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This will be followed by a discussion on 
the neoliberal praxis in contemporary urban 
planning of Mumbai, the country’s budding 
‘international financial centre’ with a focus 
on its current redevelopment process. In 
the conclusive section, I will examine the 
imperatives of neoliberal urbanism in the Indian 
context and the associated contradictions.

Official Arrival of Neoliberal Urbanism in 
India: Jawaharlal Nehru National Urban
Renewal Mission (JNNURM)

In December 2005, the Central Government 
of India launched its largest post independence 
urban planning initiative, entitled the ‘Jawaharlal 
Nehru National Urban Renewal Mission 
(JNNURM)’, henceforth mentioned as National 
Urban Renewal Mission (NURM), aiming at 
pursuing urban reforms and putting the cities 
on a fast track of development. The primary evil 
identified by the Mission was the gap between 
disproportionately fast pace of urban growth 
and urban infrastructural development.

Simultaneously, urban poverty was labeled 
as the prime cause for unregulated urban 
growth, environmental damage and growing 
crime rates in cities. The raison d’être for the 
Mission echoed the rationale of neoliberal 
policies in general: that the reforms would lead 
to economic growth assisted with a higher 
rate of urbanization; that cities covered by the 
Mission would emerge as ‘engines of growth’ 
for respective urban systems; that they would 
be more livable, secure and, of course, global in 
character, materialising the concept of a modern 
homogenised urban society. That the premise of 
the above homogenisation rested on an acute 
contestation of the urban space (Banerjee-
Guha, 2002b) and a selective ‘first worlding’ of 
certain areas (Katz, 2001), remained hidden.

It is important to mention that the timing 
of introducing NURM juxtaposes with that 
of a number of anti-people policies at 
macro and micro levels that are essentially 
part of the New Economic Policy (NEP) of 
1991. In case of urban policy, rebuilding 
cities became an ongoing leitmotif.

Cities of all size classes are targeted: mega 
cities, metropolises, urban agglomerations, and 
even smaller cities. The Mission has two parts: 
Submission- A, entitled urban infrastructure and 
governance (UIG), administered by the Ministry 
of Urban development, accounts for 65% of 
the total funds under which urban infrastructure 
projects are included. Submission-B, having 
35% of the total funds, is earmarked to 
provide Basic Services to the Urban Poor 
(BSUP). Administered by the Ministry of Urban 
Employment and Poverty Alleviation (MUEPA), 
it includes items like slum improvement, 
rehabilitation and housing projects for the 
poor. Although a classification of reforms into 
‘optional’ and ‘mandatory’ was theoretically 
made, essentially, in practice, all NURM 
prescribed urban governance reforms seem to 
be mandatory for cities undertaking the Mission 
programmes. In addition, all Urban Local Bodies 
(ULBs) need to prove financial stability for 
accessing capital market funds (Jamwal, 2006). 
A further precondition for the states to access 
funds is that they need to set up para-statal, 
nonelected nodal agencies that will be made 
responsible for evaluating projects, releasing 
funds to ULBs / para-statal units, managing 
the same funds and monitoring projects.

Projects with private sector participation 
were given priority over projects submitted 
by the ULBs/ para-statal units by themselves. 
A Central government committee headed by 
a private bank chairman had earlier justified 
the ‘inability’ of the public sector to finance 
infrastructure projects in which subsequently 
100% Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) was 
invited. At the behest of the World Bank, in the 
Eleventh Plan draft, ‘Public-Private Partnership’ 
(PPP) had already been accepted as the prime 
alternative to fund infrastructure projects. From 
nearly Rs.260 crores in 2007-08 the infrastructure 
budget is expected to increase to a whooping 
Rs.574 crores (approximately) in 2011-12 (GOI, 
2008). To woo private sector and safeguard 
their profit rates, the government even went 
ahead to provide ‘viability gap funding’ i.e. 
sharing 40 per cent of the capital cost of the 
projects. Similar concessions were termed as 
‘geobribes’ by Smith (2002) in his analysis of 

