeds the ethnohistorical 
imaginary embodied in the name change. My concern in this 
paper is with the transformations in the “logic of the form” of 
Bengaluru (Lefebvre 2003 [1970]: 119, 170). From its early origins 
as a mercantile town, an entrepot on two important trade 
routes in the peninsula (Annaswamy 2003: 83), Bengaluru 
thickened into an emporium (along with Srirangapatna and 
Mysore) for manufactures and raw materials for at least two 
centuries (Gupta 1991: 125), and became a recognisable centre 
of production, particularly of textiles and armaments, by the 
late 18th century, the time of Tipu Sultan (1782–99). By this 
time, the city was a bounded, tear-drop shaped space encircled 
by walls and ditches and fortifi ed on the southern edge, with 
many temples, mosques and dargahs. It was an urban form 
linked closely to its tanks, market gardens, and temples, the last 
both within and beyond its walls (Srinivas 2004: 38–44). Its 
“legibility” was enhanced by marked spaces for castes/occu-
pations, although in a rich mixture in which the functions of 
buying and selling goods, storing, weaving, manufacturing 
and residing overlapped and continue to the present day. 

With the establishment of the cantonment in 1809, a new 
urban form took shape. The city, now divided between city and 
cantonment, separated by a swathe of parkland, was marked 
by an east–west zonation that continued until quite recently. 
As a divided city from the 19th to the mid-20th centuries, it was 
on the one hand drained of its productive capacity (Pani et al 
1985: 1–34; Nair 1998: 13–37), while, on the other, a civil and 
military station, driven by the imperatives of strategic use, 
emerged alongside, a textbook case of “dependent urbanisation” 
(King 1976: 36). Places of residence were separated from 
spaces of work, although a mix of farming/market gardening 
was encouraged, and vineyards, grass farms, orchards, and 
dairy and poultry activities were interspersed within the station 
and on its peripheries (Gist 1986; Venkatrayappa 1957). 

However, Bangalore escaped the phase of smokestack industri-
alisation that was characteristic of many other colonial cities, 
such as Bombay, Ahmedabad and Kanpur. Even during the 
period of industrial expansion in the 1930s and 1940s, there was 
no radical reinscription of city space,2 as might have occurred 
elsewhere (Hall 1988: 14–46). Apart from piecemeal planning, 
for instance, of Malleswaram and Basavangudi following the 
plague epidemic of the 1898, there were no attempts at city 
improvement until 1935, when the Bangalore City Improve-
ment Trust was created.

In the decades following 1947, a period of “Planning for 
 Patriotic Production,” came the design and implementation of 
the most ambitious city form—the industrial township (Nair 
2005: 136). Even these developments, governed by fairly strict 
rules and regulations, remained enclaved, though very soon 
transforming the areas around the units as more villages were 
urbanised (Nair 2005: 136–40). Between 1940 and 1960, say 
Prakasa Rao and Tewari, “infi lling had taken place, in the form of 
residential development in the interstitial area,” as a result of 
which “the urban texture lost its compactness” (1999: 228).

Indeed, the next phase (from 1960 onwards) was one of 
“leap-frogging,” of institutional and industrial complexes such 
as Bangalore University and Indian Telephone Industries (ITI) 
(Prakasa Rao and Tewari 1999: 229). Even so, the intermixed 
uses of urban land continued until the 1970s. The fi rst signs of 
an overburdened urban infrastructure led to anguished calls 
to defl ect the surge into the city. C J Padmanabha, Chairman 
of the City Improvement Trust Board, called for a green belt to 
prevent further city growth; he also stressed the importance of 
reducing mixed uses of urban space. He was among the fi rst to 
suggest shifting productive activities, especially those involving 
animals, to “milk colonies in the Ring Towns” (1973). Alarmed by 
the infl ux of migrants, he pleaded for ring towns in “Yelahanka, 
Nelamangala, Doddballapur, Hoskote, Whitefi eld, Kengeri, 
Ramanagaram, Magadi, Anekal, round Bangalore.”3 

Changing Character of City

By the 1980s, the city’s traditional urban core and civil station 
lost their characteristic features (Heitzman 2004). Among the 
notable changes in the form of the city was the disappearance of 
the tanks and tank beds that had sustained life and livelihood 
in it. They were throttled by construction, and larger bungalow 
sites of Malleswaram and Basavangudi in the erstwhile city 
and post-plague (1898) “towns” such as Cooke, Richards, 
Fraser and Cox in the civil and military station yielded way to 
apartment blocks. The gated residential enclave marked its entry 
to Bangalore with an assurance of all that state planning had 
failed to provide—reliable water supply, electricity, and other 
scarce commodities, as also withdrawal from the uncertainties 
and intolerable strains of social life in Indian cities. At the same 
time, the total (common) open space in the city dramatically 
declined, as tank beds, casurina plantations, and orchards and 
gardens disappeared under large-scale building projects. 

Through the 1970s and 1980s, planners, sociologists, 
 geographers, and economists cautioned against the dangers of 
overcrowding and urged the building of alternatives or “coun-
ter magnets” to the fatal attractions of the city (Ramachan-
dran 1985: 42). Ring towns, satellite towns, new towns/town-
ships, these were seen as a panacea to the formless urban 
sprawl. Many of these were predicated on the development of 
high-speed corridors. From the 1990s, the information-based 
economy, linked to globally dispersed production processes, 
fi rst adapted itself to the existing structure of the city, then 
gave rise to demands for a tech park, which defi ned work, play, 
and leisure in new and exclusive ways, as in a dedicated “tech 
corridor” between Whitefi eld and Koramangala. 

The new urbanism was distinguished from all its previous 
forms, since it made motion and circulation ends in themselves 
to take the form of corridor urbanism.4 We have come a long 
way from the time when roads and systems of communication 
were integral to the mode of industrial production, and enabled 
the circulation of commodities. The public works department 
emerged in colonial India, as Ahuja argues, in response to the 
need for a “sink” for British capital and manufactures, and to 
develop a “truly local and national system” of railways, roads, 
and waterways to serve imperial interests (2009: 66–113). 
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Now, the growing clamour for “infrastructure” refl ects and 
serves the speculative intent, where highways and corridors are 
intended to engender urban growth rather than service them. 
Our contemporary urban moment, as Bhattacharya and Sanyal 
tell us, is characterised by a hegemony of “immaterial labour” of 
the wealth-generating and affective kind, and “informatisation” 
or information-rich forms of labour (2011: 43). As a consequence, 
these new modes of production “bypass” the city as we know it. 
The BMIC, which proposes to connect the two cities of Bengaluru 
and Mysore to “save” them, goes a step further in pinning 
hopes on the corridor itself to engender new urban forms. 

