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Foreword

When Smitha approached me in 2014 for a possible chapter for her book on
entrepreneurial urbanism, I had gently refused, given I didn’t have the time or the
aptitude for a book of this nature. Now, looking at the way in which this manuscript
has evolved, I wish I had contributed. The reason is that Smitha has launched upon
a very ambitious, but quite timely and highly policy relevant area for the research.

In 1989, Peter Eisinger published a book on the rise of the entrepreneurial state
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press), taking the case of state and local eco-
nomic development policy in the USA, which highlighted the evolution of state and
local government initiatives in that country to influence the market/private sector as
it related to those policies. This ‘rise’ marked a sea change from governments’
conventionally small role in the affairs of private industry that had characterized the
first half of the twentieth century, at least as far as the USA was concerned. In his
book, Eisinger also showed that certain state governments in the USA, rather than
depending solely on supply-side strategies such as tax breaks and other incentives
to encourage firm relocation, actually promoted an innovation ecosystem and cre-
ated new business approaches.

Entrepreneurial states became very visible in India in the 1990s, following
economic liberalization. The 1990s was characterized by intense competition
among Indian states and cities for firms and jobs. A well-quoted example is the set
of choices which was considered by Microsoft between Karnataka (Bengaluru) and
then undivided Andhra Pradesh (Hyderabad), for locating its software development
facility. The two south Indian states competed with each other quite fiercely in
terms of incentives to attract the multinational, which eventually set up office in
Hyderabad in 1998.

This edited book looks at three aspects of urban governance and ‘entrepreneurial
urbanism’—institutions, the political economy of urbanization itself, and issues
pertaining to inclusion/exclusion. This book does not look at ‘entrepreneurial’
aspects of public—private partnership in promoting investments, but rather looks at
urban entrepreneurialism in governance, which, as some authors acknowledge, is
explicitly ‘economic’.
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viii Foreword

The institutional part of the urban entrepreneuralist framework necessarily
focuses on programmes to spur urban growth and the role of entrepreneurial
governance in the context of resilient Bengaluru. It is positive to note the presence
of local and civic actors in the mapping of entrepreneurial urbanism, as seen in the
politics of the vision group by elitist corporate and non-governmental organizations,
at the local level. The section on urban inclusion/exclusion is very interesting as it
focuses on the role of entrepreneurial urbanism in the context of minorities, slum
dwellers and the urban poor generally, taking the cases of Mumbai and Bengaluru.

A welcome aspect of this volume is that it discusses either side of entrepreneurial
urbanism—the positive and negative aspects—given that it includes cases where
governance is considered ‘frail’. This should encourage us to learn lessons in cases
where urban entrepreneurialism is weak, and strengthen positive elements.

Kala Seetharam Sridhar

Centre for Research in Urban Affairs
Institute for Social and Economic Change
Bengaluru
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Chapter 1
Entrepreneurial Urbanism
in India: A Framework

K.C. Smitha

Introduction

The emergence of a new global order post-1980s coincided with the post-Fordist
regime, dismantling of the Keynesian welfare state and breakdown of the Bretton
Woods system (MacLeod 2002; Banerjee-Guha 2010). Concomitantly, an unre-
lenting pace of urbanization and uncompromising and highly uneven processes of
neo-liberalization in the 1990s has spurred political and economic shifts in the state’s
role in urban development and growth. The pursuance of a neoliberal project at
multiple geographical scales and its every day political practices generated wide-
spread contradictions, resulting in a socio-spatial polarization and an uneven urban
development (Brenner and Theodore 2002b). As a result, cities have emerged as
laboratories of ‘geographical and institutional’ reconfiguration and reproduction of
urban neoliberal policy experiments such as place-marketing, enterprise, public—
private partnership (PPP) and local boosterism projects producing new forms of
‘urban entrepreneurialism’, already evident in the cities of North America and
Western European countries (ibid.). Similarly, extensive research has drawn our
attention to how the economic and spatial landscape of cities in the advanced cap-
italist world are refashioned, contextualizing different city forms such as ‘informa-
tional city’ (Castells 1989), ‘entrepreneurial city’ (Harvey 1989; Hall and Hubbard
1996; Jessop and Sum 2000a), ‘transnational city’ (Smith 1999), ‘world city’
(Friedmann and Wolff 1982; Friedmann 1986, 1995), and ‘global city’ (Sassen
1991), reflecting dynamic interface between globalization and local processes (Genis
2007). Particularly the cities of global south have emerged as centres of management
and service, essentially a process to integrate into the world economy/global circuits
(Sassen 2002; Harris 2003). One such recent experiment envisioned for India is

K.C. Smitha (DX))

Centre for Research in Urban Affairs (CRUA), Institute for Social
and Economic Change, Bangalore 560072, India
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2 K.C. Smitha

building 100 ‘Smart Cities’' (2014), an intersection of ‘Competitiveness, Capital and
Sustainability’. These emerging urban forms are, therefore, multifaceted and at
broader complex geographical scales articulated through the global systems of
production, finance, technology/telecommunication, culture, politics and network-
ing cities.

Based on the above logic, cities in the global south have been undergoing a
drastic transformation in the form and governance to function as incubators of
neoliberal strategies, intensifying an interspatial competition on the one hand and,
on the other, accumulating economic and social tensions (Jessop 2002; Brenner and
Theodore 2002a; Banerjee-Guha 2010). Cities are simply plugged into a global
economy, prioritizing economic rejuvenation to stimulate national economic
growth and to strengthen local revenue capacities. An interaction between the
political and economic restructuring is linked to service delivery, creating a demand
for local public entrepreneurs. So, such a restructuring process is essentially con-
cerned with new forms of production process for capital accumulation (Harvey
1985, 1989) and ‘place-marketing’ (Brenner and Theodore 2002b). The city,
therefore, has emerged as a site for ‘new claims’ influences by global capital and
involving contestation (Sassen 1999). This process often represents ‘demand-side’
urbanization exacerbated by inequality and deprivation (Harvey 1985, 1989).

It is argued that the political economy of a neoliberal restructuring process is
premised upon ‘production of space’ producing new forms of ‘agglomeration
economies, infrastructure configuration, transportation and communication net-
works, spatial division of labour and so on’. Similarly, various strategies of terri-
torial redevelopment and place-promotion are channelized towards promoting the
economic viability of space. Under these circumstances, realigned institutional
practices and regulatory regimes with diverse actors, alliances and organizations are
encouraged with competing hegemonic visions and developmental models (Harvey
1989; Jessop 2002; Brenner and Theodore 2002a). Therefore, city as a place is
plugged into a global network not only as a place of production but also as junction
of people, commodities, finance, ideas and corporate capitalism® with power.
Logistically, urban centres have emerged as global manufacturing chains, service
supply, financial chains, centre of exports of services and economic activities such
as finance, health, education, culture and sports. These ambiguities arguably lie
with the policy experiments in support of ‘place-making processes’ under con-
temporary global capitalism (Jessop 2000b) leading to polarization and not nec-
essarily ‘homogenization’ (Banerjee-Guha 2010). These global networks through
information and communication, finance and infrastructure essentially form the
potential basis for capital accumulation and circulation (Harvey 1985).

'Please refer more on Indian Smart Cities from the following links (http://indiansmartcities.in/site/
index.aspx) (http://indiansmartcities.in/downloads/CONCEPT_NOTE_-3.12.2014__REVISED_
AND_LATEST_.pdf).

2For Instance, the Bangalore Agenda Task Force (BATF) and ABIDe in Bangalore.
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As mentioned, the contemporary urban processes, to sustain and consolidate a
neoliberal project, often characterize (i) cities as engines of economic growth,
innovation and competition; (ii) offer market-based solutions such as replace welfare
to work, informality, encourage incentives to learn or prepare for a new job and
promote neo-communitarian values to tackle social exclusion and conflicts;
(iii) promote principles of subsidiarity and solidarity; (iv) emphasis on the alliances,
partnership and networks to improve infrastructure and to foster local entrepreneurial
competitiveness (Jessop 2002; Harvey 2005) and (v) decisions are increasingly
driven by cost-benefit rather than service, equity and social welfare (Brenner and
Theodore 2002a). The neoliberal city is, therefore, conceptualized first as ‘en-
trepreneurial’ for achieving economic competition and innovation. In short, to secure
neoliberal project, urban management was enunciated in different forms at diverse
spatial scales gradually transitioning towards ‘urban entrepreneurialism’. Taking a
step in this direction, next section comprises two parts: first part elaborates on the
conceptualization of ‘urban entrepreneurialism’ as a politically constructed project,
politico-institutionally produced and spatially specific with deep roots in local pol-
itics. The second part sheds light on empirical reviews on the wider process of
neo-liberalization and its impact at the local level in shaping and realizing ‘en-
trepreneurial urban governance’ in India. The final section discusses the contextu-
alization of entrepreneurial urbanism in India.

