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CHAPTER 9: SYNTHESIS, CONTRIBUTIONS AND EXTENSION 

 
This chapter will summarise the main motivation for this study and its findings before 
discussing the extensive and intensive reach of political society within the civic politics 
of Mira-Bhayandar and Kalyan-Dombivli, the degree of municipal compromise and 
capture, and the democratisations and dominations of political society in relation to 
occupancy and locality development.  This will be followed by a reflection on the 
conceptual and methodological contributions.  In closing, I will take the findings and 
insights and extend them to the theoretical challenge of this project, which was to 
think through how these urban formations become generative of in addition to 
generated through political society.  
 
 

9.1 Why are there forms of occupancy urbanism? 
 
Embedded in this thesis is a variation of Heidegger’s question: “Why are there beings 
at all instead of nothing?”  My embedded question is why are there slums and other 
configurations of unauthorised or non-formal urban formations?   How do these 
formations come to be, how are they made and why? This point of departure differs 
from those who view urban inequalities as deriving from neo-liberal statecraft, 
financialisation, structural under-employment, inappropriate measurements of 
poverty, or the capacity of the local level government to implement reforms and 
schemes.  These are factors that affect inequality, but on their own cannot carry out 
the work and conduct the practices and perceptions of the actors doing the work that 
make different formations.  This is likely even more so in conditions of unsettled or 
informalised state-society relations, and social relations marked by pronounced civic 
inequalities, which Chatterjee’s distinction between citizens and populations 
highlights.  This study leveraged concepts from subaltern urbanism, namely political 
society and occupancy urbanism.  However, most scholars working within this 
nascent paradigm focus more on epistemological issues regarding what can be 
regarded as valid knowledge of cities in the Global South and how the epistemologies 
of western urban studies—its standard issue theories, concepts and units of analysis—
are not well suited for analysing or theorising urban processes in the Global South.  
This epistemological focus, in part, accounts for the blind spots of subaltern urbanism 
discussed in the introduction, namely: the privileging of the activities of the urban 
poor, the focus on the democratising aspects of political society and the informal 
economy, and the focus on the slum.  It was argued that to better understand how 
urban formations are made we need to connect constitutive practices and processes to 
the institutions that guide them.  Chapter 1 argued and chapter 3 demonstrated how 
political society is the most prevalent institutional configuration in Kalyan-Dombivli 
and Mira-Bhayandar in the domain of civic politics.  So the answer as to why 
formations of occupancy urbanism exist is because of political society’s dominance in 
these cities.  Chapter 4 developed an approach for examining how social-spatial 
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contexts and fields shape the capacity of resident’s livelihood capitals.  Each 
subsequent chapter of this thesis looks at how urban formations are made by way of 
looking at the role political society actors play in occupancy dynamics and 
development morphologies of slum, gaothan and standard formations.  The practical 
relevance is that better understanding of how these formations are made on the 
ground, whose interests they serve, and what broader contextual conditions enable 
them will be of political and empirical value to those engaged in creating more just 
institutions of civic politics.  
 
 
A Descriptive Summary of Subaltern Urbanism and Urbanisation in Mira-Bhayandar and 
Kalyan-Dombivli  

The current official urban development goals coming from the Government of India 
cohere around the vision of world-class and slum-free cities.  These are to be achieved 
through a mix of infrastructural development, low-income housing, good-governance 
reforms, public-private partnerships and credit worthy municipalities.   The incentives 
for city government to comply with these plans come in the form of funds being 
attached to long lists of conditionalities.  The programs, on paper, have no 
mechanisms for addressing the pitfalls of past programs in terms of how to acquire 
the land necessary for these improvements and the extent municipalities are politically 
compromised or captured by other forms of public authority.  This is particularly the 
case between the state and the municipality and the municipality and networks present 
in the field of urbanisation.  Between the State of Maharashtra and the municipality 
and between the superiors in the municipality and their subordinates principle-agent 
issues are prevalent, as is the issue of a lack of ‘principled-principals’ for reasons of 
indifference, wanting to avoid the headaches and harassment of trying to alter 
entrenched practices and norms, and because they too have stakes in political society 
in general, and the second circuit of capital accumulation that circulates through the 
unauthorised housing market.  Formal issues of relatively minuscule investments in 
social welfare and the small amount of revenues targeted at the municipal level also 
point to political society and occupancy urbanism being a practical local solution to 
low capacity and resource strapped formal institutions of local government.  Lastly, 
the categorical inequalities between ‘populations’ dependent on political society and 
‘citizens’ who presumably can deal with the state in rights-based exchanges with clear 
obligations and entitlements also contribute to spatial inequalities. 
 