What is striking in the contests over the BMIC is the scale and 
depth of legal engagement by a wide range of actors—including 
those hoping for judicial interventions to correct administra-
tive or even political wrongs. Such enthusiastic participation, 
amounting to a fetishism of the law, points to the apparent 
paradox of simultaneous invoking “the rule of law” while not 
quite relinquishing its obverse, namely disorder. To this, John 
and Jean Comaroff gave the hybrid name “lawfare,” a “resort to 
legal instruments, to the violence inherent in the law, to commit 
acts of political coercion, even erasure” in which “those who act 
in the name of the state conjure with legalities to act against 
some or all of its citizens” (Comaroff and Comaroff 2006: 30). 
Indeed, “the court has become the utopic institutional site to 
which human agency may turn for a medium in which to achieve 
its ends—albeit sometimes in vain, given the disproportion 
everywhere between populist expectations of legal remedy 
and...access to its means” (Comaroff and Comaroff 2006: 33). 

I therefore read court judgments between 1997 and 2006 
relating in particular to land acquisition for infrastructure 
projects such as NICE not to speak about the prospects of jus-
tice but to decipher what they might tell us about the new ur-
ban form, which the courts feel obliged to bring into being, 
displaying a proselytising zeal in promoting corridor urbanism. 

2 Expressway to Corridor

The proliferating discontents around the construction of a BMIC 
have unduly prolonged and indefi nitely delayed the completion 
of a prestigious project, which had its roots in a memorandum 
of understanding signed in 1995 between the Government of 
Karnataka and the governor, state of Massachusetts, (India 
T oday Online 2012) when H D Deve Gowda (Janata Dal [Secular]) 
was chief minister of Karnataka.5 In 1997, another JD(S) chief 
minister, J H Patel, signed the Framework Agreement (FWA), 
which was then to be the cornerstone of the project, with a con-
sortium of three fi rms—Kalyani Group (Pune), SAB Engineering 
(Pennsylvania), and Vanasse Hangin Brustlin (Boston). In 1998, 
the Government of Karnataka awarded the build–own–operate–
transfer contract to NICE. By 1999, when the S M Krishna-led 
Congress government came to power, acquisition had begun, 
environmental clearances applied for, and loans sought for the 
mega project, which was estimated to cost Rs 840 crore. 

Planned in part as a four-lane tolled expressway (extendable 
to six), privately built and operated, connecting Bengaluru and 
Mysore, the 111-kilometre “corridor” development envisages fi ve 
“self-sustaining” independent townships, a peripheral road of 

41 km around Bengaluru, a 9.5 km link road, and an elevated 
link to the heart of the capital city.6 Due to the high volume of 
contests over this project in the last 20 years, whether in court 
rooms or legislatures, on streets or among non-governmental 
organisations (NGO), or among and between developers, only 
41 km around Bengaluru city has been built so far (which, in 
turn, has become the site of many bitter contests). 

Since, the BMIC is yoked to the fate of two cities, Bengaluru 
and Mysore, does this “infrastructure construction” represent 
a textbook example of the switching of capital from the primary 
circuits of production to the secondary (that is, of enhancing 
the built environment for production) to resolve the ever-present 
crisis of over-accumulation? (Lefebvre 2003: 160; Harvey 
1984: 236). Or, if we are not to take space as an inert commod-
ity but as a set of relations which are produced in specifi c eco-
nomic and political circumstances, are we witnessing a new 
phase in the development of subcontinental capitalism, and 
the rise of a new urbanism (Vasavi 2010)? Bhattacharya and 
Sanyal more recently note the new urban form simultaneously 
bypasses the squalour of the older metropolitan centres but 
remains close enough to benefi t from the networks in which 
they are enmeshed (2011). 

In taking these insights forward, we may note that there 
is no doubt that the BMIC has seized hold of the planning/
bureaucratic, and as we shall see, the judicial imagination in 
ways that signal a consensus about the imperatives of 
“growth”—here standing for rapid capitalist growth, uncon-
taminated by any early postcolonial notions of developmental-
ist growth. Goldman (2011) argues with reference to several 
new projects coming up around Bengaluru, including the 
BMIC, that we are entering a new phase of world city broker-
ing, of “speculative urbanism” in which governments too have 
played a major role. “Serial entrepreneur” Ashok Kheny, and 
his unspecifi ed plans, have been able to win over courts, legis-
lators, and the media itself to become the unquestionable 
 common sense in this period.7 

In the earliest judgment on a public interest petition fi led by 
H T Somashekar Reddy in 1997, the Karnataka High Court said, 

Government was satisfi ed that the interests of the State of Karnataka 
would be best served if the infrastructure corridor is industrially and 
commercially developed as contemplated by the Infrastructure Corri-
dor Project Technical Report, as such development would promote in-
dustrial, commercial and economic growth in the Karnataka State 
generally and in Bangalore in particular. It will create new job oppor-
tunities to the residents in and around the Infrastructure Corridor, 
promote tourism, decongest traffi c in Bangalore and Mysore and 
ensure smooth and safer traffi c between Bangalore and Mysore and 
provide a world-class Expressway between them (H T Somashekar 
Reddy 1998: para 48).

In the semantic shift from a Bangalore–Mysore Expressway 
to an “infrastructure corridor” (Proceedings 1995: 10.0 [1]), 
the project offers opportunities of framing both claims to its 
overall importance and opposition to it. The BMIC is imagined 
as not merely a connector between two cities, but to a global 
order, producing a new space of deterritorialised production. This 
common sense has emerged as the inaugural point of judicial 
reasoning in both the high court and the Supreme Court. And 
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it is the will to cast this immense speculative enterprise in the 
“public interest” that has provided the opposition, both in the 
legislature and outside it, with some of its sharpest weapons. 