The Project of ‘Entrepreneurialism Urbanism’

The theoretical debates on ‘Entrepreneurial Urban Governance’ was highlighted
and developed by (Marxist) Harvey (1989) followed by Bob Jessop’s analysis
which was centred around the contemporary modes of entrepreneurial discourses
and narratives from Schumpeterian framework (Jessop and Sum 2000a). Harvey’s
body of work on urban entrepreneurialism is related to the broader neoliberal policy
transformations within the framework of ‘capital accumulation’ and production of
‘place’ rather than ‘territory’. Harvey (1985) categorically situates ‘entrepreneuri-
alism’ within a broader framework of ‘logic of capital’. While Jessop’s and Sum
(2000a)’s work describes cities as ‘strategic actors with entrepreneurial ambitions’,
Harvey (1989) presents contextual representation of the three tenets of ‘Urban
Entrepreneurialism’ which includes (i) urban governments during post-Fordist
regime are strongly influenced by business elites through PPP mode; (ii) local
governments implement highly speculative ‘flagship projects’ to enhance the ‘im-
age of the city’ and (iii) urban entrepreneurialism is driven by the political economy
of ‘place’ rather than ‘territory’. However, Jessop’s work emphasizes narrative
strategies that cities employ for ‘place-making’ or ‘image-making’ entrepreneurial
initiatives.

In the context of rapidly transforming urban governance under the influence of
global economy, the new urban strategies are typically understood to involve two
sets of interrelated processes at the local level. They are, foremost, prioritizing
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pro-growth fostering local economic development through inward investments and
(ii) creating necessary conditions for attracting mobile capital (Harvey 1989; Hall
and Hubbard 1996). So, urban governments are no longer concerned with the
welfare and services, but rather implement thepolitical projects promoting com-
petitive strategies and attract new forms of mobile capital for improving the local
embeddedness of firms (Jessop 1998), subsequently changing the ‘image of the
city’ (Genis 2007). The urban structuralist literature portrays such an image-making
project as to make the city attractive to capital (Harvey 1989; Jessop 2000b;
Brenner 2003). Secondly, organizational shifts in local governance such as
increasing the role of the private sector through public—private partnership (PPP) in
financing and regulating pro-growth policies are most noticeable which Harvey
identifies as a shift from urban managerialism to ‘entrepreneurial governance’
(Harvey 1989; Jessop 1997, 1998). Finally, many recent empirical works on ‘en-
trepreneurial urbanism’ in Europe and USA have captured the changing political
geographies of the state in performing and regulating urban development projects
(MacLeod 2002). These explicit policy changes as well as new organizational shifts
at the local level are indicative of the dominant responses to urban problems.

Meanwhile, a vast empirical literature on the discourse and narratives of
‘Entrepreneurial Urbanism’ have focused on the cities of North America, British as
well as some of the Scandinavian and Asian cities (Boyle and Hughes 1994; Hubbard
1996; Hall and Hubbard 1996; Jessop 1997, 1998; Jessop and Sum 2000a; Chapin
2002; MacLeod 2002; Brenner 2003; Shin 2007). In other words, urban
entrepreneurialism was discussed as a narrative, while examining and illustrating the
defining features and explicit policy strategies of local governance. To position the city
as ‘competitive and innovative’, various explicit institutional structures and strategies
were promoted in support of acquisition of command and control functions in finance,
information systems, the expansion of local tax-base and attracting investments. Such
entrepreneurial activities were encouraged in the form of small firm growth, supporting
virtual economy such as IT, installation of cybernetic infrastructure, promotion of scale
and agglomeration economies, creating new forms of labour market relations, new
cityscapes (Hall and Hubbard 1996; Jessop and Sum 2000a; Hall et al. 2014), thereby
redefining urban hierarchy. Finally, an entrepreneurial city concentrates more on an
orchestrated production of spectacular projects towards the creation of attractive ‘urban
imagery’ such as flagship development projects in US cities such as restored water-
fronts, sport arenas or consumption attractions, tourism as a panacea for ailing urban
economies (Harvey 1989; Jessop and Sum 2000a). Certainly, these conditions are
reflective of mobilizing diverse sociopolitical structures and organizational capacities
for common entrepreneurial projects.

It is noteworthy to observe that the scope for urban entrepreneurialism has
expanded and articulated at diverse spatial scales in the form of an ensemble of
actors, dense institutional and social networks such as public—private partnership
(PPP), intellectual property regimes, production and management and so on for the
purpose of promoting local growth or market their space. For instance, to realize
international competitiveness, dramatic transformations of urban landscape are
captured in the cities of USA—Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Cincinnati, New York
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(Harvey 1989; Roberts and Schein 1993; Boyle and Hughes 1994; Gillen 2009),
implementing flagship projects brokered through public—private partnership
(PPP) mode. Such was the case of cities such as New York, London and Tokyo
(Sassen 2002), demonstrating a changing economic character with their global role
in production, finance and management systems. Similarly, Hong Kong has
emerged as thriving centre for its increasingly internationalized financial and pro-
ducer services sectors with a similar project undertaken in Singapore, Kuala
Lumpur and Beijing (Jessop and Sum 2000a; Shin 2009) which eventually is linked
to the modern imaginaries of ‘competitiveness’ and ‘innovation’. The studies by
Wu (2000) and Zheng (2011) highlighted the transformation of the city of Shanghai
as a world city with skyscrapers and creative industrial clusters. Local policies were
thus, remodelled to suit international standards on how a city’s image must look and
function. Empirical evidence clearly illustrates how the tenets of ‘entrepreneurial-
ism’ such as attractiveness and ‘innovation’ were embedded within the local
policies for promoting image building strategies and ‘global’ standards. Such a
territorial logic of neoliberal project was identified even with ‘Revanchist city’
(Smith 1996), Spatial Dispossession (Harvey 2005), rescaling of state-spaces
(Brenner 2004) and ‘market-driven strategies of spatial fragmentation’ (Ong 2006,
in Roy 2011). Urban governance is, therefore, reoriented towards attracting ‘capital’
and promoting a lucrative business climate. Beyond these image building exercises
of the cities in different ways, focus must also be directed to the effects and far
reaching implications of these changes through institutions and urban built envi-
ronment (Harvey 1989; Jessop and Sum 2000a; Chapin 2002; MacLeod 2002;
Brenner 2003), i.e., on how the project of ‘urban entrepreneurialism’ explicitly
produces new forms of socio-spatial exclusion.

In this context, with the policies under the construct of neo-liberalization, cities
are experiencing a new forms of socio-spatial fragmentation characterized by the
dismantling of local forms of communities, neighbourhood, social organizations
and the subsequent economic and political exclusion of a large section of the urban
population (Jessop 2002; Harvey 2005; Brenner and Theodore 2002a; Brenner et al.
2010). Therefore, there is a general increase in problems like the spatial dispersal of
employment opportunities and encouragement of ‘informal sector’ consequently
contributing to the increased disparities in wealth and income, thereby accentuating
urban poverty and impoverishment noticed in all the global cities both in the north
and south® (Roy and Ong 2011). Yet, literature on ‘urban entrepreneurialism’ does
not provide grounded analysis precisely on how do urban disadvantaged commu-
nities such as the urban poor reel under the ongoing institutional and structural
constraints, eventually struggling to survive and thrive in the context of such
exclusionary entrepreneurial practices? How is the institutional and structural shift
from government to governance articulated within an entrepreneurial narrative?
How is the governance performed or narrated? What are the policy priorities of the
local government? Who conceptualizes a vision for the city? What are the politics

3Such as New York, London, Tokyo, Hong Kong, Mumbai, New Delhi.
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of spatial restructuring and the influence of global capital at the local level? What is
the identity of city within the discourse of global modernism/capitalism? How is the
realm ‘urban’ reconfigured influencing citizenship rights, service delivery and
access to resources? Based on the theoretical observations, the next section presents
empirical reviews on how neoliberalism has been localized post-1990s as a political
project offering panacea for an economic crisis-ridden urban economy.