In recent times, local spaces are 
increasingly being viewed as key institutional 
arenas for a wide range of policy experiments 
and political strategies. Two important 
issues are raised by this new localism and its 
associated politics of space: first, whether the 
local is becoming a site of empowerment or 
the discourses of globalisation are hiding a 
harsher reality of institutional deregulation 
or regulatory downgrading; second, whether 
localities, particularly cities are really acquiring 
new institutional capacities to shape their 
developmental paths or these are getting 
constrained by larger politico-economic 
forces that lie beyond their control. With this 
perspective when we look around and find 
Indian cities of various sizes getting remodeled 
as ‘world class cities’ to function as nodes 
of circulation of global finance and hi-tech 
activities of diverse nature, the imperative 
for a critical analysis of the process becomes 
clear. It is found that to recreate such cities, a 
homogenised planning vision is being floated 
that is remapping the very concept of ‘urban’ 
by intense gentrification of the urban space and 
recasting of the urban form and governance. 

Actually, the objective is to make these cities 
sufficiently investment friendly, acceptable 
to the credit rating agencies and help them 
emerge as geo-strategic points to further 
neoliberalism in the Global South. In the process 
of reconstructing space as a part of the above 
reconceptualisation of the contemporary 
‘urban’, displacement and dispossession of 
the poor and marginalised have surfaced as 
a fundamental aspect of the redevelopment 
projects in several cities, aided by other 
methods of marginalisation, like closure of 
small scale manufacturing and retail units, anti-
poor legal order, regulations against informal 
workers, hawkers, waste pickers, privatisation 
of basic services like water, sanitation, housing, 
health, education and last but not the least, 
restricting access to open spaces for opening up 
more spaces for elitist consumption. Ideology, 
armed with power, is found to creating patterns 
of domination and repression in many Indian 
cities (Banerjee-Guha, 2004) in current times.

Metropolises located in the Global South 
deserve special mention in this respect as 
they show signs of intense conflict due to the 
imposition of the above framework (Banerjee-
Guha, 2002a), reflecting contestation between 
the global and the local. Characterised by 
the demand of market and its priorities, a 
belligerent urbanism is found promoted in 
these countries accompanied with a drastic 
transformation of their cityscapes and the 
periurban, reflecting a wider restructuring of the 
respective national and regional economies. 

Projected as an epitome of a worldwide 
vision of urban planning, in reality these 
cities link capitalist political strategies to the 
contemporary urban imaginations of the 
global capital, contributing largely towards the 
construction of hegemony (Lefebvre, 1991) and 
dominant culture, characterised by competition, 
modernity and exploitation, all in a single 
framework. They produce two conflicting forms, 
the first being the network of interactions and 
flows that does not necessarily represent any 
specific urban unit but a hyper-modern urban 
form representing contemporary capitalism 
and the market economy; the second one 
characterises specific structures/architecture 
of gigantic nature that lend a commonness to 
the conception of the current ‘urban’ (Banerjee-
Guha, 2002b), irrespective of the economic 
environment at macro level. In India, they 
simultaneously reflect contradictions of the State 
institutions that are essentially a crystallisation 
of uneven development and in total sync with 
the larger process of neoliberal restructuring of 
contemporary times (Banerjee-Guha, 2008). 