Supply side political-society actors involved in occupancy urbanism work seemingly 
more often than not with municipal officers and staff.  Indeed, some of these political 
actors also have elected, appointed or contracted positions with the state.  This zone 
or layer of civic politics is populated with MLAs, MCs, landowners, landlords, 
promoters, builders and contractors, and other fixers and brokers (eg. ubiquitous 
party workers, ‘social workers’, ‘consultants,’ ‘real estate brokers’) and their 
connections in various municipal departments.  However, the position and practices 
(eg. arbitrage, brokering, gatekeeping, or fixing) is not the same across different 
networks of urbanisation or formation based political institutions. 
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At the level of residents in different urban formations, issues of the illegality, or 
possible illegality of their residence, perceptions of a corrupt and opaque local state, 
collective action problems, and/or deontic relations that have formed within 
formation based political institutions (for example, between resident and landlord or 
between resident and the municipal councillor) limit the capacity of their endowments 
of capital to achieve functionings of more secure occupancy, better serviced land, and 
rights-based civic politics and municipal citizenship. 
 
 

9.2. Analytical Findings   
 
Intensity and extensity of Political Society 

Chatterjee describes political society as a form of governmental regulation where 
those whose livelihoods require the violation of laws and regulations (i.e., squatting or 
encroaching, unauthorised or unlicensed economic activity, pilfering of municipal 
water and so on) have some of their claims met by the government in ways that 
require government agencies to violate their own protocols and regulations—as such 
the way claims are met are not codified and rarely turn into rights.  Claims making and 
claims meeting remain mostly ad hoc, insecure, and contingent; thus these processes 
remain in the realm of the political.  In contrast, those Indians who have (or at least 
appear to have) livelihoods and lifestyles that do not violate laws and norms of a 
modern citizenry belong to civil society who have rights and obligations that have 
been politically settled and formally institutionalised.  While arguably all government 
agencies at the state and local level have ‘populations’ whose claims are addressed via 
political society institutions, the way claims are filtered and met are not uniform given 
the differences in the political calculus that includes: resident’s moral or political 
claims to resources or protection, social stability, formal agendas, and elite interests 
and powers.  Political society has been taken up by many researchers and theorists to 
explain the political dynamics and disjunctures of variously fragmenting or dualising 
cities in India and debates are on-going over whether political society should be seen 
as deriving from state governmental requirements (Chatterjee, 2004; 2008b) or as 
primarily a domain of local power structures and ‘netas’ or bosses who, after decades 
of salutatory or benign neglect from colonial and then state and central governments, 
are embedded local sovereigns, or (less strongly) local mediators in terms of 
distribution of state resources, the deployment of state disciplinary power, and local 
conflicts of all sorts (cf. Chandavakar, 2007; Witsoe, 2013; Berenschot, 2011).   
Another issue of debate is if the informality and illegality of middle and elite classes 
are differences of kind or degree relative to the politics and practices of the poorer 
classes in Indian cities (cf. Roy, 2004; Chandavakar, 2007; Sundaram, 2004; Goldman, 
2008).  If politics and power trump the law across classes in terms of what illegalities 
and informalities become criminalised, ignored, or regularised, the more state agencies 
and actors regulate via exception than via the rule of law, and then the more arbiters, 
brokers, fixers become constitutive of the civic realm and spatial politics of cities.  To 
contribute to these discussions, this thesis explored the question: how and to what 
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extent is political society governing occupancy and development within different 
urban formations. 
 