Anchoring ‘Entrepreneurial Urbanism’ in India

Building on a vast theoretical literature, empirical studies clearly demonstrates how
local governments and their developmental policies have embraced transition from
managerialism to ‘entrepreneurial’ forms of urban governance in the USA, Europe
and South-east Asia (Harvey 1989; Sbragia 1996; Hall and Hubbard 1996; Jessop
and Sum 2000a; Brenner 2003). This section seeks to engage with essentially
empirical reviews on the political context of transitional urban management (both
institutional and structural) in the last two decades bearing a strong imprint of
‘entrepreneurial urbanism’ in their strategies, mechanisms and actions in India.
Following liberalization, cities in the global south deserve an appellation of
‘neoliberalized’, subsequently impacting service delivery and urban poor. During
the past decade, Indian cities have grown to 50 with 91 million added (Nijman
2015). As per the Census 2011, India’s total urban population constitutes 31 %,
contributing 61 % of GDP. As projected, urban India would contribute 75 % of the
national GDP in the next 15 years. Although the pace of Indian urbanization® is
slower as compared to other countries, yet the urban population® has grown from
286 million during 2001 Census to 377 million (30 % of urban population) in 2011,
which is 2.76 % growth during 2001-2011° (HPEC 2011; Planning Commission
2012; Shaw 2012a). City governance often grappled for being costly, overburdened,
inefficient and incapable of eliminating poverty. Simultaneously, post-1990s, state
urban development policies categorically embraced liberalization, deregulation and
privatization, introduction of ‘new public management strategies’ and competitive
contracting of municipal services by introducing new network forms of governance
that suit the market-driven global economy. A major consequence of an explicit
neoliberal shift has been from state-led development to laissez-faire strategies

“For the 12th Five-Year Plan document on Urbanisation in India, http://12thplan.gov.in/12fyp_
docs/17.pdf.

By 2030, out of a total population of 1.4 billion, over 600 million people may be living in urban
areas. Urban cities and towns have also increased from 5161 in 2001 to 7935 in 2011. One million
plus cities have increased from 35 during 2001 to 53 in 2011 (Planning Commission 2011).
SThe level of urbanization in India has increased from 27.7 % during 2001 to 31.1 % in 2011, i.e.
an increase of 3.3 % during 2001-2011 as compared to an increase of 2.1 % during the 1991—
2011 Census. It is estimated that India will have more than 87 metropolitan areas by 2031 and
urban population will soar up to 600 million (HPEC 2011).
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(Harris 2003; Banerjee-Guha 2002, 2009, 2010; Benjamin 2008a, 2008b;
Sivaramakrishnan 2011a, b; Shaw 2012a, 2012b). Subsequently, the ‘urban’ was
reconstituted, branding cities as ‘engines of economic growth enabling neoliberal
policies and programmes to materialize across the urban landscape. There is a shift in
the focus of institutions, structures and actors underlying urban governance,
unveiling a range of measures which include the abandonment of welfare by plan-
ning agencies, deindustn'alization,7 deregulation, flexible labour markets, chronic
absence of the state from social provisioning, increase in government subsidies for
the private sector, and the promotion of international organizations vision models
idealizing the private sector (Banerjee-Guha 2002; Benjamin 2008a; Harris 2003;
Nair 2006; Sivaramakrishnan 2011a, b; Shaw 2012a, 2012b) as an alternative path to
deal with the economic crisis. Concomitantly, 73rd and 74th Constitutional
Amendment Act, 1992, anchored a variety of institutional and structural experiments
and strategies through which ‘welfare’ was restructured, redesigned and highly
marketized in the form of public—private partnerships (PPP) in service delivery,
withdrawal of the state from urban development, corporate influence in urban
planning and policy and incorporating e-governance® measures. Urban development
policies rolled out contextually specific form of neoliberal practices indicating the
withdrawal of state making way for a more market-driven and laissez-faire model of
‘development’ (Shaw 1999, 2013). Thus, the manifestation of ‘entrepreneurial’
political ambitions which began at the national level from the 1990s gradually
permeated the local political agendas.

In support of an urban, pro-growth model, principles of commodification and
commercialization were manifested in a series of urban policy circuits such as the
Megacity Programme 1993 for Infrastructure Development in the Ninth Plan and
the Urban Reform Incentive Fund (URIF) in the Tenth Plan, precipitating major
structural changes in Indian cities. Subsequently, urban sector reforms were rolled
out, proposed and funded by international funding and donor agencies with con-
ditionalities, for instance, the JNNURM’ (2005-06). Urban Infrastructure

Closure of public sector industries such as textile industries in Mumbai, and others in Bengaluru.

8Essentially, to promote an efficient city management by introducing e-governance measures such
as fund-based accounting system, self-assessment of property tax system, Bhoomi programme and
Urban Property Ownership Records (UPOR) in Karnataka for the management of land
governance.

°The Indian government’s flagship programme, Jawaharlal Nehru National Urban Renewal
Mission (JNNURM), was launched in 2005-2006 consists of four components: (i) Urban
Infrastructure and Governance (UIG) for 65 mega-cities and 28 cities with a population of 1 mm+,
17 state capitals, and 13 cities of religious and tourist centres; (ii) Urban Infrastructure
Development Scheme for Small and Medium Towns (UIDSSMT) for 640 towns; (iii) Basic
Services for Urban Poor (BSUP) for 65 towns; and (iv) the Integrated Housing and Slum
Development Programme (IHSDP). The total project cost was Rs 1000 billion, of which 50 % was
to be provided as central assistance (Sivaramakrishnan 2011a, b). Amongst the major metropolitan
cities, Bengaluru received 40 projects worth Rs 27.98 billion followed by Chennai (39 projects),
Kolkata (34), Ahmedabad (25), Surat (25), Greater Mumbai (24) and Hyderabad
(22) (Sivaramakrishnan 2011a, b; Shaw 2012a).
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Development Scheme for Small and Medium Towns (UIDSSMT), Integrated
Housing and Slum Development Programme (IHSDP) and e-governance measures
were introduced for promoting local accountability and transparency by stream-
lining the property tax system in cities, enhancing customer service and creating
city governance (Sivaramakrishnan 2011a, b; Shaw 2012a). For promoting ‘Good
Land Governance’, major e-governance initiatives were introduced in Karnataka
such as Bhoomi programme and Urban Property Ownership Records (UPOR)
computerizing land records for both rural and urban areas (Manasi and Smitha
2013). This apart, Nirmala Nagara—the largest municipal e-governance redressal
system in Karnataka, reflects an increasing influence of international agencies to
implement urban sector reforms (Ranganathan 2012). As a corollary to JINNURM,
Rajiv Awas Yojana (RAY),'” a housing scheme was introduced for promoting the
rhetoric of ‘Slum free India’ targeting 250 cities with an estimated population of
32.10 million in slums. Urban reforms gained further an impetus with regressive
legislations formalizing regulatory changes governing land ownership and land
acquisition, private sector investment in urban land boosting large-scale infras-
tructure projects and real estate development in cities. The most significant of them
include: (i) Repealing Urban Land Ceiling Regulation Act, 1999, eventually
pushing the land market into the hands of private property sector; (ii) secondly,
promulgation of Special Economic Zone (SEZ) Act, 2005, for acquiring agriculture
lands from rural farmers to be sold to private developers constituting
export-processing zones and legislation of the Right to Fair Compensation and
Transparency in Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act, 2013
(LARR)"! for governing land and easing barriers for the appropriation of rural
agricultural land for private developmental purpose and (iii) finally, facilitating
foreign direct investment (FDI) in construction, housing and infrastructure
(Weinstein et al. 2013). These legislations as a precursor to neoliberal principles
marked a swift transition towards ‘realizing entrepreneurial mission of governance’.

9The central government would fund 50, 75 and 80 % of the project cost for towns, cities and
urban agglomerations, respectively, with a population of more than 500,000, less than 500,000 for
those in the north-eastern region in India (Jadhav 2013). See The Hindu (2011). The slum-free
India scheme was to be taken up as a national mission, August 2011. http://www.thehindu.com/
news/national/slumfree-india-scheme-to-be-taken-up-as-national-mission/article2358818.ece.
""This bill came into force from 1 January 2014 under Congress I governance. On 30 May 2014,
President of India promulgated the amendment ordinance and notified the Right to Fair
Compensation and Transparency in Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement (Social
Impact Assessment and Consent) Rules, 2014. Later, under Narendra Modi led National
Democratic Alliance (NDA) introduced Land Acquisition Amendment Bill 2015 in the Lok Sabha
on 10 March 2015. The Bill amends the Right to Fair Compensation and Transparency in Land
Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act, 2013 (LARR Act 2013) and replaces the Right
to Fair Compensation and Transparency in Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement
(Amendment) Ordinance, 2014.
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As a part of an urban revamping programme, the Government of India (Gol)'?
announced an outlay of Rs 1000 billion for building 100 Smart Cities'® over the
span of 5 years. Further, JNNURM was to be replaced by Atal Mission for
Rejuvenation and Urban Transformation (AMRUT) for rejuvenating 500'* more
cities with outlays of Rs 480 billion and Rs 500 billion, respectively." Ushering in
such a new urban paradigm with respect to modern municipal management, the
technocratic and professional municipal cadre are expected to replace existing
municipal official pattern Gandhi (2015). Chapter 2 by Debolina Kundu and
SudhirKrishna, while reviewing the recent programmatic interventions in urban
India such as INNURM, Smart City programmes and AMRUT, argues that urban
local governments have become visibly ‘entrepreneurial’ in three different but
interrelated ways. These contemporary narratives of Indian urban management
ventures can be argued as blatantly ‘entrepreneurial’ anchoring ‘core neoliberal
policies and programmes’ into multi-layered institutions and practices at diverse
urban spatial scales.