The shifts and changes that have occurred in this dense fi eld 
of forces on the fate of the BMIC over the last 20 years disturb 
the schematic oppositions that have been outlined by Chatterjee 
(2008: 57) on the one hand and Bhattacharya and Sanyal (2011) 
on the other. Consensus may indeed have emerged around the 
logic of the form (of which the infrastructure corridor is a good 
example), but the dialectics of content (Lefebvre 1970: 119), 
which, in turn, may effect, alter or even stall the logic of the 
form reveals that much more is at work here than what the 
b inary b etween the “need” and “accumulation” economies may 
suggest. Rather than a sharply posed distinction in contempo-
rary capitalism between “the excluded and the exclusive in a 
d ialectical relation” (Bhattacharya and Sanyal 2011: 48), the 
tortuous turns taken by the BMIC reveal a spectrum of often con-
tradictory interests, even within the same class fragment. They 
also reveal surprising powers of negotiation and contest, often, 
though not always, via the instrumentalities of the law. 

An unprecedented quantum of land has been demanded for 
the project, amounting to 20,193 acres spread over 141 full vil-
lages and 52 part villages in four districts, of which 6,956 acres 
is government land, and 13,302 private (Samiti no date: 435). 
This represents an almost eightfold increase over the 1988 esti-
mate of 2,600 acres for the expressway (Bangalore–Mysore Ex-
pressway, Note 1995). Why then has the judiciary consistently 
upheld the rights of the company, often in opposition to the 
state government’s cautions? In contrast to the near unanimity 
of the judiciary, why has the state shifted and changed its posi-
tion from willing accomplice to chief opponent, before being 
forced back into performing its role as accomplice once more? 
What accounts for this fi ckleness of the legislature as opposed 
to the consistency of the judiciary? And are those, whose lands 
and lives are being indisputably ravaged, mute victims of this 
accumulation by dispossession? 

I consider law here as both a structure and as a process, in 
both its instrumental and constitutive senses. The judiciary to-
day sees itself as bringing clarity to production/consumption 
relations while largely shedding its earlier mantle of dispensing 
justice, though it has been one of the key sites which have been 
approached by all parties in the contest. Also redefi ned are key 
post-independence legal concepts such as “public purpose” 
and “public interest.” The terrain of the law, therefore, allows 
for speculation on the possible new urban form that the courts 
are obliged to bring into being. 

(a) Public Purpose in the Time of ‘Speculative Urbanism’

Through the 1950s and 1960s, as I have elsewhere discussed, 
courts upheld land acquisition for productive purposes as rep-
resenting public purposes since they refl ected not just regional 
but national industrial concerns (Nair 2005: 165–99). The 
demand for higher compensation was often conceded, without 
overturning acquisitions as such. The unwieldy growth of 
B engaluru by the 1970s put new pressures on urbanisable space 
in the city, which called for policy and legislative measures 

that limited, without actually directing, the changes that 
were occurring. State controls themselves led to a vast market 
in illegalities, variously of private players, house building 
cooperative societies, and the state, on which the judiciary 
was forced to function as a partial check. 

Meanwhile, not content with the demand for higher compen-
sation, landowners often approached the courts to challenge 
planning documents themselves, and question the “public 
purpose” for which the Bangalore Development Authority 
(BDA) “exercised their special powers to deprive one section 
of the public to favour another section of the public.” Courts 
routinely observed the “colourable” (that is, less than transpar-
ent, “interested”) exercise of power, though by the 1980s the 
illegalities of the state had far outstripped the puny illegalities 
of revenue site holders or even housing cooperatives.8 The notion 
of public purpose was freely used by both those laying claim to 
land and those opposing it, as happened repeatedly during the 
regime of Ramakrishna Hegde (1983–87). The court repeatedly 
and successfully revealed and struck down such colourable 
 exercise of power in the name of public purpose, whether in the 
matter of the chief minister himself playing the role of estate 
agent (as in the Non-Resident Indians Housing Association 
[NRIHA] case of 1988–89) or those who claimed exceptions to 
the Urban Land Ceiling Act (as in the Revajeetu case of 1987).

Such judicial frankness against state illegalities has become 
rare in the torrent of cases related to the BMIC, holding the 
state accountable to the company, rather than the other way 
around. The absence of any reference to mass housing, parti-
cularly for the poor, which every litigant in the 1980s and 
1990s felt obliged to recite, is also signifi cant.9 This was clear 
in the Somashekar Reddy petition, which challenged the Frame-
work Agreement (FWA) between the state government and NICE 
on the basis of a technical report produced by the consortium 
consisting of the Kalyani Group, SAB Engineering and Vanasse 
Hangan Brustlin. The petition challenged the project on many 
grounds—that the road was a mere ruse for real estate produc-
tion since the principle interest of the company was in the fi ve 
townships; that the state had awarded the contract without com-
petitive bidding; that more land than necessary for road con-
struction had been acquired; that the state and its apparatuses 
were “bound hand and foot” under the build–own–operate–
transfer agreement to serve the company through land acquisi-
tion procedures, tax exemptions, and guaranteed resources 
such as  water and power. The high court, however, concurred 
with the “purposiveness” of the project and upheld the FWA as 
the non-negotiable ground of all future judgments.

Experiment of developing self-suffi cient small cities with suffi cient wa-
ter, electricity, good environment along with the Toll Road as a Corri-
dor Project, catering to the needs of the people living there as support-
ing cities to the big cities shall be a boon, helping the people living in 
big cities to lead a much better life. It would relieve congestion in the 
big cities. People living in the newly developed small towns in the Cor-
ridor Project would be getting the benefi ts of big city life without its 
disadvantages…Construction of an expressway between Bangalore and 
Mysore is a public purpose (H T Somashekar Reddy 1998: paras 49, 50).

We will return to the question of whether this judgment sig-
nalled a move towards saving existing cities such as Bengaluru 
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and Mysore, or envisaged an alternative to them. What is striking 
here is that the conclusion draws nothing from the historical 
failure of satellite towns, or of other similar plans to act as 
counter-magnets to the metropolis. The court not only agreed 
with the reasonableness of the administrative action, but also 
accepted the inability of the state to undertake such a project, con-
cluding that the government was not obliged to call for tenders. It 
denied that the executive decisions were cloaked in secrecy, 
and accepted the public purpose of the project since “high level 
offi cials” had been involved. It also renewed the legitimacy of the 
township plan (H T Somashekar Reddy 1998: para 36).