The evidence provided shows that political society actors are involved in the 
formation of occupancy, locality development, and civic politics more generally in the 
three types of urban formations studied.  They accomplish this by occupying 
structural and cultural gaps, or in-congruencies, between these formations and 
government protocols, statutes, norms, and projects.   This allows them to shape 
information, activities and resources in both directions.  This impacts the capacity of 
residents ‘capitals’ to improve achieved functionings in these three domains, and this 
impacts the capacity of the municipality to bring development and occupancy more 
in-line with norms and protocols.  Some of these gaps form outside the field of 
political society in these cities, such as propertied notions of citizenship, sanctioned 
development plans, or schemes that are ignorant or dismissive of local dynamics (eg. 
the World Bank MMRDA Community Toilet Block Scheme mentioned in Chapter 6 
and the SJSRY program discussed in chapter 4).  Some gaps have historical 
trajectories stemming from the years of laissez-faire urbanisation driven by 
landowners and builders and their political and bureaucratic ties discussed in chapter 
3.  Pre-municipalisation, decentralisation, and liberalisation de facto sovereignty 
arrangements in these areas, for the most part, did not abdicate their local power 
when these policies and acts came into legislative existence.   Many actors adapted (eg. 
changing from a smuggler to a politician for example, or from a neta to a MLA) and 
worked to shape the formation of the municipal corporation to reinforce rather than 
minimise their economic, political, and cultural standings.  Some gaps are actively 
reproduced, like the need for informalised municipal water provision and a contrived 
market for tanker companies in Mira-Bhayandar discussed in chapter 7.   However, 
not all political actors are equally adept or interested in tending to these gaps or 
managing contradictions. The past two MCs in slum formation 98 did not mediate or 
intermediate these gaps, and the slum suffered as a result in terms of water shortages, 
no additional toilet blocks, and no poverty cell programs.  However, the MC of 
gaothan 27 in MB, mediates these gaps diligently and adeptly and both the ‘slum’ and 
‘gaothan’ part of her ward are relatively well developed and clean.  Structural and 
cultural gaps also derive from mismatches between supply and demand in terms of 
affordable housing and adequately service land.  Political society is involved in the 
supply of informal housing and amenities markets.  Many ward-councillors and other 
fixers and brokers are also involved in informal housing, water, electricity, cable, and 
sewerage provision.  This makes them even more valuable contacts for residents.  
However, these two domains of political society have contradictions that come out 
when, for example, changes in the real estate market and development code 
regulations make demolition rather than regularisation attractive.  There is more of a 
‘win-win’ logic in the mediating and intermediation of structural and cultural holes 
between residents and the municipality, albeit one that is not often symmetrical.  
Regarding real estate and the formal and informal second circuits of capital, more 
zero-sum contradictions emerges between political actors and residents—particularly 
residents with ambiguous tenure claims. 
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Chapter 5 and 8 showed how the configuration of political society actors, the relations 
between them, and the consistency and duration of their influence on locality 
development are not constant across these different formations.   MCs and their 
ward-level political society network figure prominently and consistently in slums and 
gaothans in terms of their impact on locality development, and access to schemes.  
This has to do with the legality of slums, the non-formality of gaothans, and the 
tendency of many municipal officials and staff to defer to their discretion in these 
matters.  An obvious difference is that in slums and leaser and renter areas of 
gaothans, infrastructure and services do not pre-exist occupancy like they do in 
standard formations, at least within the developed plot. There are political, legal, and 
physical intervening phenomena shaping the demand for these actors and the scope 
of their discretion and authority.   This matches Chatterjee's argument regarding the 
ways legal rules and norms exclude many Indians from substantive citizenship, 
thereby stigmatising or criminalising aspects of their livelihoods and spaces, 
necessitates a political society, or in other words an informal, somewhat authoritarian, 
but negotiable local welfare regime.  However, this study shows that political society is 
involved in the making of forms of occupancy urbanism beyond slums.  MCs and 
their networks also exist in standard formations, but they play a supporting role in the 
initial developments of these formations, by helping push through building permits, 
or by cultivating the active ignoring of violations for builders and landowners they are 
connected with.  Sometimes the MCs are also builders, for example the now MLA 
Barbosa, was a promoter while also being the sarpanche, and then later a municipal 
councillor.  Promoters are critical from the beginning until the flats or buildings are 
sold.  Their absence can open up structural or cultural gaps that MCs and other 
brokers or fixers have interests in tending to when issues (or opportunities) arise.  
Many residents in standard formations have more disposable income and can also 
afford, up to a point, to deal with service shortfalls on their own.  
 