Furthermore, a multitude of actors has emerged as agents of change influencing
city systems, institutions and local or municipal politics. It is evident that the city
governments are increasingly networking with urban elites such as corporate, land
developers and private investors to develop public spaces in which daily interac-
tions and practices are carefully planned to bolster urban image by fostering
business and consumption activities that shape local capital investments. The
emergence of BATF and ABIDe in Bangalore is one such example of corporate led
urban governance (Heitzman 2004; Ghosh 2005, 2006; Benjamin 2008a, 2010;
Gopalan 2013; Banerjee-Guha 2010; Coelho et al. 2011). Most recently, the
Bengaluru Blue Print Action Group (BBPAG)'® (May 2016) was constituted by the
Siddaramaiah government. As the government order forming the BBPAG, the
Action Group will finalize a Bengaluru Blue Print and strive for its implementation
(Aditya Bharadwaj 2016). Such coalitions between public—private and corporate
were proclaimed to be absolutely necessary for Bengaluru’s economic recouping.
But these exaltations eventually led to overriding, manipulating and destabilizing
urban governments and planning instruments. Progressive and alternative vision for
the city was conceived and forced upon—through Master plans or City

>The new government in India was formed by the majority party Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) in
May 2014.

13A list of 98 cities which were selected for ‘Smart Cities’ project was released in August, 2015.
"“With population more than 100,000 and above to receive Rs 5 billion in three instalments.
'>The Cabinet approved the implementation of 100 ‘Smart City’ Programme. Each state in India
will get at least one Smart City (The Hindu 2015), also http://indiansmartcities.in/downloads/
CONCEPT_NOTE_-3.12.2014__REVISED_AND_LATEST_.pdf.

16But the BBPAG has received widespread criticism from civic activists and NGOs, who view this
arrangement as ‘extra-constitutional’ and ‘undemocratic’, as bypassing the constitutional mandate
of the Metropolitan Planning Committee (MPC) (Mahesh 2016), and as possibly having ‘elitist
vision’ (Aditya Bharadwaj 2016).
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Development Plans (CDPs),or Vision Documents. Yet, the literature on urban
politics in India ignored the implications of non-political/non-elective agents for
urban governance. While examining one such ideological and institutional exper-
imentation, Chap. 6 by Vinay Baindur in this volume clearly presents how ‘en-
trepreneurial vision group politics’, comprising corporate echelons and influential
elites like NGOs, have been wielding their collective power and lobbying for
changes in various mega-developmental local projects in Bengaluru. While illus-
trating the cases of urban development projects, the study demonstrates how these
non-political entities influence the local political governance. Clearly, a transition
towards ‘entrepreneurial urbanism’ signifies a scenario of ‘less government’ and
‘more corporate’ who advocate that cities must be ‘run in a more business-like
manner’ (Hall and Hubbard 1996).

In tandem with decentralized governance, parastatals and development agencies
such as Bangalore Development Agency (BDA), Karnataka Urban Infrastructure
Development and Finance Corporation (KUIDFC), Kolkata Metropolitan
Development Authority (KMDA), Chennai Metropolitan Development Authority
(CMDA) and other financial institutions are mostly contesting over to gain control
over the land that have increasingly shaped the decisions of urban development
(Benjamin and Bhuvaneswari 2006; Weinstein et al. 2013). Exploring such urban
dynamics, the chapter by Anjali Karol Mohan (Chap. 4) reveals how the state,
amidst the processes of contemporary globalization, is increasingly pursuing ‘good
governance’ through network forms of governance referred to as ‘heterarchies’.
Taking the case of the Municipal Reforms Programme (MRP), an e-governance
intervention by the Government of Karnataka (GoK), India, the study examines
how network forms of governance provide an opportunity for the state to move
beyond the neoliberal policy framework of ‘entrepreneurial governance’ arrange-
ments like PPP for achieving larger public value, while capitalizing on the strength
of both private and civil society actors. Evidence also suggests that a combination
of ‘porous bureaucracy’ and ‘politics of stealth’ is often used by local groups'’ to
influence and bargain with different levels of political agents to address land issues
and establish fragile claims on land in both Bangalore and New Delhi (Benjamin
and Bhuvaneswari 2001; Benjamin 2004) for facilitating ‘pro-poor’ politics. For
better understanding of the evolution of ‘urban’ in Karnataka, the contribution by
Sudhira in this volume (Chap. 3) illustrates the emergence of ‘political and
bureaucratic entrepreneurship’ through the evolution of a unique entrepreneurial
governance mechanism affecting urban governance, as against strengthening the
urban local bodies, in the city of Bengaluru.

Indeed, as Anjaria and Ulka (2013) describe, ‘civic activism seems to epitomize
the ‘entrepreneurial’ ideal of new liberalism’ in Indian cities, these new political
agents and deliberative horizontal governance structures by middle-class and elite
groups like Residential Welfare Associations (RWAs) or Area Local Management
Groups (ALMs), are pro-active citizenry donning urban social life in New Delhi,

7Such poorer groups of slums, pavement dwellers, street sleepers.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-2236-4_6
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Mumbai, Bangalore and Chennai which have led to the ‘depoliticization’ and
subversion of municipal politics (Heitzman 2004; Zerah 2007; Harris 2005, 2007,
Baud and Dhanalakshmi 2008; Coelho and Venkat 2009; Kamath and Vijayabaskar
2009; Benjamin 2010). Such participation was often referred to as ‘elite capture’ of
urban governance (Zerah 2009; Kundu 2011) has eventually institutionalized urban
disparities. It is apparent that these elite groups are camouflaged under the ethic of a
new civic activism or urban localism (Smitha 2010) which is more aligned with
neoliberal urban sector reforms. In fact, the modernist vision of the city was carried
forward by the new middle class exercising their agency by embracing ‘partici-
pative entrepreneurialism’ in favour of global capital formation. Such mobilization
gave a boost to the state-led entrepreneurialism for the implementation of
large-scale developmental projects and for attracting investments (Weinstein et al.
2013). Studies have dwelt into reconfigured urban citizenship within the specific
urban processes in different Indian cities, and Desai (2012: 32) shows how urban
citizenship and urbanism are constructed, negotiated and renegotiated ‘through
reshaping, regulation and governance of space and resources and contestation’.
Here, a transforming urban citizenship is interrogated in the context of restructuring
of governance and urban space from the perspective of an emerging ‘urban
entrepreneurialism’.

Further, urban centres are increasingly fostering command and control functions
by implementing ‘world-class’ infrastructure and material projects such as
expressways, urban metros,'® flyovers, airports, urban corridors,'® special economic
zones (SEZs)° for minimizing transaction time and the cost of expanding global
production networks. The emphasis is on the ‘gentrification’?' of space for elitist
consumption such as malls, commercial centres, and gated communities, which are
deeply inscribed into the city’s image repertoires, essentially to manage the inter-
face between local economy and global capital. Clearly, the new urban spectacle
and image-making projects created an illusion of ‘homogeneous’ vision for the city
which coalesced into the local entrepreneurial political agenda. The emergence of
urban agglomeration”? has precipitated land use changes in peri-urban region

8At the time of writing, 10 metro-rail projects had been undertaken in Indian cities such as New
Delhi, Gurgaon, Bengaluru, Jaipur, Mumbai, Mumbai Monorail, Kolkata, Chennai, Kochi,
Hyderabad. Recently, Tier II cities have been considered for the metro project, which include
Lucknow, Kanpur, Patna, Ahmedabad, Pune, Surat, Indore, Nagpur, Coimbatore and Kozhikode.
“Some of Bengaluru’s corridors include the Mumbai-Bengaluru Economic Corridors,
Bengaluru—Tumkuru, Bengaluru—-Mysuru Infrastructure Corridor (BMIC).

2For example, International TechPark, Manyata Embassy Business Park, WIPRO limited, Infosys
Technologies.

21 Although the term ‘gentrification’ is conceptualized for private property regimes of Western
cities yet, in the context of developing countries like India, it has become synonymous with the
contemporary forms of slum demolitions, evictions and displacement in Indian cities
post-liberalization of 1990s.

22Urban agglomeration with the population of more than 1 million is referred as ‘metropolitan
city’. Census Provisional Data of 2011 indicated an increase in number of metropolitan cities to 53
constituting 42 % of Indian population (Shaw 2012b).
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‘linking such social and political circuits to the material manifestation of neoliberal
reforms’ (Benjamin 2008a). Local political structures are mobilized to intensify
land use changes in favour of the private and corporate sectors. Such a regressive
neoliberal articulation of urban governance and spatial restructuring has generated
new struggles and contestations within the urban—rural and interurban scales,
exacerbating sizeable socio-spatial inequalities.