Legitimising Acquisition: Even the special leave petition 
moved by Reddy in the Supreme Court was unsuccessful (SLP 
[Civil] No 1423/98, dismissed on 26 March 1999). Indeed the 
Court asked the state government to fulfi l its obligations to the 
company as speedily as possible. In 2003, a minor fi ssure ap-
peared on the homogeneous surface of judicial reasoning when 
a single judge hearing a batch of writ petitions against acquisi-
tions around Bengaluru revealed several new kinds of illegali-
ties by the company/state. The Court therefore asked for only 
the road to be built, minus the townships. While legitimising 
the acquisition of 60% of the land for the road,10 it quashed the 
notifi cation of 40% of the land on the grounds that the owners 
were not told for what purpose the land was being notifi ed and 
were therefore  deprived of the right to challenge the notifi ca-
tion (S M Mohan Nadgir 2005). The division bench of the 
K arnataka High Court reviewing the judgment swiftly recov-
ered lost ground, setting aside the single judge fi nding on the 
grounds that “the government has the power to build town-
ships and not just infrastructure.” It went further in suggesting 
that all activities of the modern state need not serve a public 
purpose. The division bench also argued that the “doctrine 
of severability” could not apply to a project that had to be 
completed in toto, and that in any case land had not been 
acquired by the government for “an affl uent industrial house” 
(S M Mohan Nadgir 2005). The second step was taken by the 
judiciary in redefi ning what constitutes legitimate public inter-
est in questioning public purpose.11

By 2004, any coyness on the part of the judiciary about 
questioning the legislature in matters of public policy was jet-
tisoned in favour of ordering the Government of Karnataka to 
fulfi l its obligations to the company. By way of response to the 
fi rst of a set of three writ petitions, fi led by J C Madhuswamy, 
Srirama Reddy and S Munegowda (of whom the fi rst two were 
legislators), which drew attention to the violation of the FWA 
by NICE and uncovered a wide range of new illegalities, the 
court invoked the grounds of res judicata (claiming that the 
Somashekar Reddy case had already covered similar ground), 
and sternly denounced what it saw as a needless drag on eco-
nomic growth, namely, political interference. 

The petitioners who are only projecting the cause of the State Govern-
ment too cannot be allowed to agitate the issue that any excess land 
was provided for the implementation of the Project. They, as repre-
sentatives of the people or ordinary citizens of the State could, at the 
most, be interested in the implementation of the Project but whether 
any excess land had been taken for the Project or not could not be their 

concern. The Court cannot allow its process to be abused by politi-
cians and others to delay the implementation of a public project which 
is in larger public interest nor can the Court allow anyone to gain a 
political objective. These legislators who have not been successful in 
achieving their objective on the fl oor of the Assembly have now chosen 
this forum to achieve their political objective which cannot be al-
lowed. Nandi may not be wrong in asserting that J C Madhuswamy 
and two others have fi led the writ petition with an oblique motive.

The court continued,

A few instances have been given by Nandi as it is asserted that the writ 
petition has been fi led only to protect the interests of such infl uential 
persons. If that be so, the petitions of such busy bodies deserve to be 
thrown out at the threshold and in appropriate cases with exemplary costs 
(All India Manufacturers vs State of Karnataka and Others 2005: para 29).

The court expressed its outrage at the state government’s 
second thoughts on the FWA, which was once more fl ourished 
as a contract on which the state could not renege. The court 
saw itself as a much-needed corrective on these legislative “fl ip 
fl ops.” It severely castigated the needless and wasteful politi-
cal process that came in the way of completion of the project. 

By equating public purpose with company interest, the court 
brushed aside the charge that several cases had been fi led on 
behalf of the company by interested others (referring to the 
two other writs under consideration—fi led by All India Manu-
facturers Association [2005] and Dakshinamurthy [48981 of 
2004] urging speedy completion of the project). 

Learned Senior Counsel Mr G L Sanghi and the learned Advocate General 
were not wrong in contending that these [two other writs] had been 
fi led at the behest of Nandi. That may be so, but at the same time we 
fi nd that the prayers made, therein though support the cause of Nandi, 
subserve the interest of the public at large. As already noticed, they 
are making a prayer for a direction to the State Government and its 
instrumentalities to forthwith execute the Project in its totality as 
originally conceived and upheld by this Court in Somashekar Reddy’s 
case (All India Manufactures 2005: para 39). 

The Supreme Court, deciding on the appeal of the state 
g overnment against the high court judgment, reiterated this 
commonsense—

There could hardly be a dispute that the project is a mega project 
which is in large public interest of the state of Karnataka and merely 
because there was a change in the Government, there was no necessi-
ty for reviewing all decisions taken by the previous Government, 
which is what appears to have happened (State of Karnataka and 
 Others vs All India Manufacturers 2006). 

The road construction could not be separated from the con-
struction of townships, both constituted public purpose, and 
the project had to stand as a whole.

(b) The Quixotic Role of the Legislature

The apparent fi ckleness of the government stands in stark 
contrast to the near unanimity of the courts—the government 
gave with an open hand in the 1990s, backtracked in the 2000s 
and called for a review of the project, which had been dubbed, at 
least initially, the “biggest scam in world history” (Samiti nd). 
The media and the judiciary have interpreted these vacillations 
as the unconcealed ambitions of the party in power at different 
points of time (Menon 2005).

After 1997, the single judge decision against townships was 
made when the courts were fl ooded with public interest cases. 
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Former Chief Minister Deve Gowda himself began to make 
accusations of corruption and demand that the project be 
stopped until the innumerable cases were resolved. Accusing the 
state government of having acquired more land than was neces-
sary for the expressway project and even the townships (more 
than 29,000 acres, instead of 20,193 acres), Deve Gowda de-
manded a thorough probe into the “irregularities” in the project. 