In sum, political society is very much involved in the making of these three types of 
urban formations.  While there are differences in the figuration of actors and practices 
that make up the networks of urbanisation and the structural and cultural gaps they 
occupy, they are all guided by and negotiated through political society, rather than by 
the law or civil society.      
 
 
Compromised and Captured Municipal Government 

Subaltern urbanism discussions tend to present municipal government as porous and 
socially embedded, or vernacularised.  Government reports tend to portray it as weak.    
Chatterjee (2008b) demonstrates the primacy of the civic politics rooted in material 
needs, desires and status differences, and the dominance of the political over the legal 
in practice.  Together these point to municipalities being vulnerable to capture and 
corruption and turned into platforms that consolidate local powers rather than 
disperse them.   In policy circles this is discussed in terms of a combination of 
insufficient revenues, staff capacities, and elite capture.  Elite capture refers to 
situations where special interests manage privileged status in terms of distribution of 
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resources or policy framing.  For example, non-poor households benefiting from 
funds targeted to BPL families, or relatively well-off areas of the city receiving more 
investment and repair in utilities and infrastructure than relatively deprived areas.  
Elite capture can be formalised in policies, for example, one could argue that the 
‘world-class’ and ‘slum free city’ strategies have built in privileges for property owners, 
developers, and consumer-classes.  Elite capture can also be accomplished informally 
through mediating implementation processes at the local level, so as to privilege 
certain interests and places over others.  The interests referred to by elite capture are 
those of non-state actors.  Political capture or politicisation refers to elected 
politicians and by extension their party’s ability to politicise the administrative and 
executive functions of governmental agencies.  According to the literature, the main 
motivation for political capture is to win or buy votes (Khemani, 2010; Benjamin, 
2008; Berenschot, 2009).     Both of these have been related to the capacity of 
municipal staff and officials to not fall prey or be corrupted by these pressures.  
Importantly, the compromising or capturing of municipal departments cannot be 
accomplished by the practices of residents alone, it requires mediators and sufficiently 
organised encroachment or occupation of municipal functions (cf. Hackenbrach and 
Hussein, 2012) and political institutions rationalising this mode of claims making and 
meeting and the relations of obligation that hold it together (cf. Lund, 2011).  To 
contribute to these discussions and to explore the role political society plays this thesis 
examined how and to what extent are the formal functions and authority of the 
municipality compromised or captured and toward what discernible purposes.  A 
Bourdieuian field approach was fashioned that posited the compromise or capture of 
municipal departments and authority as key stakes to networks needing to generate 
economic and political capital from processes that are legally under the purview of the 
municipality. 
 
Given the high ratio of unauthorised to authorised development combined with 
evidence that vast majority of these access municipal services and infrastructure shows 
that these municipalities are clearly compromised.  The ‘context of context’ needs to 
be kept in mind when evaluating the extent and causes of municipal capture.  Chapter 
3 reviewed how laissez-faire urbanisation and limited substantive formal 
decentralisation shape municipal state formation.  This context affects the capacity of 
municipal actors to actualise their powers, but these conditions are not endogenous.  
The chief commissioner is the top authority of the Municipality.  In principle, he 
could mobilise connections at the state level and municipal statutes to push those 
under his authority to operate more in line with codes and regulations. It is clearly 
within his potential powers to push for more of the piped system to be completed and 
used to its capacity.  This has yet to happen, as officials opt to go along with these 
processes being worked out through political society arrangements, rather than face 
the professional and personal turmoil required to restructure or reprogram these fields 
or to formally sanction the actors involved.   These findings point towards a 
municipality that abdicates some of its authority for three interrelated reasons.  One 
reason being the share of ‘speed money’ and other rents.  The second being concerns 
over transfers and the other ways local politics can cause ‘headaches’ for officials, by 
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way of non-gazetted civil servants (who are accountable to politicians and other local 
elites, rather than answerable to direct supervisors) engaging in both obvious and 
stealth forms of mediating processes to fit the goals of powerful political society 
actors.  The second directly relates to third reason of municipal incapacity by design, 
which helps rationalise the status quo of encroachment upon municipal authority 
from within, which perpetuates structural and cultural gaps and contradictions 
between residents and the municipality to be occupied.   
 