Examining the dialogical relationship between urban citizens and urban policy
makers within the mode of ‘entrepreneurial urban governance’ as contested terrain
in India, Desai (2012: 32) shows ‘how entrepreneurial strategies of city image
making and place-marketing emerged following a brutal state supported
anti-Muslim programme in Ahmedabad and the rest of Gujarat during 2002’.
Certainly, such strategies, she argues, created a discursive shift away from the city
and region as violent and unsafe city to region as a ‘culturally dynamic and
developmental space’. Further, those narratives were categorically used in pro-
moting a ‘politics of forgetting” or ‘politics of erasure and denial’ of marginalized
groups, thereby reproducing patterns of material and symbolic exclusion inscribed
in ‘Hindutva politics’ (Desai 2012). The study certainly unravels the practices of an
exclusive urban citizenship based on the class and religion, produced within
entrepreneurial governance.

Inevitable economic and respatialization of local governance was very much
evident from the cities of New Delhi, Mumbai, Kolkata and Chennai (Baviskar
2002; Banerjee-Guha 2002, 2009; Benjamin 2006, 2008a, 2008b; Shaw 2012b).
Drawing on Harvey (1989) thesis on ‘urban entrepreneurialism’, the chapter by
Bhuvaneswari Raman (Chap. 5) succinctly illustrates how shifts in urban gover-
nance accompanying PPP and urban renewal projects are mobilized for transferring
urban commons and lands under private tenure forms to speculative, urban real
estate projects for facilitating large private players. In such initiatives, the author
argues, the risks are disproportionately redistributed to the poor- and middle-
income households in the cities of New Delhi, Mumbai and Chennai. Such rapid
urban transformation, Banerjee-Guha (2002: 122), views as being ‘facilitated by
explicit state intervention promoting interrelationship of space and production of
accumulation’. Therefore, valorization of local entrepreneurial ambitions was pro-
moted by the state by actively participating in the promotion of city ‘boosterism’
projects, along with private investors, to attract capital and to compete vigorously
with each other. This stance resonates with research on urban transition in India.
For instance, Baviskar (2002) views that the bourgeois vision of New Delhi was
achieved by razing thousands of working homes in the name of construction,
road-widening and other ‘public purposes’. While narrating the account of trans-
formation of New Delhi’s urban imaginary as a ‘world-class city’ on the eve of a
spectacular event in the making, like 2010 Commonwealth Games, Baviskar (2011)
reveals a reorientation of social and economic policies in pursuit of ‘place com-
petition’ as a strategy for attracting mobile capital and people. In pursuit of such
place competition, she argues, there is an inbuilt nexus between local politicians
and private builders to promote such spectacular events and a business-friendly
environment. Similarly, to cater to the rapidly growing global economy, many cities
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in southern India have emerged as the ‘hub of transport’ (such as Mumbai)
(Harris 2003), international financial centre (Mumbai) (Banerjee-Guha 2002, 2009),
and ‘IT/BT hubs’ or ‘hi-tech information systems’, ‘silicon plateau’ such as
Bengaluru, Hyderabad, Chennai, Mumbai, New Delhi (Heitzman23 1999, 2003,
2004; Nair 2000, 2006; Aranya 2008), practically suggesting that these cities have
become destinations for footloose global investments and a measure to integrate
into the global economy. Further, the information technology (IT) clusters have
provided the infrastructural stimulus for global city making.

In the context of providing global city status to Mumbai, studies by
Banerjee-Guha (2002, 2009) point to the collusion between local politicians and
urban managers with business and commercial interests in implementing various
anti-people projects, there by legitimizing a dualistic conception of urban planning.
Within the broader context of such an urban restructuring process, illicit or informal
governance practices in Mumbai through OCGs with respect to property and land
development have drastically redefined and altered urban governance and regula-
tory regime by shaping land use practices and development paradigm (Weinstein
2008). In another account of Mumbai, while recasting the form of urban governance
to bolster a global competitive frame, Weinstein (2011) points to an explicit ‘en-
trepreneurial strategies’ which were employed in collusion with ‘consultocracy’—
planners and external consultants. In response to a state reconfiguration deeply
swayed by the neoliberal globalization and competitive urbanism, the study by
Weinstein (2014) narrates how during the implementation of the Dharavi
Redevelopment Project, envisioning a ‘slum-free city’ as part of the state’s mission
of globalizing ‘Mumbai’, attention was drawn to the emergence of ‘political
entrepreneurship’, i.e. the state’s coalition with other private actors (political net-
works and civil society).

In contrast, the city of Bengaluru®® in the south has emerged as an ‘IT hub’,
‘science city’, and a busy industrial and trade centre (Heitzman 1999, 2003, 2004,
Benjamin 2006; Nair 2000, 2006; Aranya 2008; Sudhira 2008; Nisbett 20009).
Technology in collusion with the private and corporate sectors played a significant
role in bringing about an ideological shift towards promoting a new identity for the
city, thereby rationalizing the liberal economic agenda (Heitzman 2004). Studies by
Benjamin (2008a, b, 2010) clearly indicate that a deeply entrenched ‘global capital’
has led to the subversion of local politics (citing Bengaluru) in favour of political
elites and corporate lobbies vigorously pursuing ‘neoliberal urban sector reforms’,
eventually leading to ‘control chaos’. While proposing to transform Bengaluru into
a model of ‘world city’ making, the study by Goldman (2010) provides evidence of
‘speculative governance’, in collusion with new actors such as international
financial institutions, influencing and implementing new urban projects such as the

2Heitzman (2003) views that the city of Bangalore (Bengaluru) ‘has reached the milieu of
innovation, would demonstrate “synergetic” features of organizational structure that place infor-
mation systems at the heart of planning’.

24 .
Bangalore suburbs have attracted numerous investments.



14 K.C. Smitha

‘Singapore’ model or the ‘Shanghai’ model of infrastructure development. Under
speculative governance, land encroachment and active dispossession of low-income
groups, rural communities and the urban poor from peripheries has become very
common. The study points out that ‘most of these speculative activities are linked to
the tangible and highly remunerative challenge of transforming the rural economies
into urban real estate’ (Goldman 2010: 572). For promoting developmental initia-
tives, a great deal of synergy is visible amongst urban development strategies, i.e.
local state and private developers for ‘world city making’ in Chennai (Ellis 2012).
Thus, urban governance in India has begun to redefine its form and practices in
partnership with private and corporate sectors in order to promote urban economic
speculative projects. Such collaboration precisely reflects global economic and
social forces shaping and reshaping urban governance in India. These aggressive
place-marketing strategies, unproblematically located within the state’s purview,
exemplify ‘branding cities’ purely from a neo-liberalization perspective; yet, there
is hardly sufficient literature to capture a wider sense of urban tension and con-
testations in everyday practices.

An ensemble of urbanization and economic rejuvenation process has produced
locally specific, contradictory spatial and scalar expressions in the form of (i) fore-
most, gentrification,” or a gradual acquisition of land for the use of upper-middle
and higher income enclaves; and (ii) secondly, urban informalization—a space for
employment opportunities for urban poor and middle class without protective leg-
islation (Shaw 2012b), escalating urban inequalities. These new models of urban
governance have been embraced by the state in response to opportunities and con-
straints fostered by the emerging influence of global actors in the urban political
economy (Shatkin 2008: 388). In other words, Banerjee-Guha (2011), while enu-
merating ‘development’ contradictions in India states, views that ‘[a] typical
neoliberal construction of space, place and scale is taking place in India that is
reconstructing a new geography of centrality and marginality, making the issues of
production and capitalization of space extremely crucial’.

Certainly, these aforesaid institutional practices and policies can be clearly
characterized as one of the variants of neoliberalism, i.e. ‘entrepreneurial’ approach.

Mission of Urban Exclusion

One of the entrenched features of the political economy of India’s urbanization
process has been the unplanned and haphazard growth of slums®® and informal
settlements, heralding urban dualism. One of the startling implications of

2Gentrification has been used to refer to as a process associated with the cities of USA, to
illustrate displacement of poor communities by rich outsiders (Shaw 2012b).