In 2004, a new JD(S)–Congress coalition government under 
Chief Minister Dharam Singh moved swiftly to re-examine the 
project. The state government ordered not only a second look 
at the acquisition process through the appointment of the 
K C Reddy Expert Committee in 2004 (which recommended a 
reduction of notifi ed land up to 2,450 acres), but also began 
denotifying land selectively, particularly around Bengaluru 
city (indicating that land that was a good distance from the pro-
posed road had been notifi ed) (PTI 2004). The Madhuswamy 
petition was fi led in 2005 and thrown out by a division bench in 
2006. That same year, following a heated debate in the legisla-
ture, which led to the demand for a Central Bureau of Investiga-
tion (CBI) enquiry, a fresh call for global tenders was issued 
(Business Line 2006), though this was withdrawn by 2008 and 
the idea of a special legislation was dropped. 

The Madhuswamy Petition: The petition rightly noted that 
there were several alarming signs that NICE had not been ad-
hering to the terms of the FWA in fulfi lling its side of the bar-
gain, and indeed may never be able to do so. There was grow-
ing unease about the capacity of NICE because even 10 years after 
the free transfer of government land to the company “the 
state and all its citizens between Bengaluru and Mysore are 
yet to see even a single yard of the so-called expressway road” 
(J C Madhuswamy 2004: Annexure 19, para 7). Madhuswamy 
showed that the state had defaulted in its role of deliberating 
on its policies, which became evident as the project unfolded. 
The original FWA tied the construction of the road to handing 
over land to the company, failing which work on the road 
could not begin. An array of illegalities developed after 1997. 
For instance, land acquisition was being paid for by mortgag-
ing government land with banks (Rs 150 crore); the initial con-
sortium had disappeared, leaving only the family fi rm of the 
Khenys, NICE; the Karnataka Industrial Areas D evelopment 
Board (KIADB) had notifi ed land beyond the sanctioned corri-
dor areas; and while NICE had demanded 1,600 acres for roads, 
interchanges, service roads, and so on, 5,455 acres were ac-
quired, all around  Bengaluru. Curiously, the identifi cation of 
land was by NICE, while acquisition was undertaken by the 
state. In 2003–04 Special Deputy Commissioner Anees Siraj 
admitted that the company, not the government, had decided 
land requirements when the “land acquisition notifi cations 
were issued based on requirements indicated by promoter 
company, and not on the basis of any technical drawing maps 
as approved by the government in PWD or project report” 
(Samiti nd: 436).

Equally arbitrary was the denotifi cation of land by Minister 
of Industries and Commerce R V Deshpande in 2003. NICE con-
tinued to insist that there was no excess acquisition though 

“each of the functionaries and instrumentalities of the govern-
ment, right from the Empowered Committee, including the 
minutes of the Minister of Industries, the KIADB, the Project 
Coordinator and the Expert Committee were conscious of the 
excess acquisition and directed its deletion” (J C Madhuswamy 
2004, Annexure 19, 311). Instead, NICE was given a generous 
10 years to buy the government land. 

Importantly, the Madhuswamy petition claimed that land in 
the areas around the peripheral road, which had been con-
structed around the proposed interchanges, had already 
changed hands and passed to private builders.12 The market 
was openly and directly driving planning in a form of market-
led “boosterism,” in collusion with the state. Planning itself was 
subordinated to the needs of the company, as in the creation of 
a new planning authority, the Bangalore Mysore Infrastructure 
Corridor Area Planning Authority (BMICPA), in 1999, which 
included areas already planned and zoned for Bengaluru in 
1995 and operational up to 2005—the peripheral toll road 
built by NICE usurped the toll-free outer peripheral road 
planned by the BDA. Trade and tourism were now included as 
legitimate “industrial infrastructural activities.” To top it all, 
NICE reneged on its promise by using bitumen rather than 
cement concrete for its road.

The striking convergence of bureaucratic and judicial 
discourse was at fi rst predicated on the company’s claim of 
“scientifi city” in its survey and identifi cation of the land for 
the project. As early as 1997, the court said, “Every minute 
detail was explained including the scientifi c method adopted 
by the respondent for identifi cation of land for the project” 
(H T Somashekar Reddy 1998: para 46). However, the courts 
remained curiously blind to the evaporation of such “scientifi city” 
over time. For instance, NICE took refuge behind a “typographical 
error” to claim the 1,600 acres (instead of the 1,506 acres con-
sidered adequate for the fi rst phase of its road project), and re-
fused to respond to the demand for data by the K C Reddy com-
mittee in 2004 (J C Madhuswamy 2004: Annexures, paras 15, 43). 

Lefebvre has described the “generalised terrorism of the 
quantifi able, which accentuates the effi ciency of repressive 
space, amplifi es it without fear and without reproach, all the 
more so because of its self justifying nature, its apparent scien-
tifi city” (2003: 185). In the BMIC case, it was the capricious ap-
proach to the quantifi able that became quite evident. “To avoid 
speculation, no survey of lands has been done,” the NICE bro-
chure claims, but “help of topo maps has been taken to know 
ground conditions. Ground conditions are further examined 
by limited walking along” (Bangalore–Mysore Infrastructure 
Corridor Project Technical Report 1995: 1.13). The state itself 
supported these inconsistencies by declaring that notifi cations 
for large swathes of land were necessary even before the 
particulars of the road alignment were fi nally decided. And 
the state itself admitted before the courts its awareness that 
the cash-strapped NICE had mortgaged and/or sold a proportion 
of the allotted government land to raise the funds to pay for 
land acquisition (J C Madhuswamy 2004: Annexure 19, para 40). 

The reasons why the case came up for renewed scrutiny in 
the legislature were therefore many. The Madhuswamy petition 
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pointed out that infrastructure construction was a process that 
continually engendered new illegalities, in which politicians 
also played a part (for instance, changing the alignment of the 
road to go through precious water bodies, despite court orders 
[Kulkarni 2012]). The evolving and contingent nature of forces 
engaged in the production of space confi rms Harvey’s general 
assessment that “the action of capital itself (particularly 
through investment in transport and communications) can 
create spatial relationships” (2003: 341). The courts, however, 
consistently argued that the FWA was inviolable, thereby freez-
ing the political process and economic conditions to the mo-
ment of its signing in 1997. While penalising the state govern-
ment in 2005 for withholding information, the courts refused 
to acknowledge that new illegalities by the company were en-
gendered by the project itself.