Casual complaints regarding the tactics and powers of politicians, babus, touts, the 
tanker lobby, builders, and other brokers and fixers are common, but sustained 
actions against them are not. Dispositions of indifference or resignation have taken 
root across the social-spatial spectrum.  Also, criticising corruption often does not 
preclude one from engaging in ostensibly corrupt activities, such as paying for an 
illegal water connections, giving some ‘speed money’ to have your building permit 
processed sooner, or encroaching on someone else’s property or authority.   If it is 
commonly believed that politicians and government officials and staff are corrupt and 
that ‘nothing will happen’ without bribes or connections, then dealing with the local 
state authority becomes gamed and creative solutions or collusions become de facto 
sanctioned, while remaining publicly condemned.  This indicates what Žižek terms 
secret clauses—the unwritten rules that authorise engaging in legally or socially 
disavowed practices.  Areas of municipal authority and practice become compromised 
or captured due to a mix of a lack of principled principals and principled agents 
Weberian notions of bureaucratic rationality require to function, salutary neglect at the 
state and municipal level, and a collective action problem supported by privately 
shared, but publicly criticised, political society practices.  The perceived opportunity 
costs for actively challenging these norms and practices prohibit change. 
 
 
Subaltern Democracy or Domination 

Chatterjee’s (2008) argued that political society is a form of governmental regulation 
necessary to manage, however ungracefully, sufficient social stability in light of 
pronounced inequalities that given the structure of contemporary capitalism are likely 
to become even more pronounced.  Others conceive of this layer as a more grass-
roots, popular politics that both challenges the state through tactics of occupation and 
appropriation of that which poorer groups or morally entitled, but legally and socially 
excluded, and also performs functions associated with the welfare state (cf. 
Appadurai, 2004, van Dijk, 2007).   Others (Anjaria, 2011; Jha et al., 2007; Corbridge 
et al., 2005) imply that political society is a more heterogeneous arena and that no 
internal organising logics can be attributed to a particular configuration of interest or 
social power.  Rather, “they also produce multiple possibilities for and encountering 
and inhabiting power" (Anjaria, 2011: 67).   Political society becomes a sort of political 
free market, where one finds all varieties of patronage, political entrepreneurism, 
chicanery, as well as forms of pragmatic politics or stealth democratisations (e.g., de 
Wit, 2008, Weinstein, 2013; Fung, 2006; Benjamin, 2004 respectively).  Given the 
variety of forms attributed to political society, it becomes difficult to make normative 
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evaluations about the extent it is prone to democratisation, governmentalisation, or 
domination.   To see which of these capacities (or configuration of these capacities) 
are actualised in MB and KD, this thesis examined to what extent the practices and 
interests prevalent in political society coalesce with strengthening or weakening 
residents occupancy and claims to municipal goods and services within different 
formations, and to what degree are these relations expressions of domination difficult 
to challenge or shift.   This represents the ‘so what?’ part of the thesis; the normative 
evaluation of political society’s structure, practices, and spatial manifestations for the 
purpose of discussing the degree that ends justify means or the means, to the extent 
they can be construed as democratic to some degree, make the ends of less 
importance. 
 
Supply-side political society actors structurally dominate residents across the three 
types of formations studied. The political institutions that have developed between 
residents and these actors differ in relation to what contextual configurations (i.e., the 
mix of legal, social and material conditions) are in these formations.  For example, we 
saw a sort of manorial citizenship and negotiated authoritarianism in gaothans, and a 
clientelist citizenship tied to a negotiated authoritarianism in slums.  These differences 
in citizenship, between slums and gaothans, correspond with the non-formal 
development status, and the additional power this offers landlords in gaothans.  In 
standard formations, we found what can best be described as a brokered consumer 
citizenship, with the buyer having to assume all the risk.  
 