2*The city of Bengaluru accounts for more than 30 % of slums, while Mumbai for 43 %, Kolkata
for 36 % and Delhi for 22 % (Shaw 2012b).
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‘entrepreneurial’ endeavours of the contemporary cities in India is urban unrest,
contestation, disenfranchisement, dispossession, deprivation and marginalization of
the urban poor. In essence, as the city engages in entrepreneurial ambitions by
creating a climate conducive for business/investment opportunities, which inevi-
tably has a detrimental effect in the form of thriving inequities affecting the
socio-economic livelihoods of vulnerable communities. As per Census 2011, there
are 37,000 urban slums in India, with an increase of 65 million when compared to
52 million during 2001 census (Nijman 2015). While urban population grew by
31 % as against 25 % growth of India’s slum population’” alone (ibid.).
Considering that slums are categorized as a permanent structural feature of India’s
urbanization process, Nijman (2015: 420) points out that ‘slums in India are usually
regarded as either a nuisance or irrelevance’. A host of empirical literature confirms
that under the contemporary urban redevelopment politics, a carefully manufactured
‘image’ building exercise’® has inevitably rendered slums, street vendors and
squatters marginalized, further deepening class inequalities (Fernandes 2004) in
Indian cities.

Under the rhetoric of promoting a world-class, or global, city in Mumbai,
marginalized sections such as street hawkers and the urban poor represent ‘an
undeserved claim on the city’s public space’, yet, they represent a ‘nuisance’,
‘menace’ or ‘eyesore’, causing the city’s notorious congestion (Anjaria 2006:
2142). Modernist ideas of city-spectacular projects supported by bourgeois class of
NGOs and elites determine who must own the city space and who will not (Anjaria
2006). Anjaria argues that the disjuncture between ‘enterprise culture’ of a thriving
middle-class activism perpetuating neoliberalism and the ‘entrepreneurial’ city’
does not recognize the political demands of ‘entrepreneurial hawkers’ but are rather
refracted by the ‘particularities of the city’s spatial politics’ (Anjaria and Ulka
2013). As literature sufficiently suggests, under the present urban political climate,
local governments are increasingly orientated towards the implementation of
anti-poor policies and redevelopment programmes. Ghertner (2011: 25), in his
study, reveals that as part of resculpting New Delhi’s image, ‘nuisance’ has become
a new legal term since 2000 for demolishing slums, thus reconstituting the ‘public
interest’. He argues that such a nuisance discourse ‘reorients the terrain of citi-
zenship, social justice and access to the city—categories that would typically fall in
the domain of Article 21’ (i.e. right to citizenship)’. The discourse further reveals
that the distinction between ‘public’ and ‘private’ nuisance is blurred, ‘re-imposing
a distinctly bourgeoisie sense of social order over public space’ (Ghertner 2011:
25). Thus, slums are objectified to be managed and disposed of, not as citizens with
rights. Reiterating the emergence of ‘new politics’ in Chennai (in South India), the
study by Harris (2007) reveals that new politics is exclusionary in nature and

7 According to High Power Expert Committee (2011) estimates, approximately 24 % of India’s
urban population reside in slums (Planning Commission 2012).

*8Fernandes (2004) refers to these as ‘political discursive processes’ rendering marginalized
groups invisible and forgotten. The process constitutes a part of spatial restructuring of urban in
India.
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endorses public—private partnership, reflecting the existence of dualism between
‘citizens’ and ‘denizens’. Although associational activities are extended to the upper
echelons and elites, these are hardly extended to the urban poor.

In fact, Nijman (2008) argues that slum rehabilitation policies are articulated
within the ‘neoliberal’ construct of an excessive reliance on market (donor or
International Financial Agencies) or local ‘self-help’ agencies (including civil
society like NGOs) eventually forging a political culture of promoting ‘urban
growth’ strategy with an intense competition for land acquisition particularly in
Mumbai city. Inevitably, urban governments are treading the path by increasingly
engaging in an ‘entrepreneurial mode of operation’. Citing the successful case of a
rehabilitated Ganeshnagar D, he argues that it was both ‘self-help’ and intervention
of NGO (The Slum Rehabilitation Society) that Ganeshnagar D was successfully
rehabilitated in the neoliberal Mumbai city. But this is an exceptional case and the
situation may not be the same for all the redevelopment and rehabilitation policies
(Nijman 2008).

As part of a paradigm shift in urban politics in India, slum evictions are mediated
through judicial decisions, perpetuated by the economic transition and the state
blatantly embracing ‘neoliberal ideology and market participation’ (Ramanathan
2006; Bhan 2009). While implementing the urban renewal mission, explicit insti-
tutional guidelines are prepared to promote a ‘slum-free city’, forcing evictions and
demolitions of urban slums (Gol 2010). For instance, in a frantic effort to project
the image of New Delhi during the 10th Commonwealth Games (CWG) in 2010,
contentious policies were enacted forcing evictions, demolitions and dispossession
of the urban poor. According to the HLRN fact-finding report (2011), since 2004,
2,000,009 people in Delhi have been forcibly evicted due to the CWG. The study
by Dupont (2011) clearly enumerates the fact that an explicit political strategy was
embraced to building Delhi’s global ‘image/competitiveness’ as ‘world-class city’
and in the process, erase or cleanse socially unwanted spaces such as slums, further
exacerbating the socio-spatial polarization. The economic emphasis of the ‘com-
petition’ has led ‘even unclaimed spaces on which the poor squatted became prime
land, ‘ripe for development’ (Baviskar 2006, cited in Dupont 2011). In a vivid
account of exclusionary practices under ‘entrepreneurial ethos of urban planning’ in
New Delhi, the study by Gidwani and Bharati (2011) cites how informal recyclers
have been consistently disenfranchised by a variety of formal and informal
manoeuvring tactics, whose lives and labour a redevalued under the global circuits
of capital and their political claims suppressed in favour of bourgeois middle-class
environmentalism. Even as global forces shape the local strategies within the dis-
course of ‘roll back of the state’, an equally compelling narrative is provided by
Ranganathan (2011) by revealing how the state, by embracing privatization of
water as a paradigm shift through ‘cost recovery’ and ‘efficiency’, has in fact
legitimized the middle-class claims to city and access to state institutions.

In the latest facade for urban rejuvenation mega-projects and for attracting
mobile capital promoting global city making, illuminating literature presents on
how a transitional governance in support of ‘elite-driven’ makeover projects ‘dis-
enfranchise and disposes’ the vulnerable groups such as slums in Indian cities. The
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work by Weinstein (2012) succinctly captures how the Dharavi Redevelopment
Project (DRP), a mega-infrastructure project designed to transform Mumbai’s lar-
gest slum into a multi-use and mixed-income township, did in fact facilitated
cooption between the local communities and the state between 2004 and 2008.
Such democratic urban citizenship practices, she argues, are not based on ‘high
liberal ideals but largely influenced by material considerations’. Further arguing that
citizenship is inherently uneven and open to those groups within Dharavi with
‘symbolic power and the political resources’—crucially linked to class, caste and
historical claims on space which is required to oppose any negative publicity.

Therise of a ‘new middle class’ is equally held responsible for driving ‘New Delhi’
into a bourgeois ‘world-class city’ through the political mechanisms, citing the
implementation of ‘Bhagidari’ programme.”’ The work by Ghertner (2014: 205)
critiques the Bhagidari programme ‘as representing an “invited space” consolidating
the normative stance of private property owners into urban governance for reinforcing
the vision of “world city’”’. Thus, Bhagidari has led to the gentrification of political
participation. The study by Bjokman (2014), citing the case of Mumbai, critiques both
‘global city making’ and ‘post-colonial’ formulations as articulations of action and
law, encapsulating the transformation of Shivajinagar-Bainganwadi slum ‘from
planned municipal colony into illegal slum’, facilitated by the politically mediated
deterioration and criminalization of its water infrastructure. He further argues that
in the context of liberalization-era, policy shifts have subsequently produced
‘informality/illegality’ as discursive effect’. Such measures categorically disrupt and
jeopardize the opportunities for income and livelihood of the urban poor. On the other
hand, ‘subaltern urbanism’, as an agent of change and distinctive political identity,
‘slums’ such as Dharavi, symbolizes ‘economies of entrepreneurialism’ and “political
agency’. But such economies are prone to be transformed into ‘neoliberal pop-
ulism’—through commodification of community economies (Roy 2011). The study
by Nijman (2015) citing Dharavi’s thriving self-organizing economic activities,
reveals that the state has completely failed to provide a secure livelihood. In the
mission to implement McKinsey report for transforming Mumbai into a ‘world-class
city, the Maharashtra State Housing Policy in its recent proposal (dated 7 April 2015)
aims at a stricter implementation of ‘Slum-free Maharashtra by 2022°.*° Further,
intense global and international investments at local level, booming mall culture and
consumerist ethic are precipitating urban violence against young women,”' thus
rapidly transforming the urban landscape of India.

On the other hand, studies dwelling into ‘subaltern urbanism’ recognize a vibrant
‘entrepreneurial space’ and political agency in slum and describe a slum as a

29A programme launched by the government to increase “citizen—government” interface through
residential welfare associations (RWAs) (Ghertner 2014: 171).