In the above backdrop, I intend to examine 
the active engagement of neoliberalism in 
the current urban policies in India that is not 
only moulding the entire concept of ‘urban’, 
but simultaneously intensifying unevenness 
in inter-urban and intra-urban development 
almost as a structural component. In the 
following section I will briefly examine 
the recently launched Jawaharlal Nehru 
National Urban Renewal Mission (JNNURM, 
henceforth mentioned as NURM) of the Central 
Government and its various implications.
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Most of the projects sanctioned so far, 
belong to Submission –A. They are material 
expression of a developmental logic that views 
mega projects and place-marketing as means 
for waging a competitive struggle to attract 
investment capital. Their impact is felt at all 
levels: local, regional, national and international, 
illustrating the actual concrete process 
through which postmodern forms, post-Fordist 
economic dynamics and neoliberal systems 
of governance are crafted, producing a new 
articulation of regulatory scales. The associated 
new urban policy squarely revolves around re-
centering the city, replacing old forms, functions 
and organisational configurations by a new 
urbanity and assertive, entrepreneurial urban 
governance. Simultaneously, the re-imaging 
of the city space is made keeping in mind the 
consumption pattern of the investor, developer 
(Swyngedouw et al, 2002) and the rich, and least 
of the common people whose sweat and toil 
have contributed to the city’s growth in different 
phases. With this perspective, we will now take 
a close look at the contemporary restructuring 
process in Mumbai, the prime global city of 
India and a major recipient of NURM funds.

Neoliberal Praxis and 
Redevelopment in Mumbai:

The task of reconstituting the status of 
Mumbai as a globalised city was initially 
achieved through production disaggregation 
and flexibilisation of labour (Sassen, 1991; 
Banerjee-Guha, 2002b), reflecting a wider 
restructuring of the economy. Together, it 
reconstructed a new image of Mumbai as a 
‘world class’ finance centre, seemingly more 
attractive than its former identity of being the 
industrial capital of the country. Way back in 
1993, McKinsey, the international consultancy 
firm, better known as a universal catalyst for 
private capital in urban projects, had already 
made a strong case for developing Mumbai 
as a global financial centre. For improving the 
business environment of the city, it had two 
suggestions: relaxation of land acquisition 
rules and strict control of labour. Even if one 
overlooks the knotty link between improved 
business environment and easy land acquisition 
(for making upscale commercial and residential 

space easily available), the issue of labour 
management (read disciplining labour) should 
not be ignored. On the same line, much later, 
Bombay First, a hallowed NGO of the Bombay 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry, came 
up with flamboyant ideas about Mumbai’s 
crucial role as the foremost finance and service 
centre in the country’s liberalisation process.

For Mumbai, however, the story of state 
machinery, business and commercial capital 
forming a nexus to hinder anti-poor projects and 
appropriate public land for private use is nothing 
new (Banerjee-Guha, 1995). In the post NEP 
years such practices are found to have increased 
and vehemently integrated into the city’s 
planning corpus. Regional Plan (1996-2011) of 
Mumbai Metropolitan Regional Development 
Authority (MMRDA) evidences it. Drastically 
contradicting its former position of prioritising 
decentralisation and dispersal, the Development 
Authority, in the new Plan, projects the 
metropolis as the capital of international trade, 
finance, services and high-tech industries and 
advocated for a more centralised investment 
(MMRDA, 1995) in the metropolis. The Plan has 
an eerie semblance to the ten year ‘Vision Plan’ 
of Bombay First published in 2003, two years 
prior to the official announcement of NURM 
(Bombay First, 2003). The reason why I elaborate 
the features of the ‘Vision’ in the following 
paragraphs is that through this Plan the notion 
of neoliberalism as economic regeneration and 
governmentality was legitimised in Mumbai, 
following which the distinctions between state, 
civil society and market (MacLeod, 2002) got 
considerably blurred and the city space, in the 
name of planning, was mobilised as an arena 
for both market-oriented economic growth 
and elite consumption practices. The official 
city development plan and NURM projects 
in subsequent years thoroughly integrated 
it, in both letter and spirit, with a singular 
focus on corporatisation of city space.