While these actors have structural domination over residents in some key areas, this 
does not mean that residents do not benefit from these actors and political 
institutions.   Some of the ways and some of the reasons structural and cultural gaps 
and contradictions are mediated and intermediated have (at least) short to mid-term 
benefits for residents.  However, few functioning accountability mechanisms were 
found, and the ad hoc, informal domain these negotiations or arrangements are 
forged produces little evidence of value in more formalised domains of citizen-state 
and citizen-society relations.   The level of cohesion among local elites, able to parlay 
control over development and occupancy into strengthening their political and 
economic standings, contributes to slums and other formations not being robustly 
organised as vote-banks or other types of populist constituencies.     Dispositions of 
cynicism or resignation of residents towards the status quo also contribute to the level 
of structural domination present.    The majority of residents expressed their 
frustration with activities and relations attributable to political society, but then, often 
in the same breath, expressed their acceptance, “what can we do; nothing…” or 
cynicism that politicians, babus and touts are all alike.  Almost invariably supply-side 
political society actors were said to be the only ones slum and gaothan residents could 
go to for help in managing their insecurity, or when trying to secure better services 
from the city.   If their connections in political society are not in the mood to help 
then they are out of luck.   There is little perceived space for protest within political 
society given the central position MCs, landlords, and other brokers and fixers play in 
local governance.  Also, for many who live in gaothans, the municipal councillor is 
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often either their landlord or a relative of their landlord.  Thus, to mount any serious 
protest against power relations could result in harassment, violence or worse being 
cast out into what Agamben (1998) calls “homo-sacer” (bare-life) which is a situation 
of being a civic and political non-entity.  To directly challenge the functioning of 
political society in these formations could be risking municipal citizenship altogether 
given that, “rights emerge not from humanity, but through inclusion in a political 
community—a place which makes opinions significant and actions effective” (Arendt 
1979: 296). Thus to be in political society is not to be excluded, but to be differently 
included into the political community.   If you are poor, it is much worse to be 
excluded with nothing but your own merit and tenacity to fall back on.  We all need 
people, but the poor particularly risking “bare life” for a period of time is prohibitive 
of collective action at the level of informal and ‘secret’ norms and practices.  They see 
how they are in some ways a means to an end, and how others benefit from their 
insecure occupancy and low-level development.  Political cynicism rules the day here, 
and the poorer residents play their part—vote and sell their vote sometimes to more 
than one candidate, some campaign or attend local party meetings, and engage in 
party organised agitation or cultural activities, not because they see electoral politics as 
a way of getting their needs addressed within formal state structures and affirmed as 
rights, but for pragmatic material reasons—protection from eviction, protection from 
police harassment, help finding work, continued access to basic services, money 
during election time, and so on.   On this theme Gooptu (2007) points out that, “this 
seemingly vigorous political engagement in their localities is not a form of 
enfranchisement or inclusion, but a strategy to grapple with their everyday material 
and legal difficulties” (1927).   In these two cities, negotiated authoritarianism emerges 
as the dominant logic of formation level political society, this enables MCs and 
landlords to both cater to and exploit residents for the same reason—their unsettled, 
questionable, or illegal occupancy and thus insecure municipal citizenship status that 
is rooted in informal and ‘secret’ rules and norms more so than law and legal 
precedence.   
 
Residents from standard formations and many politicians and civil servants at the 
municipal level also express dispositions marked by political cynicism—they often 
express that it is foolish to waste time on collective actions, electoral politics, or 
administrative reform as paths to more cohesive urban development.  People abdicate 
their and the government’s responsibilities in general and cling to vague but gripping 
notions of economic growth and middle-class values that in practice disavow the 
forces and interests perpetuating the need and scope of political society within and 
beyond slums.  Thus, they also perpetuate barriers to stronger accountability 
mechanisms.  Given the dynamics and structures of de facto sovereignty 
arrangements within these different formations and between these formations and the 
municipality, occupancy urbanism does not present itself in these two cities as tilting 
towards more democratic processes of urbanisation and civic politics. 
 
Contrary to Benjamin’s theses on occupancy urbanism, the slum, gaothan, and 
standard formations in Mira-Bhayandar and Kalyan-Dombivli are made primarily 
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from the practices and aims of what this thesis refers to as supply-side political society 
actors.  Through their variably coordinated occupation of structural and cultural gaps 
and contradictions, and through their occupation of space and appropriation spatial 
authority they shape the development different formations.  These occupations allow 
them to generate rents, profits, and social and political capital through their ability to 
shape how land is developed, who may reside there and for how long.  This also 
variably obliges them to mediate on behalf of residents of these formations to manage 
various levels of locality development and protection from eviction or demolition, 
presumably until such time this no longer is socially or politically obligatory.   For 
example, chapter 8 discussed how the ever hungry real estate market and changing 
development code regulations are showing signs of making eviction and demolition 
more likely than regularisation for those who hold tenure or power of attorney, their 
investors, and those who can appropriate rents from processes of ‘redevelopment’. 
 