A powerful mechanism of globalisation, as Gotham points 
out, is the work done by the state in “delocalising” land and 
converting it into a liquid fi nancial asset (2006: 231–75). Real 
estate fi nancing may be globalised, but production remains 
 localised, and particularly in the context of countries such as 
India, the task of disembedding it from certain kinds of social 
activities (putatively agriculture) occurs alongside embedding 
it in new social activities. The state is, therefore, an active par-
ticipant in fuelling this process of speculative urbanism, as 
Goldman suggests, but it simultaneously needs to rein in 
overly speculative activities, given the contradictory pressures 
of representative democracy. This is why Balaban, in his study 
of the built environment of Turkey in the contemporary 
period, qualifi es the classical theories of capital switching 
(pace Harvey) when he says 

political actors especially the government have essential reasons to 
initiate capital fl ows into the production of built environment no less 
than economic actors … urban built environment could be conceptu-
alised not only as the secondary circuit of capital accumulation but 
also as the secondary circuit of political continuity and legitimacy 
(2008: 288–89). 

But even Balaban’s conceptual framework does not account 
for the political costs of the process of disembedding land in a 
social and economic setting that is in a fl ux for a number of 
reasons. Protests both within and beyond the courts in the last 
20 years have redefi ned the meaning and depth of the “public” 
in whose name both the growth activities and the opposition 
to it are being initiated. More importantly for our discussion 
here, it creates a new common sense about the necessity of 
“dissolving the difference between city and rural area” and in 
rewriting the relationship of the city to urbanism. 

3 The Corridor as a Sign of New Urbanism

Are the tools that were forged to understand the industrial city 
any longer adequate to an understanding of what Lefebvre 
called “urban society” in his now well-known provocation on 
what he termed the “urban revolution?” The expanded scale 
of urbanism threatened to dissolve the distinctions between 
rural and urban, between cores and peripheries. The age of 
industrialisation, which ushered in a radically new urban 
form, characterised by the “factory, the railways and the slum” 

(Mumford 1989: 458–65) bore no relation to its contemporary 
form. Just as industrialisation marked a new and radical 
discontinuity in the relationship between the village and the 
city, a sharp distinction had now emerged between the modern 
city as industrial “effect,” and urbanism, which is more gener-
alised and itself the motor of accumulation (Lefebvre 2003). 

Our colonial past did not engender the industrial city in its 
classic form, which at fi rst brought the conception of the city to 
a crisis, and then resolved it (Mumford 1989: 446). Instead, 
“dependent urbanisation” refl ected purely military, adminis-
trative, and political functions, rather than creating a modern 
city powered by industrialisation (King 1976). Habeeb refers to 
the same as “urban atrophy” or indeed “spurious tertiarisa-
tion” (1991). How useful then is Lefebvre in helping us think 
through the specifi cities of the modern Indian city in the con-
temporary period?

Consider the arguments made for the construction of a new 
expressway almost parallel to the existing State Highway 17, 
and in addition to State Highway 89. The Kalyani Group 
 argued in its promotional brochure that geometrical expan-
sion of these existing highways could not take place due to 
buildings and activities on both sides. This marks a signifi cant 
shift in thinking about the street, its meaning and uses, its 
death, and the steady rise in the importance of the “highway,” 
“corridor” and “expressway” as ends in themselves. In 1954, 
Koenigsberger (1954: 109) discussed the “band town,” which 
“consists of a single fi le of neighbourhoods of not more than 
half a mile in depth so that nobody lived more than a quarter 
or at most a third of a mile from the open country” as “pearls 
on a string” while doubting their capacity for generating a new 
civic consciousness. Ribbon development, that is, mushroom-
ing growth along all state and national highways, which in 
plan after plan from the 1960s was lamented as the sure sign of 
planning gone awry, has in the BMIC project been elevated to a 
principle of planning itself. The road network as an “urbanis-
ing infl uence” has been noted in the mushrooming of census 
towns (Ranganathan 2006: 239). Now the idea of distributing 
urbanism along the highway, far from being a utopian concept, 
anticipates and capitalises on the tendency for ribbon develop-
ment, and makes it into a principle for profi t.13 NICE, amply 
aided by government and judiciary, models these new nodes 
as dedicated “dormitory towns” for the two big cities. 

But it also signals a new stage in the life and death of cities 
in India, a unique and new annihilation of space by time. The 
new township was anticipated to a certain extent in the gated 
communities, where there is a movement away from the full-
ness of “inhabiting”—implying relationships with groups of 
objects, classes of acts, and people, producing relationships, 
rather than receiving them or passively perceiving them. Habitat, 
in contrast, refers to an impoverished social life, a box or func-
tion (Lefebvre 2003: 81). The NICE townships aim to erase the 
difference between rural and urban, and to bring the opportu-
nities of the city together with the abundance of the rural, but, 
as Mumford long ago had it, this formless urban exudation is 
not a sort of city but an anti-city, which “annihilates the city 
wherever it collides with it” (Mumford 1989: 505). 
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The corridor classically devours space to save time. It also 
evades or escapes the city, reducing human life to the less 
than an animal existence of eating, sleeping, and reproducing 
in the ideologised production of new “dwelling machines.” 
Five townships have been proposed as part of the BMIC—an 
EcoTourism centre close to Mysore, a Heritage Centre near 
Channapatna, an industrial centre near Ramanagaram, a 
corporate centre near Bidadi, and a commercial centre near 
Bengaluru. One may detect not the imagination of saving the 
existing cities of Bengaluru and Mysore, but escaping from 
these centres of overcrowding, corruption, and sheer “lack” 
from which one must escape. Therefore, “Each of the town-
ships,” we are told in the outline development plan (ODP) of 
the BMICPA (2003), “has been proposed on a unique economic 
base, which will provide employment opportunities to the peo-
ple in the region as well as prevent out-migration. It will also de-
congest the city by encouraging the population in the city to 
move out to the townships.” The consortium’s own emaciated 
plan is very vague and contradictory.