Targeting four ‘high-end services’ for the 
city, namely, financial services, health care, IT 
enabled services and media/ entertainment/ 
telecom for the coming years, the plan 
advocated either total privatisation or public-

fiscal concessions provided by the New York 
city administration to global corporations to 
make the New York Stock Exchange remain in 
the city. Public-private partnership models for 
provision of basic services were projected as 
the ultimate panacea in NURM too that went 
at par with Central Government’s National 
Common Minimum Programme (NCMP) aiming 
at removing all impediments to land and 
housing markets. Interestingly, no provision 
was kept in the Mission for public debate on 
any of the projects (Jamwal, 2006). The above 
direction in the urban policy in search of 
economic growth and competitiveness not only 
embodied the new politico-economic regime 
introduced in 1991 as a part of the prevailing 
global regime but also emerged as a catalyst 
of urban and political change in the country.

In order to be eligible, the municipal 
corporations are required to prepare a 
City Development Plan (CDP), a 25 year 
vision document defining the direction of 
development. The Mission’s original idea to 
have the plans chalked out with ‘active pubic 
consultation’ was in reality a hypothetical myth: 
majority of the plans got ready by a month’s 
time, hurriedly got evaluated by hired bodies 
following which within three months the Central 
Government disbursed Rs. 86,482.95 crores for 
23 infrastructure projects. All previous Central 
government funding and urban development 
schemes, such as, National Slum Development 
Programme, Swarna Jayanti Sahakari Rozgar 
Yogana, Valmiki-Ambedkar Aawaas Yojana (for 
housing the socially marginalised urban poor), 
National Transport policy, etc. were brought 
under the Mission. Projects that were given 
priority were mega infrastructure projects, 
gigantic commercial complexes, shopping malls, 
cultural facilities and urban spectacles. One 
by one, cities started joining the bandwagon 
and pledged commitment to private capital 
for transforming their physical and institutional 
landscapes. With the Central government 
retaining the right to assess the progress of 
the development projects, ‘efficiency’ became 
the catchword that systematically went to 
justify the entry of private capital in running 
the projects. Several NGOs in different cities 

were co-opted to sway people about the 
efficacy of public private partnerships.

A careful look at NURM proves that it 
is essentially a reform linked investment 
programme of the private capital 
targeting Indian cities. The structural 
contradiction between Submissions-A and 
B is a crucial issue on this count. Based 
on subtle forms of competition, place-
marketing & regulatory undercutting for 
attracting investment, the programme 
is tangled by a range of conditionalities 
at state & city government levels.

The key items are: 
01. Privatisation / commercialisation of basic 

services through public private partnership 
with an introduction of user fees; 

02. Liberalisation of land and real estate market 
through repeal of Urban Land Ceiling 
Acts and change in Rent Control Acts; 

03. Development of a stronger mortgage 
market, 100 per cent FDI in housing and real 
estate: FDI in real estate as a percentage 
of total FDI inflows increased from 4.5% 
in 2003-04 to 26.5% in 2006-07, making 
slums in cities exceedingly vulnerable as 
future source of land for real estate; 

04. Easier land use conversion norms; 
05. Reforms in property tax and 

reduction in stamp duties; 
06. Financial and administrative restructuring of 

municipalities through implementation of 
the 74th amendment of the Constitution; 

07. Rationalisation and outsourcing; 
08. Introduction of e-governance; 
09. Valorisation of private sector and 

private credit rating agencies 
over elected civic bodies; 

10. Co-opting the middle class through high 
flown rules like the right to information, public 
discloser law, citizens’ participation law, etc.; 

11. Bringing the urban poor in the orbit of 
pay-and-use framework, for example, 
user fee for basic services, etc.(CASUMM, 
2006). The sweeping transformation of 
urban governance is meant to create a 
functional impotence of democratically 
elected bodies at various levels.
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needs reiteration that covering an area of 174 
ha with a population of more than 10,000,00, 
Dharavi is a vibrant economic hub (Sharma, 
2000) having a large population of informal 
workers hailing from different parts of the 
country. With Mumbai’s northward expansion, 
it has gradually come to occupy a significantly 
central location and with the city’s globalisation 
design, finally emerged as a tremendously 
profitable source of land for redevelopment. In 
order to make Mumbai a world class competitive 
Financial Investment Centre (HPEC, 2007), the 
Mumbai Transformation Project has suggested 
that slums and slum population of the city be 
reduced from 60 per cent to 10 per cent. 