Table 8 lists the dimensions of political society different chapters contributed to the 
analysis of and which dimensions were contributed to robustly, moderately, or 
suggestively.  Robustly, in this context, refers to dimensions that evidence and 
arguments contributed to directly and strongly.   Moderately refers to ones that can be 
inferred from the evidence and argument provided, but with less certainty.  Finally, 
suggestive refers to dimensions that evidence hints at, but where direct associations 
are not possible.  The dimension of secret clauses, by definition, precludes definitive 
empirical evidence, and in the end, always rests on interpretation.   
 
 
Table 8: Dimensions of Political Society Covered in Different Chapters 

 
 Mediat ion or 

Mediatory 
Inst i tut ions 

Salutary Neglect 
or Pol i t ica l  
Capture 

Occupancy 
Urbanism 

Secret 
Clauses 

Chapter 3 R R M S 

Chapter 4 R S N/A S 

Chapter 5 R M M S 

Chapter 6 R M R S 

Chapter 7 R R R S 

Chapter 8 R R R S 

Legend: R = Robust; M = Moderate; S = Suggestive.  
 



 197 

9.3 Conceptual and Operational Contributions 
 
Political Society 

In this study political society was operationalised for institutional analysis and was 
found to be a domain or circuit of civic politics more encompassing than civil society 
and the law within the three types of formations studied.  In brief, the historical 
antecedents of colonialism and incomplete and uneven transition to liberal-capitalist 
social relations led to the enabling conditions of structural and cultural gaps and 
pronounced material inequalities, and informal urbanisation that necessitate political 
society in order to maintain sufficient social cohesion, while not officially making 
changes in laws and regulations amidst political and economic disparities.   Political 
society is argued to have 4 dimensions: mediatory institutions indicated by the 
presence of brokers, fixers, and netas, political encroachment (consensual and more 
coerced), and marked differences between policy discourse and schemes and what 
takes shape on the ground; occupancy urbanism indicated by levels of unauthorised 
development and illegal encroachments, in particular those receiving some level of 
public services, small-scale, punctuated demolition and eviction drives, and retroactive 
or de facto regularisation; salutary neglect indicated by non-utilised or followed 
through upon capacities, foot-dragging and legislation on paper only, high levels of 
non-gazetted civil servant posts being filled with ‘political appointees,’ and wide 
spread principal-agent problems and vice-versa; and finally social institutions and local 
power structures guiding people’s behaviours in political society are also instituted by 
secret clauses and disavowed practices that are necessary for these cities to function 
amidst the geography of structural and cultural gaps and contradictions and 
pronounced inequalities, while at the same time maintaining the appearances of being 
sick of ‘corruption’ and calling for the rule of law.  Table 9 presents antecedents, 
enabling conditions, dimensions, and indicators of political society elaborated upon in 
this thesis. 
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Table 9: Explication of Political Society 

 

Contextualizing and Conceptualizing Political Society 
 
Historical 
Antecedents 

• Colonialism 
• High levels of poverty and categorical inequality 
• Incomplete bifurcated transition from feudal to capitalist 

class relations 
•  

Enabling 
Conditions 

• Structural and Cultural Gaps and Contradictions 
between elite and popular political cultures 

• Pronounced Material Inequalities 
• Laissez-Faire (informal) urbanisation 

Dimensions & 
Indicators 

Mediatory Institutions 
• Fixers, brokers, netas 
• Mismatch between discourse-policy and actual 

implementation 
• Politicians encroaching on administrative 

functions 
Occupancy Urbanism 

• Unauthorised developments and illegal 
encroachments 

• Variable access to services/protection from 
eviction and demolition. 