The human scale predominates in the total planning of all the new 
townships, which are planned as self-contained communities, seeking 
a balance between sources of employment, business centres, centre 
for fashion technology, medical and other research centres, etc are 
suitably located in various townships which are essentially organised 
elements in a broad programme of decentralization of the congested 
urban centres of Bangalore and Mysore (Samiti nd: 53). 

Between the promise of “encouraging non-motorised forms 
of transport” and the absolute dependence on the tolled 
expressway lies an irreconcilable paradox. While recklessly 
borrowing from Clarence Perry’s neighbourhood concept 
(Mumford 1989: 500; Lynch 1981: 401) and the romantic lan-
guage of New Urbanism in 1990s America, which was a power-
ful critique of the automobilisation of US society, NICE deliber-
ately relies on the thinness of its vision, opening the door to 
speculation and making the township entirely dependent on 
the tolled expressway. What of the cities of Bengaluru and 
Mysore whose “salvation” is also tied to the corridor? They 
present a historically unique contrast that corridor urbanism 
will reduce to its lowest common denominator. 

Corridor development is meant to broaden urbanisation, 
reduce the attractions of the metropolis, and create opportu-
nities for living and working for diverse sets of people in the 
new townships.14 So far, the signs are discouraging. The gap 
between the proposed idylls of township living and the reality 
of the realty effect is already evident in the areas around Ben-
galuru which have been acquired by NICE to date. By 2004, 
despite submissions to the K C Reddy Committee that 1,700 
acres would be adequate for Township I at Bidadi and a mere 
500 acres for a group housing scheme, a total of 2,387 acres 
was sanctioned since “township should be developed to inter-
national standards and therefore it would be appropriate 
to allow the extent of land requested by the company” 
(J C Madhuswamy 2004: Annexure 19). 

This is clearly a very different vision from the one enunciated 
by the consortium. Indeed, planning may be precisely what NICE 
is avoiding to sustain a speculative surge. As many challengers 

to these acquisitions have already pointed out, land was al-
ready being transacted between NICE and builders of gated 
colonies, whose singular logic was to produce mere habitat. 

Has an alternative to this form of urbanism emerged among 
groups/communities who have been expropriated?15 On the 
one hand, most of the cases fi led by project-affected people, 
while beginning with the rhetoric of an epic battle between 
farm and factory, between livelihoods and profi ts, go on to argue 
for a higher quantum of compensation in a highly speculative 
and exploding real estate market.16 It is a process of transfor-
mation from which even smaller peasants who have found it 
diffi cult to sustain agriculture are not exempt. “It is indeed 
sad,” the Madhuswamy submission said, “that the manner 
of acquisition has ranged from intimidation of farmers to 
cajoling them to give up their lands” (2004: Annexures, para 37). 
In his study of three tanks that have been “acquired” by the 
BMIC/NICE, Kulkarni (2012: 51) quotes a group of farmers on 
the Kommaghatta tank bed’s fate, which reveals that wealthier 
farmers have been pressured to negotiate either directly or 
through courts for higher compensation in recognition of the 
changed fi eld of forces, and the necessity of participating in, 
rather than resisting, the project, which will without doubt 
change their lives and livelihoods.17

Farmers Engaging with Market

Clearly some “farmers,” as several other recent works have 
shown, are actively and profi tably engaging with the market in 
land. Rather than being gullible victims, as the petitions may 
suggest, the “peasant” has acquiesced to the vision of the 
global city. It is more of a quarrel about acquisition rather than 
being against it. The Dalita Sangarsh Samiti’s detailed expo-
sure of the fraud that has been perpetrated on the people of 
the cities is an illuminating example of this ambivalence—the 
project must be supported, but on terms that are fair to the 
dispossessed. There is, in short, no attempt here to generate 
alternatives to the imagination of the urban proposed by NICE, 
except by invoking the rural–urban binary. 

The poor and marginalised, on the other hand, have been 
left unrecognised by the authorities and NICE. Their opposi-
tion to the project—within the legislature or in courts, in peti-
tions and representations, or on the streets—continues to be 
defensive, using the forms and strategies appropriate to the 
well-known opposition between town and country. This col-
lective misrecognition of the vastly altered fi eld of forces, in 
which the judiciary plays the role of midwife, is in striking 
contrast to those who have acquiesced to the development. For 
we know only too well that the “rural”/village, particularly on 
stretches between two major metropolises such as Bengaluru 
and Mysore, has been a vulnerable entity—qualitative and 
quantitative studies alike have shown marked shifts towards 
non-farm employment (Gupta 2005), and confi rmed the in-
creased visibility of “census” towns (as opposed to statutory 
towns) since 2011 (Pradhan 2013). Between this apparent dete-
rioration of the economic and social bases of the village, and 
the political interest in maintaining an archaism of strategy, 
no alternative urban future has been envisaged. 
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The judiciary, which once played a crucial role in support-
ing the state in its creation of a public sector in public interest, 
now speaks out strongly against the vacillations of represent-
ative politics. As even this limited analysis of judgments 
reveals, the judiciary appears to be defi ning a new role for 
the state as a necessary complement to the production of 
real estate. 

Bhattacharya and Sanyal have characterised this phase as 
“the crisis of subsistence-oriented economic activities and the 
subsistence/accumulation contradiction” which “plays out as 
an endless game of eviction and encroachment” (2011: 42). Yet 
the participation of a heterogeneous rural population, including 
subsistence farmers, in producing the space for the informa-
tion-intensive sectors of the country has not been addressed. It 

is a new phase of capitalist development, in short, with grave 
consequences not only for the new urban form that is being 
spawned, but for the historical city. Through all these changes, 
the city as we knew it stands threatened. One could, as 
Mumford reminded us, breach the wall and storm the citadel 
(both classic features of the city in history), but with what 
weapons does one combat the faceless forces of change that 
engender this formless urbanisation?18 And with what imagi-
nations? The reluctant urbanisation of early 20th century India 
was read by some as a sign of the hesitation, perhaps even 
preference for the dictum only “after the ruin, go to the city.” 
Now it is the ruins of the city that are now being laid at the 
entrances to villages, which are already being abandoned or 
changed, as they uncertainly join the urban order.