Redevelopment of Dharavi thus becomes 
an imperative under NURM. According to 
the Municipal Corporation of Mumbai, it will 
soon be converted into a vibrant, well planned 
commercial centre. The government has offered 
269 sq. ft. tenements to each household in 
multistoried buildings that would come up 
in the 40 per cent of the existing slum land 
(the remaining 60 per cent would be sold 
in the market that would compensate the 
builders for providing free tenements to slum 
dwellers). The question that is being ignored is 
whether this rehabilitation package at all suits 
the space requirement of the households for 
continuing their economic activities. Unless 
this is attended, noncompliance of the new 
space for economic purpose will finally be 
the cause of ‘voluntary’ eviction of the slum 
dwellers. Secondly, what will happen to around 
40 per cent slum dwellers, living as tenants 
for many long years, contributing equally with 
others to the city’s economy but having no 
‘official’ eligibility for getting compensation? 

The prevailing euphoria about the ensuing 
success of the emblematic renewal project 
that actually is turned into a symbol of the 
restructured metropolis - cast with a powerful 
image of creativity and success, official support 
to land sale, zoning changes and land-use 
conversion underwriting gentrification, justice to 
Dharavi residents in terms of compensation and 
rehabilitation are becoming contentious issues. 
Transmogrification of Mumbai largely depends 

on the rate and intensity of gentrification of the 
above areas and the surroundings (Banerjee-
Guha, 2009b). McKinsey has identified mill areas 
in Dadar-Parel, Port Trust lands in the Dock area, 
Bandra-Kurla Complex, BDD chawls in Worli and 
increased FSI in already built-up areas as source 
of land for redevelopment. More land, McKinsey 
suggests can be made available from Coastal 
Regulation Zones II and III (relaxation of rules has 
been suggested), no development zones so far 
reserved as green areas and salt pan lands. With 
an entrepreneurial planning model facilitating 
speedy conversion of land use, financial 
institutions and private banks are found to come 
out as active partners and buyers of the renewed 
infrastructure and assets, initiating a fast track 
gentrification in several lower middle / working 
class area (Bharucha, 2004). The segregated 
gated communities, shopping malls and publicly 
subsidised corporate plazas essentially represent 
the living embodiments of ‘interdictory spaces’ 
(Flusty, 2001), designed to exclude those 
adjudged to be unsuitable and threatening, 
whose class and cultural positions diverge from 
the targeted consumers of the new space. 
Growing aesthetisation of the urban space and 
proliferation of signature projects are drastically 
reconstructing the city culture into a globally 
oriented homogenised one. This is exactly what 
happened in Toronto in the 1980s (Kipfer and 
Keil, 2002; Keil, 2002) and in hundreds of other 
cities as a fall-out of the neoliberal crack down.

To preclude social unrest that may result 
due to dispossession, interventionist strategies 
are being implemented in public and private 
domains in diverse ways. These are done by 
integrating surveillance in urban planning, 
by cleansing the material space of pavement 
dwellers, hawkers, informal workers and 
homeless, relocating them in ‘special housing 
zones’ in peripheral lands, disregarding not 
only the issue of social justice but ecological 
considerations too. Simultaneously, control of 
the urban space (Rajagopal, 2002) by various 
power groups has increased. Singular identities 
of affluent citizens that had in the past remained 
fluid or fuzzy, are now found to take on a more 
aggressive collective form (Banerjee-Guha, 
2004), bringing in new hegemonic discourses for 