• Retroactive or de facto regularisation 
• Informal second circuit of capital 

Salutary Neglect or Incapacity by Design 
• Unutilised powers 
• defaulting to de facto powers 
• Feet dragging, endless drawn out deliberation 
• Principal-agent problems non-gazetted civil 

servant posts filled by ‘political appointees’ 
Secret Clauses 

• Formal institutions and norms of government 
not prevalent in practice 

• Significant rule bending and breaking with little 
or no reprisals 

• Public cynicism or resignation to ‘corruption’ 
 



 199 

Occupancy Urbanism 

Normally associated with slums this study found that slum, gaothan, and standard 
urban formations could each be considered cases of occupancy urbanism. 99  
Regarding Benjamin’s (2008) theses of occupancy urbanism, this study shows that 
occupancy urbanism is only contingently tied to poverty and ‘vote bank’ politics.  
Additionally, the autonomy these forms of occupancy urbanism have from the state is 
more attributable to the practices and capacities of supply-side political society 
actors—in particular those of MCs, landlords, and promoters who too often become 
vanishing mediators in these debates.  Occupancy urbanism, as a gradual mode of 
‘quiet encroachment’ (Bayart, 2004), has also been conceived as a check or ‘blockade’ 
(see Roy, 2014) on global and national financial capital interested in real estate and 
gentrification in general.  However, this study found evidence that occupancy 
urbanism can also be a process through which capital can be accumulated via the 
informal, more locally embedded, second circuit of capital.  Basically, it is not only, or 
perhaps even mainly, a strategy or mode of establishment in the city for the urban 
poor. 
 
 
Capitals, Capabilities and Achieved Functionings  

Chapter 4 conceptualised Bourdieu’s conceptual nexus of capital, habitus, and field 
leveraging insights from topological human geography and a critical realist method of 
conceptualisation.  This frame views capabilities and functions of capital as being 
constituted by the interlinked figuration of the bearer, other actors, and the status 
functions and deontic relations derived from social-spatial scenarios or fields.  The 
potential capacities and actual capacities of capitals, and the achieved functionings that 
materialise, need to be analytically distinguished in livelihoods and capability 
approaches.   This study also demonstrated that structural and cultural gaps, when 
occupied, become forms of meta-capital that many capitals of interest to political 
society’s field incumbents require.   Attention to structural and cultural gaps can help 
reveal ‘vanishing mediators’ between capitals and achieved functionings.  Figure 29 
displays the logical social structure of achieved functionings. 
 
 
Figure 29: Structure of Relations Shaping Functionings 

                                                
99 See table 7 in chapter 8. 

X becomes capital (Y) in field (F); X functioning as Y with Bearer 
(B) has value set A, and utility set B, and susceptibility set C. 
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 9.4 Suggestions for Future Research 
 
The complementary and contradictory relations between what we can call, following 
Lefebvre, the formal and informal 'second circuits of capital accumulation’ requires 
conceptual and empirical work. The significance of the formal second circuit has 
been argued concerning capitalist globalisation and the production of urban space. 
Gottdeiner and Hutchison (2011) argue in The New Urban Sociology that the 
property sector is the leading edge of uncoordinated and uneven spatial production of 
settlement space. However, these processes and relations receive little attention in 
studies on the informal economy or on political society.   
 
Secondly, the process of municipal incorporation and annexation, and to what extent 
pre-municipalization laissez-faire urbanization sets in path dependencies that may 
make it very difficult for the municipal corporation to produce serviceable and 
serviced urban land, needs to be examined. While the creation of municipal 
corporations can significantly influence the political geography of the their region, as 
well as the already existing governing arrangements on the ground, this process 
has been almost completely ignored in the literature on decentralization, urban 
governance, real estate, and spatial inequalities.  Why different state actors decide to 
push for incorporation where and when they do, who the local antagonists and 
protagonists are, and their motivations and political connections all need to be 
explored. Given the current focus on bringing land into the real estate market and 
altering development code regulations, the role of developers and landowners, and 
their political and bureaucratic ties, warrants particular attention.  Both how and to 
what extent this process is governed via political society channels and institutions and 
to what extent it alters them should be a central focus 
 
Lastly, the practices of salutary neglect, incapacity by stealth, or seemingly willing 
abdication of powers, perhaps governed by the domain of secret clauses, call out for 
more ethnographic work. 
 
 
 