*See Shalini Nair, http://indianexpress.com/profile/author/shalini-nair/, Mumbai, Published on 15
April 2015.

1By 2014, India recorded highest number of rape incidents in the world (Bhowmick 2013).
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‘terrain of habitation, livelihood and politics’ (Roy 2011). In other words, how a
new urban cultural identity is perceived to undertake ‘entrepreneurial activities’ for
enhancing competitiveness by engaging with governance mechanisms such as PPPs
and networks (Jessop 1997). Similarly, McFarlane (2012), while documenting
Mumbai slums, argues that shared ‘social, economic and political practices
exceeding borders of entrepreneurial models view poverty as a socio-economic
potential and poor as ‘entrepreneurial subjects’.

Empirically testing such diverse vulnerabilities and contestations, the chapter by
Qudsiya Contractor (Chap. 7) argues how a discursive shift from managerial
urbanism to entrepreneurial urbanism has spawned new inclusion and collaboration
for the urban poor by illustrating the efforts of Muslim slum dwellers towards
remaking the mohalla, or Muslim locality, in Mumbai. Similarly, the chapter by
Xuefei Ren (Chap. 8) critically examines how entrepreneurial forms of urban
governance in India have manifested in the form of redevelopment schemes and
programmes, citing the case of slums near Chhatrapati Shivaji International Airport
in Mumbiai. In quest for adequate housing in an entrepreneurial city like Bengaluru,
the contribution by Swetha explores how divergent interventions, especially
through policies and community mobilization, have inevitably led to differing
outcomes. Finally, the chapter by Smitha (Chap. 10) in this volume exposes how
the onslaught of urban spatial restructuring process influenced by global capital
interacts with localities and subsequently influence the livelihood and mobility of
the urban poor in the Bengaluru metropolis. Therefore, much less attention has been
paid, on the bottom-up multiple and complex contestation, despair, urban unrest
and conflicts within the cities for its explicit ‘entrepreneurial’ urban redevelopment
policies. This volume certainly fills this gap by presenting empirically grounded
analysis and by examining how neoliberalism is articulated in terms of political and
economic projects, spatial imaginaries and practices of contestations in Indian cities
(with an emphasis on Bengaluru, Chennai, New Delhi and Mumbai).

Discussion: Contextualizing ‘Entrepreneurial Urbanism’
in India

Based on the reviews, the main arguments in support of ‘Entrepreneurial Urbanism
in India’ are as follows: (i) foremost, there is a clear evidence of transition from
‘government’ to ‘governance’ through state-sponsored neoliberal policies and
programmes, perpetuating political and spatial restructuring process which is
inherently ‘entrepreneurial’; (ii) secondly, state retreat, i.e., Keynesian sense of
‘welfare state’ is replaced by state as a ‘facilitator’ or ‘steering’ networks dedicated
to the state’s mission of superfluous ‘image building’, ‘neoliberal interurban
competitiveness’ and ‘innovation’ in collusion with private, corporate, donor, and
international financial organizations, while severely compromising on service
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delivery, equity and social welfare; (iii) thirdly, the emergence of ‘new urban space’
of partnerships and coalitions is replacing the formal decision-making circuits of
local governments as a part of redesigning the form and function of urban gover-
nance; (iv) finally, urban citizenship has been reconstituted which is closely artic-
ulated within ‘neoliberal’ framework.

Such structural and institutional transformative processes and practices of sev-
eral Indian cities clearly demonstrate a transition from managerialism to an affir-
mative ‘entrepreneurial’ style of urban planning and urban governance that
constitutes the core of neoliberalism (Harvey 1989: 4; Jessop and Sum 2000a;
Aranya 2003: 13), almost symbolizing the marginalization of local planning and
elected local bodies in the spatial decision-making process of the city. The current
political and economic restructuring model in Indian metros has a striking resem-
blance to similar restructuring projects and shifts being pursued in many world
cities as a part of the globalization agenda through the 1980s (Harvey 1989; Jessop
2002; Chapin 2002; MacLeod 2002; Brenner 2003; Aranya 2008; Genis 2007).
Post-1990s, studies have dealt with the dynamics of urbanization and processes
from diverse perspectives, such as studies by Shaw (2007) and Banerjee-Guha
(2010), examining transitional cities and their impact from the perspective of
globalization and economic liberalization. One such urban transformation was
captured in the work by Anjaria and MacFarlane (2011) based on grounded
research on politics of urban space in South Asia, i.e. Indian, Pakistan, Nepal and
Sri Lanka. The work by Desai and Romola (2012) explores Indian cities through the
analytical lens of ‘urban citizenship’. The most recent research on the political
economy of Indian cities is by Shatkin (2013) examining the changing dynamics of
political power and its implications on spatial and social development in Indian
cities. Despite such rich illuminating literature on the changing urban contours in
India (by Annapurna Shaw, Isa Baud, Renu Desai, Gavin Shatkin, K.C.
Sivaramakrishnan and so on), yet there is a shortcoming in understanding how the
state continues be part of ‘entrepreneurialism urbanism’ which has been explicitly
mediated through local sociopolitical and socio-spatial trajectories, shaping and
reshaping urban systems in South Asia, particularly in India.

The emphasis of this volume, therefore, is to contextualize the urban entrepre-
neurial initiatives and projects produced within the local context defined by inter-
play of institutional frameworks, policy regimes, regulatory practices and political
struggles across broad spectrum of spatial scales in Indian cities. This volume
provides diverse empirical evidence from cities of India (especially from New
Delhi, Mumbai, Bangalore, Chennai), on how national and local political economic
restructuring processes produce new forms of governance that are is ostensibly
‘entrepreneurial’ by firstly, exploring the specific institutional and organizational
reorientation and spatial landscape during the neoliberal regime at the local level;
secondly, how the local governments regulate urban development projects and
assess the concomitant effects and implications of a rather passive relationship
between urban government and citizens within the mode of ‘entrepreneurial gov-
ernance’ i.e. social exclusion, urban inequality and sociopolitical contestation;
thirdly, the purpose is to generate analytical lens by exploring several social
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contradictions and complex contestations expressed in everyday life operating
through divergent political and institutional landscapes which can be described
blatantly as ‘entrepreneurial’. By doing so, the analysis in this volume contributes
to examining twin processes: to explore how the state is ‘less’ involved (i.e. roll
back of the state) in the local urban development projects in terms of deploying
seemingly ‘entrepreneurial’ in differentiated ways (in collusion with private, cor-
porate, RWAs or NGOs etc.) and, secondly, this book highlights other contem-
porary processes parallel to neo-liberalization impacting upon urban citizenry. This
volume presents substantive analysis on how urban governance and local responses
within a specific sociopolitical and spatial context forming distinctively ‘en-
trepreneurial’ thrive in the cities of South Asia, particularly in India.

The volume, therefore, contributes richly by documenting the theoretical con-
text, competing discourses, narratives, organizational approaches, and the forces
that reshape urban governance. Diverse perspectives—different in terms of social
and geographical location of researchers and case studies, as well as differing
theoretical and political leanings—enrich this volume by exploring ‘en-
trepreneurial’ narratives in Indian context. The focus is on how state-sponsored
urban planning, redevelopment and actors are adjusting to the changes brought
forward by entrepreneurial urban governance with inherent contradictions of
inclusion and exclusion. In this context, this volume is organized into three sec-
tions: the first section focuses on how urban governance and institutions (rules,
regulations, norms and policies) articulate the ‘urban’. This sets the context for the
second section focusing on the political economy of urbanization. The third section
presents discussions on urban inclusion and exclusion (urban poverty).

Urban Governance and Institutions

The Harvey (1989) model of ‘transitional urban governance’ argues that ‘urban
entrepreneurialism’ is most often mediated and consolidated through local policies
and programmes for creating competitive and business-friendly cities. Urban
entrepreneurialism is, therefore, the framework to examine urban policy agendas
and programmes of both public and private institutions and actors influencing
political economy of urbanization in India. In this regard, two chapters are pre-
sented under this subtheme. The chapter by Debolina Kundu and Sudhir Krishna
(Chap. 2) argues that urban local governments have become ‘entrepreneurial’ in
three different, interrelated ways. Foremost, the focus of the city agenda has shifted
from social policies to economic plans (Harvey 1989). As a consequence, the
function of city governments has also changed from delivering social welfare to
promoting economic development. Second, different formats of public—private
partnership working along with city governments have become popular ways of
boosting local economies. Third, practices and discourses initiated by these public—
private partnerships are proactive, innovative, and business-friendly. City market-
ing, land use design, image making, and competition with other cities are all cases
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in point. To substantiate the argument, the chapter presents the review of pro-
grammatic interventions such as JNNURM, Smart City mission and AMRUT to
illustrate how cities are made more attractive for global and domestic capital.