private partnership for projects in all these 
services. The relevant chapters of NURM almost 
echoed the heightening need for privatisation. 
The Vision identified job potentiality in 
construction, hotel / tourism / recreation 
and modern format retail that would create 
5,00,000 jobs in the next ten years in upgraded 
museums, multi-purpose indoor stadiums and 
convention centres (in line with Madison Square 
Garden), in cafés and restaurants in western 
and eastern sea-fronts, restaurants and bars, in 
supermarkets and hypermarkets to be located 
inside the city and on highways. Nowhere 
there was a mention of Mumbai’s potential 
as a strong production centre or the million 
jobs it had lost. The basis of ‘Vision Mumbai’ 
was a shift of capital from production to built 
environment for which the city was identified as 
the future consumption centre of the country. 
Growth of the city, targeted at 8-10 per cent 
a year, was envisaged through some specific 
sectors. First was the services market, to activate 
which, financial services were to gear up based 
on the already existing network of financial 
institutions, law firms, investment banks, etc. 
More than 1,00,000 jobs were envisaged to 
be provided by this sector. The second thrust 
was on health sector and entertainment. 
With its creative class, production houses, 
financiers and distributors and with the 
overseas market accepting the mainstream 
Indian cinema, Mumbai was designated as 
the chosen Indian city to create 90,000 more 
jobs in entertainment and healthcare (Business 
World, 2003). The state government endorsed 
the Vision Plan in totality and came out with its 
Mumbai Transformation Project to transform 
Mumbai into an ‘International Financial 
Centre’ (IFC) with world class infrastructure, 
citizen-friendly services and business friendly 
environment. Neoliberalism thus became an 
overarching frame of reference for contradictory 
discursive events that linked livelihoods and 
everyday aspirations of individuals to a new 
conceptualisation of urban, legitimising the 
integration of the urban bourgeoisie into 
competitive city governance through the 
‘revanchist’ (Smith, 1996) methodology of urban 
restructuring. The process was predicated 
on an aggressive rescaling of the State and 

ensuing reorganisation of alliances and 
coalition partners of urban development.

The primary source of land was identified 
in the heart of the city that roughly takes the 
shape of a triangle (Banerjee-Guha, 2004; 
2009b). The northern point of this ‘golden’ 
triangle (Fig. 1) is located in the emerging I.T 
hub of Andheri (east); the right arm stretches 
from Andheri to the Dock area in the south and 
touches its south-eastern point; the base goes 
west and joins the south-western point in the 
mill areas of Parel and Matunga; the left arm 
traverses north to reach Andheri through (a) 
sprawling mill lands, now converted into upper 
class commercial-residential areas, (b) Dharavi, 
the huge slum that is being made ready for 
gentrification, and (c) Bandra-Kurla commercial 
complex built on evacuated slum land and the 
bed of Mithi river. In order to get to the heart of 
Mumbai’s restructuring, it is extremely necessary 
to understand the nature of transformation 
of these areas inside the triangle. Together, 
they go to make the primary source of land 
for city’s redevelopment, as indicated in the 
City Development Plan. The sheer quantity is 
enormous: 522 ha. (600 acres) comes only from 
the mill lands (from where 2,00,000 workers 
have been displaced and many await it) with a 
sprawling working class area and a low income 
neighbourhood. The original development 
control rules had suggested that one-third of 
each (sold out) mill land would be surrendered 
to the state government for the use of workers. 
Subsequently the clause was deleted. The 
estimated land in the dock area (three and a half 
time bigger than the mill lands) is 753 ha. (1860 
acres) out of which 445 ha. is reclaimed. Bandra-
Kurla complex, coming up as an elite commercial 
area (MMRDA, 1995: 15) has 370 ha. located 
near the international and domestic airports, to 
the north of the mill lands. Next comes Dharavi, 
housing more than 70,000 hutments on 174 ha. 
The redevelopment plan of Dharavi intends to 
convert the entire area into a model township 
with a large number of high rise buildings for 
free sale in the market and a proportionate 
number for housing the slum dwellers. The state 
government has announced a modern sports 
complex for post redevelopment Dharavi. It 
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City Programme of the Central government 
(Banerjee-Guha 2002c) was launched with an 
objective to develop infrastructure of large 
cities (identified as GEM: generating economic 
momentum). The above focus on large cities 
actually fitted the bill of a larger neoliberal 
world order in which economic changes had 
huge organisational and spatial implications 
for cities, characterised by rescaling of their 
functions, activities and relations (Smith, 2002). 
The first issue thus gets interconnected with the 
second, i.e. the ascendancy of neoliberalism 
as a capitalist model of accumulation and its 
umbilical link with the entrepreneurial model of 
governance, thrust on economic regeneration 
and urban restructuring (Brenner and Theodore, 
2002b). Its authentic form, besides economic 
relations, includes a diversely patterned 
hegemonic structure. Tightening of control 
of the international financial institutions (IFIs) 
like World Bank, Asian Development Bank, 
DFID, and like on urban development in India 
with a renewed focus on mega cities is a part 
of this hegemony that rests on a complex 
ensemble of institutional, social and political 
relations and practices. Forging a link with a 
wider process of capital accumulation, the 
above global-local nexus in the contemporary 
urban development praxis under NURM 
succinctly symbolises a State supported urban 
neoliberalism initiated as a market imperative.