Notes

 1 Burte (2014) points to the deliberate ambigui-
ties of “smart city” talk in India, which simulta-
neously combines the idea of the smart city as 
an achievable fact (although only for those en-
amoured of techno-managerial fi xes) and as a 
strategy for achieving such a reality. 

 2 Isolated large textile mills came up on the 
western edge of the city by the turn of the 20th 
century, while an intensifi cation of small-scale 
production later occurred in and around the 
old city core, in response to wartime produc-
tion needs. See Gist (1986); Venkatrayappa 
(1957); Nair (2005).

 3 Shekhar (1999: 51, 73) argues that both Kengeri 
Satellite Town and Yelahanka New Town, 
despite being planned as counter-magnets to 
the old, crowded city by the state government 
after the 1960s, evolved quite differently 
from Bangalore city and did not relieve the 
metropolis.

 4 Motion and movement were fi rst elevated as 
the principles of planning in cities following 
Harvey’s discovery of blood circulation in the 
1620s; the enduring use of bodily metaphors 
followed an understanding of the city as a bio-
logical organism, requiring systems of unim-
peded circulation (Sennett 1996: 264–65). On 
the car as an agent of suburbanisation, see Hall 
(1988: 273–318). 

 5 The proposal to build a new road to Mysore 
from Bangalore was made as early as 1988, but 
the sole tender was rejected on the grounds 
that the party insisted that no improvements 
be made to existing state highways (SH 17 and 
SH 89) as a guarantee of the expressway’s 
economic success. 

 6 The original plan, subsequently rejected by the 
state government, was for seven such town-
ships; GO No PWD 32 CSR 95, 20 Nov 1995; 
see http://indiatogether.org/campaigns/bmic/
bmicfaq.htm#Q1. 

 7 Ashok Kheny, a non-resident Indian and a part-
time TV and fi lm actor, had at one point acti-
vated fans’ associations along Mysore Road as 
a way of exerting an extra-economic, and one 
might add, extralegal power. In the 2013 May 
election to the Karnataka legislature, Kheny 
contested and won a seat from Bidar South on a 
Karnataka Makkala Paksha ticket. As he put it, 
“The government system is so bad that they 
will not allow you to even develop the village if 
you are not an MLA” (Desai 2013). 

 8 On Justice J M Gandhi’s decision to support the 
Back Bay Reclamation of Bombay as a public 
good against the illegal state transactions, see 
Prakash (2011: 272–84). 

 9 My reading of some of the important BMIC 
judgments differs from Ranganathan’s (2006), 
which expresses deep disappointment at the 
unwillingness or inability of the judiciary to go 
into the details of the excess acquisition, con-
fi ning itself to procedural matters alone. Rather, I 
am asking why the judiciary takes the position 
it does, for which a longer history of judicial ac-
tivism needs to be taken into account.

 10 All the documents seem to suggest that approx-
imately 6,999 acres were required for the road, 
while the rest (13,194 acres) were for the town-
ships. Of this, 6,956 acres was government 
land and 13,302 acres was private land.

 11 In the words of the judges, the single judge’s 
efforts to separate the roads from the town-
ships was a mistake: “The acquisition of lands 
for one integrated project and the quashing of 
notifi cation issued for acquisition of land for 
such integrated projects only in part, as has 
been done by the learned Single Judge, is not at 
all permissible and would lead to anomalous 
results” (DB 2005 WA 72, 2004). 

 12 In a similar case fi led by T J Abraham before 
the Karnataka Lok Ayukta, 102 people were 
named, including fi ve Karnataka chief ministers, 
other politicians, 57 bureaucrats, and bank 
managers on grounds that were nearly identi-
cal to the points raised in the Madhuswamy 
petition. See Citizen Matters (2012). 

 13 Kheny found support among government offi -
cials wanting to prevent ribbon development. 
He also requested land acquisition (by the 
state) for the roadway and permission for land 
purchase for the “development of industrial, 
residential and tourist resorts by private entre-
preneurs who may be allowed to purchase re-
quired land at market value” (Proceedings of 
the First Meeting of the High Level Committee 
held on 14 June 1995, Bangalore, regarding re-
view of Preparation of Feasibility Report on 
Construction of Bangalore Mysore Express 
Highway, 2.0).

 14 The “cellular urbanism” is characteristic of many 
historically different locations; for China, see 
Liang (2013: 530–53).

 15 The associations and groups that have been ac-
tive in challenging the BMIC/NICE and the state 
government on economic, social, environmental 
issues and questions of legality include the 
Bhooswadhina Virodhi Vedika Karnataka; 
Raitha Sangha; Dalit Sangarsh Samiti; Environ-
ment Support Group; NICE Bhu Swadheena 
Virodhi Raitha Horata Samathi; and Samraja 
Shahi Virodhi Okkota, Karnataka. Many of the 
documents consulted for this article were care-
fully assembled by V Nagaraja of the Dalita 
Sangarsh Samiti through Right to Information 

petitions, compiled in three volumes, “A White 
Paper on BMICP Fraud: Disclosures under 
‘Right to Information Act’” (no date). 

 16 For instance, B P Kamala vs State of Karnataka 
and Others, Special Leave Petition (Civil) No 4048 
of 2006; Nandi Infrastructure Corridor Enter-
prises and Others vs State of Karnataka and 
Another, WP No 327 of 2006, Objections state-
ment fi led by the First Respondent. 

 17 This BMIC project has already encroached 
on and/or destroyed nine tanks. Also the 
PWD has leased out 23 lakes and tanks illegally 
to NICE for a period of 40 years at a rent of Rs 
10 per annum (Kulkarni 2012: 39). In addition 
to usurping the powers of the gram panchayat 
over water resources, as Kulkarni points out, 
the lake bed has already dried and converted 
into layouts. In some cases, the BDA’s work of 
“restoration” has undermined the access of the 
local villagers to the lake for domestic and agri-
cultural purposes, while adding to the ex-
change and use values of the property. A highly 
segmented, though organic, use of lake waters 
by several caste groups, characterised by 
Kulkarni as the “village community,” has now 
been ripped apart as the project undermines 
livelihoods and buys off wealthier inhabitants. 

 18 On the necessity of a global campaign to 
counter the forces of fi nance capital, see 
Harvey (2008).
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