The chapter by Sudhira (Chap. 3) is about the emergence of political and
bureaucratic entrepreneurship in city governance. The author argues that as citizens
and numerous private enterprises contribute to a city’s ‘growth’, institutional
structures responsible for planning, management and administration of the city have
eventually transformed the notion of the ‘entrepreneurial’, particularly in matters of
governance. Political entrepreneurship, he notes, is reflected in terms of the creation
of extra-constitutional bodies to ‘manage’/’advise’ on city affairs apart from
effecting certain amendments to legislations, thereby facilitating greater a role for
the state instead of urban local bodies. Similarly, bureaucratic entrepreneurship is
evident from the numerous ‘parastatals’ that have been spun by the bureaucracy,
dwelling into the functions of urban local bodies. Based on the above analyses, the
author argues that both the political and bureaucratic systems at times work in
tandem towards evolving a unique entrepreneurial governance mechanism in the
city of Bengaluru. Therefore, the chapter highlights and challenges the city gov-
ernance as affected by the ‘entrepreneurialism’.

Political Economy of Urbanization

The reorientation of urban governance transcending towards ‘urban
entrepreneurialism’ has been clearly identified with the ongoing process of deep-
ening the neo-liberalization of urban politics and forces of economic globalization.
Urban political economy clearly demonstrates an accelerated reconfiguring of urban
hierarchies and networks. These strategies demonstrate explicit ‘entrepreneurial’
revealing important insights into the ever expanding global linkages as well as the
role of local actors in shaping the urban dynamics and contesting boundaries in the
cities of India. Three chapters are presented in this volume exploring such urban
dynamics. The chapter by Anjali Karol Mohan (Chap. 4) clearly demonstrates how,
in the context of contemporary globalization (ICT-driven) and localization pro-
cesses, the state is forging network forms of governance which are distinct from
hierarchical and market (including PPPs) modes of governance. Labelled as
‘post-corporatist’ or anti-corporatist, network forms of governance, also referred to
as heterarchies, are being posited not just as alternatives to state and markets, but
also are capable of addressing the wicked problems of development. Based on the
premise that no single actor (private or public) but has the capacity to tackle
problems unilaterally, heterarchies are collaboration between the public, private and
civil society, each of which constitutes a node in the heterarchy. Heterarchies are
based on a reflexive rationality and use negotiation, dialogue and knowledge
sharing as their operating code and the state is one node amongst many in the
heterarchys, it is a central one and is responsible for ‘meta-governance’.
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The author examines the municipal Reforms Programme (MRP), an
e-governance intervention of the Government of Karnataka (GoK), India, whose
organizational and institutional arrangements resemble ‘heterarchies’, to demon-
strate the varying manifestations of the state’s centrality. In doing so, the author
points to the potentials and pitfalls of heterarchies. The author strongly argues for
forging network forms of governance which provide an opportunity for the state to
move beyond the neoliberal policy framework of entrepreneurial governance
arrangements like PPPs, to achieve the larger public value, while capitalizing on the
strengths of the private and civil society actors.

The chapter by Bhuvaneswari Raman (Chap. 5) critically illustrates the manner
in which PPP projects are mobilized for transferring urban commons and the land
under private tenure forms for speculative urban real estate projects and the risks of
which are disproportionately redistributed to the poor- and middle-income house-
holds. Further, the chapter throws light on the shifts in urban governance accom-
panying these projects. The study points out that PPP projects take on different
forms including the urban renewal of squatter settlements in the established
localities of a city and land development for luxury housing and special economic
zones (SEZs) in the periphery. This aspect is further explored with the help of case
studies of public—private partnership (PPP), urban renewal and urban infrastructure
projects implemented in the cities of New Delhi, Mumbai and Chennai. The first
two cases examine the urban renewal projects for land share and redevelopment of
squatter settlements under PPP in the centre city neighbourhoods of Mumbai and
Delhi. These cases clearly illustrate the use of new planning instruments such as the
transfer of development rights (TDRs) with respect to such projects and crafting of
laws to neutralize the dissent from below. Further, drawing on the evidence from
the corridor development projects on the city’s outskirts in Chennai metropolis, the
third case examines the promotion of PPP projects for developing for luxury
housing and the development of economic corridors. Based on these three cases, the
study throws light on the shifting practices of urban governance with respect to the
roles of, and relationship between the state and the non-state actors. In this light,
this chapter traces the emerging new institutional arrangements and laws (including
the real estate developers’ bill under review) in facilitating the entry of large private
players.

In a similar context, the chapter by Vinay Baindur (Chap. 6) explores how
corporate/private entrepreneurs try to move beyond generating profits and provide
employment opportunities in terms of creating a more enhanced role for themselves
influencing the decision-making processes of the local self-government.
Simultaneously, politicians and bureaucrats have recognized that the corporate/
private sector can have an increased role in urban policy formulation and planning
for promoting brand ‘Bengaluru’. In Bengaluru, now actively supported by the elite
NGOs, they wield a collective might, lobbying for policy changes in various
speculative mega-developmental local projects. Such planned interventions in
investment and urban renewal projects are conceived by national and state level task
forces, vision group networks and consultants redefining Bengaluru’s urban
entrepreneurialism and its form of ‘competitiveness’.
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The author critically questions as follows: (i) What and how have the gover-
nance changes been introduced by these groups under a democratically elected local
government?; (ii)) How does the local government deal with or counter this entre-
preneurial approach?; (iii) How does a globalized partnership between the state
level politicians and the elite private sector interests (through entrepreneurial
planning projects) counter democratic governance?; (iv) Are these partnerships
detrimental to local democracy in Bengaluru and do they cause an erosion of local
government sovereignty (even before it is fully expressed)? The chapter seeks to
illustrate how the democratic processes have been violated for implementing such
entrepreneurial development projects such as TenderSURE roads project, the
JNNURM funded flyovers on the Outer Ring Road, the elevated road from Silk
Board to Electronic City in Bengaluru.

Urban Inclusion and Exclusion

In pursuance of entrepreneurial strategies, global cities have eventually emerged as
highly polarized places. The politics of the city is caught between mediating the
growing discrepancy between the needs of global capital and the demands of
transnational elites impinging upon demographic, socio-economic and spatial
dynamics associated with the day-to-day demands of urban residents. Empirical
studies on Indian metros clearly demonstrate the failure of governance at the cost of
‘glurbanization’ strategies on less privileged and less powerful groups. In fact,
studies have done to date little to clarify the forms of agency, mobilization and
community resistance’” to explicit ‘entrepreneurial’ endeavours of governance and
planning. Four chapters are presented under the subtheme on urban inclusion and
exclusion.

While examining the landscape of Mumbai, as the commercial capital of the
country which is influenced by national as well as global capital flows, the chapter
by Qudsiya Contractor (Chap. 7) explores how the city’s socio-spatial peripheries
are transformed or reproduced through active engagement amongst local residents,
the state and civil society groups. Through an ethnographic fieldwork in a pre-
dominantly Muslim basti, the study describes the efforts of Muslim basti-dwellers
towards remaking the mohalla or Muslim locality into a life space far from its
stereotypical image as an undesirable, dilapidated, poverty-ridden, criminalized and
denationalized urban space. The vast literature on urban entrepreneurialism has
raised several theoretical concerns, significant of which is the role of the state and
private capital in the disenfranchisement of the urban poor. Others, however, have
argued that the discursive shift from managerial urbanism to entrepreneurial
urbanism has spawned new sites of inclusion and collaboration for the urban poor.

Term coined by Bob Jessop on urban ‘entrepreneurial’ strategies (Jessop and Sum 2000a).
3 A framework to understand twenty-first-century metropolises (Roy 2009) of the global south.
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However, the author argues that so far the literature has mostly failed (with a few
exceptions) to highlight the bottom-up approaches at creating new technologies of
governance by finding basic urban infrastructure solutions.

The chapter presents two initiatives as an illustration—the reconstruction of a
local mosque in collaboration with a city-based NGO and a redevelopment proposal
for a local municipal market through direct negotiations with a private builder. The
analysis describes how the efforts of Muslim basti-dwellers are transforming a
segregated and peripheral yet culturally vibrant life space by engaging with state
actors through ‘slum’ redevelopment programmes as well as collaborating with
civil society groups. The study provides a unique perspective on the processes of
urban transformation shaped by global flows of capital, ideas and technologies in
creating environments where claims to and ownership of the city’s material (land,
property) as well as sociocultural resources are (re)configured by local Muslim
residents. As urban citizens and entrepreneurial subjects, they not only re-imagine
the mohalla reunited with the city’s socio-spatial landscape but also actively engage
in remaking it.

The chapter by Xuefei Ren (Chap. 8) critically examines entrepreneurial forms
of urban governance in India of the new millennium based on a case study of the
redevelopment of the slums near 