Connected to the above two issues, 
comes the third: the materialisation of an 
entrepreneurial city that will represent the praxis 
of neoliberal at local scale. The contemporary 
Marxian interpretation (Harvey, 1989) of 
entrepreneurial city suggests that the current 
neoliberal urban political arena gets ever more 
influenced by powerful business interests 
through public-private partnerships, much less 
concerned with wealth distribution and welfare, 
particularly interested in ‘redevelopment 
projects’ that enhance the imageability of 
the city and finally, is driven by the political 
economy of ‘place’ rather than ‘territory’. 
The current entrepreneurial regime in India, 
is all set to revive the competitive position 
of urban economies through privatisation, 
de-municipalisation and recommodification 

of social and economic life (Leitner, 1990) 
at an unprecedented large scale. Here lies 
the significance of cities like Mumbai, the 
financial capital of India, geared to take up 
the mantle of the country’s future international 
financial centre (IFC), failing which serious 
implications are anticipated (HPEC, 2007). 
It explicates the imperatives of urban 
restructuring in countries like India and the 
reconstitution of the welfare state into a more 
vociferous, interventionist and market friendly 
structure, abetting the above processes.

Cities under neoliberal imposition not 
only concentrate a disproportionate share of 
corporate capital to become key sites for their 
over valorisation, but they also concentrate 
an increasingly disproportionate share of 
disadvantaged and marginalised people 
and become key sites for their continuing 
devalorisation (Sassen, 1999). I have discussed 
elsewhere (Banerjee-Guha, 2006; 2007; 2009b) 
how State in new urbanism turns out to be 
increasingly repressive and at the same time 
a stronger abettor to capital accumulation. 
In the contemporary situation of ‘neoliberal 
crackdown’, the spatial ‘see-saw’ (Harvey, 1989) 
of valorisation and devalorisation of the city 
space and the associated urban restructuring, 
are leading to an increasing legitimisation of 
the dispossession of the poor, segregation 
of the city space and regulatory access to 
resources that are getting directly linked to 
the basic question of the ‘right to the city’.

The issue of local and global is found to 
intersect at this point whereby cities and their 
regions are converted into a globally designed 
space of economic regeneration as well as 
marginalisation of a large section that goes to 
unfold the dynamics of neoliberal urbanism 
and the enforcement of the regulatory regime 
across the country. The important question is 
whether the powerful contradictions inherent in 
the process would lead to a more progressive, 
radical and democratic use of the city space 
(Brenner and Theodore, 2002a), that would 
finally challenge the exclusionary vision of 
urban neoliberalism, in general and India’s 
contemporary urban policy, in particular.

a sanitised/ aesthetised city space. A bourgeoise 
clientele is rapidly engulfing the urban 
governance terrain. Their engagement goes 
beyond the city level and impacts the prevailing 
spatial relations of the peri-urban in the Mumbai 
Metropolitan region by drastically colonising 
the space out there, subsuming the former 
concept of city-hinterland symbiosis. Increasing 
number of wealthy gated communities, 
farmhouses, luxurious entertainment complexes 
(including sprawling film-sets), impinging on 
the livelihoods and economic activities in areas 
like Karjat are examples. Neoliberalism in this 
case acts as a mode of re-regulation of cities 
and countryside and the ensuing urban forms 
manifest a disturbed and uneven patchwork 
of microspaces that Soja (2000) identifies as 
splintering ‘postmetropolitan’ landscape, an 
archipelago of enclosures that both voluntarily 
and involuntarily barricade individuals 
inscribing an entirely new urban geography.

The contemporary restructuring of Mumbai 
and its surroundings is visibly becoming a 
part of the neoliberal reconstruction of the 
very notion of ‘urban’ at different layers of the 
society. One of its primary manifestations is 
the process of legitimisation of a hegemonic 
concept of urban planning with commodification 
of virtual space at the level of image building, 
sharing a strong base in the commodification 
of real urban spaces. The resultant contest 
over the right to reconvert homogenised urban 
spaces into lived places and the planning 
endeavour to recommodify them happens to 
be the crux of the problem (Banerjee-Guha, 
2009b). Amidst increasing intensity of claims & 
counter claims over the contested city space, 
innumerable projects are being sanctioned 
by the government recreating a totally new 
generation of spaces in the future ‘slum free’ city.

Exclusion, Inclusion and the Underlying Logic:
In the above aggressive vision of redesigning 

Mumbai and other cities across the country 
one can see embedded the concept of ‘new 
urbanism’ that has its central element resting 
on the alleged shift of capital from the primary 
circuit of production to the secondary circuit 
of built environment (Harvey, 1985; Sassen, 

1991), precisely a move towards financial 
manipulations as sources of profit. The 
consequences can be seen in the increasing 
focus on hyper forms and mega construction 
activities, increased speculation and expanded 
investment in land and real estate (growth of 
real estate sector in urban India is estimated 
to go up from 12 billion dollars in 2005 to 90 
billion dollars in 2015), service sector, signature 
projects, mega cultural events and a reduced 
focus on employment generating production 
process, affordable housing, collective 
sharing of urban space and resources. A larger 
restructuring of the economic system & a 
resultant transformation of urban form & the 
built environment constitute the basis of this 
new urbanism (Banerjee-Guha, 2006; 2009a).

For understanding the logic of remaking 
Indian cities, we need to look at three basic 
issues. First, the changing position of Indian 
economy with the introduction of New 
Economic Policy and the role of ‘urban’ 
therein. In the Seventh Plan (1985-90), thrust 
was put on to private investment in urban 
development that went against the previous 
policy of urban decentralisation. The National 
Commission on Urbanisation in 1985 helped 
reconfigure the concept of ‘urban’ in India, 
heralded a major shift in the urban policy by 
advocating concentration and centralisation 
(Kundu, 1989) and activated the discourse in 
favour of private sector entry in the provision 
of urban services, cost subsidies, user charges, 
and most importantly, efficiency of service 
provision. The Commission’s Report was 
followed by the well known 74th Constitutional 
Amendment Act in 1992 that brought in political 
decentralisation, made the urban local bodies 
more independent (sic), politically weaker and 
functionally restricted with reduced budgetary 
allocations and shrunken economic base. Their 
additional responsibility of raising funds from 
the capital market surfaced as a debatable issue 
(Banerjee-Guha 2002c) as it led to compromises 
on pro-poor projects. No anti-monopoly 
measures (Bagchi, 1987) were taken to curb the 
consequent inter-urban disparity or the stress on 
services and infrastructure in large cities that the 
above process led to. Following NEP, the Mega 
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