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INTRODUCTION 



	From the times of the Indus Valley Civilization, the people of India have a long experience of living together in urban communities. Extant cities more than 2000 years old include Varanasi (originated around 600 BC), Bhagalpur, Faizabad and Ujjain (500 BC), Patna and Gaya (400 BC), Allahabad, Madurai, Fatehgarh and Kancheepuram (300  BC), and Baharuch, Patan, Puri and Nasik (200 BC).� As far as the megacities are concerned, Delhi originated in 1030, Bombay in 1532, Madras in 1639, and Calcutta in 1690. Therefore the architecture of  many Indian cities exhibits a unique combination of the old and the new.



	This paper takes an overview of the trends and pattern of urbanization in India and examines some of reasons for this pattern. It then deals with the more pressing management issues related to urban areas, and finally discusses the possible implications of the ongoing liberalization process for the future of urbanization.



I

OVERVIEW OF THE 

PATTERN AND CAUSES OF URBANIZATION

	

	After Rome, it was London of the 19th century which became the next city to achieve a population of one million. India did not have large cities of a million plus till this century, but it is interesting to note that in the 1750s, going by Robert Clive’s opinion, “the city of Murshidabad was ... more populous than London.”� This shows a relatively advanced level of economic development in comparison to the rest of the world at the time.



	Gadgil estimates that at the commencement of the 19th century, India’s urban population was about 9.5 per cent of the total population. This was followed by a marginal decline as “the process of de-industrialization� which started in the 19th century continued upto 1921.”� Mitra et al (1980) have estimated� that a 1 per cent increase in the workers employed in manufacturing in 1901-11 increased the urban population by 0.27 per cent. This influence declined till 1951, but picked up again after that. The service sector began playing a role in urbanization from 1911 onwards, with positive coefficients ranging from 0.17 to 0.38. The transport sector played an important role from 1931 onward. This general trend confirms to theory according to which urbanization is driven by the manufacturing sector and the concomitant development of the transport and  services sectors.� All these influences show up in the steady upward trend  in urbanization from 1911 onward (Table 1 and Figure 1).� 



    Table 1: Percentage of urban population to total population in India, 1800-1993



Year�Population (million)��Percent urban���Total�Urban���1800�186��9.5��1872�206�18�8.7��1881�254�24�9.4��1891�287�27�9.5��1901�269�26�10.8��1911�252�26�10.3��1921�251�28�11.2��1931�279�33�12.0��1941�319�44�13.9��1951�361�62�17.3��1961�439�79�18.0��1971�548�109�19.9��1981�683�159�23.3��1991�847�218�25.7��1993��234�26.0��

Source: 19th century data are from Gadgil (1971:144), and Lal (1988:134). 20th century data are from India 1994: 20, and The Economist Book of Vital World Statistics (1990:18). Data for 1993 is an extrapolation, found in the World Development Report 1995, p.225.



			Figure 1: Percent urban, India, 1872-1993

	� EMBED Excel.Chart.5 \s ���	



	From the data, it can be said that the urbanization process� in India commenced from about 1911-21. The initial growth, till 1931, was extremely slow, but began to pick up pace as the influence of transportation sector expansion was added to the influence of the manufacturing and service sectors (see Mitra, cited above).  The steep jump between 1941 and 1951 is attributable primarily to the net migration of refugees to big cities after the partition of India. The growth rate between 1951 and 1961 is particularly slow because a new definition of urban areas was adopted in 1961, reducing a number of areas earlier considered to be urban. The following definitions of urban prevailed from 1901 to 1960.� 



(1)	Every municipality, cantonment and all civil lines not included in a municipality; and

(2)	Every other continuous collection of houses permanently inhabited by not less than 5000 persons which the provincial superintendent of census may decide to treat as a town.



	In 1961, a more stringent definition of urban areas was introduced:�



	(1)	All municipalities, corporations, cantonments or notified town areas;

	(2)	All places which satisfy the following criteria:

(i)	A minimum population of 50,000 persons;

(ii)	At least 75 per cent of the male working population employed in nonagricultural occupations;

(iii)	A population density of 1,000 persons per square mile.	



	The following classification of towns is now made in India.�



Class I: 	100,000 and above

Class II:	  50,000 to 99,999

Class III:	  20,000 to 49,999

Class IV:	  10,000 to 19,999

Class V:	    5,000 to   9,999

Class VI:	    Less than 5,000



	A declining trend in urbanization has been noticed since 1980. From 1970 to 1980, urbanization proceeded at the rate of 3.7 per cent per annum, but has declined to 3.0 per cent between 1980 and 1993.�





Pattern and causes of urbanization



	In the interest of looking at major trends, the experience of Indian urbanization can be broadly distinguished into three periods: pre-1920, 1920-1947, and post-1947.



a)	Pre-1920



	From the cities of the Indus valley civilization (Mohenjodaro, Harappa, etc.) to the capital cities of the various kingdoms and empires, the economic, geographical and political factors seem to have played a predominant role in early urbanization. Basically, this urbanization was (a) of an extremely limited extent - hovering around ten percent of the total population and (b) was based on commerce rather than on industry.



	Almost all the ancient cities of India are located on a perennial water source such a river, which provided not only drinking water but also transportation. Locating on the sea has been useful too, in terms of the trade opportunities offered. Ancient cities in the Indus Valley civilization and later, on the east coast of India, grew in prominence due to international trade with the civilization of the Middle-East and South-East Asia, respectively.



	All trade was not necessarily directed through port cities. Many inland cities also grew, particularly along the silk-route to China and along land routes to the Middle-East across Afghanistan. After the British came in, some of these cities, such as Delhi, continued to retain their importance, but their major contribution was the establishment of three new cities -  Bombay, Calcutta, and Madras - that owe their initial growth almost entirely to the expansion of trade with Britain and its colonies through the operations of the East India Company. One difference appears between them and earlier rulers. The British, initially as traders and then as colonial rulers, never appear to have planned to “settle down” in India as residents - as did the invaders from Persia (the Moghuls) - and thus did not disperse their commercial activities widely. Instead, they tended to agglomerate in the bigger cities, where a distinct pattern of  “colonial” architecture and spatial design was established.

	A vital factor for the development of cities not on the banks of major rivers or on the sea has been the growth of communication, either by road or by railways. The Grand Trunk Road which was laid down by Sher Shah� in the 1530s  from East Bengal to the Indus river provided a boost to the economic development of many inland cities such as Amritsar in Punjab (a city established in 1500 AD), Delhi, Mathura, Patna, and beyond. This ancient road has subsequently become the National Highway Number 1 of India. The railway system established by the British in the second half of the nineteenth century played an equally important role. The railways did not necessarily pass through the major established interior towns, and thus changed the relative rates of growth of various towns. But they were crucial to the growth of the megacities. As a result of the large concentration of commercial activity around them, the megacities developed shadow-zones� (in a band of approximately 75-200 km) where the growth of other towns slowed down. The three major ports and the capital city thus acted as focal centers� of urbanization in colonial India.



	Political factors have played a significant role in the growth of cities. People have preferred to live in cities which were secure - by being the capital cities of kingdoms. The history of India is a history of invasions, wars and political change. After the invasion of the Huns in particular, Indian cities came to be designed like a maze with narrow streets - at places less than 2 feet wide - to deter the free movement of invaders. Many of the cities grew up around forts of kings in small or large kingdoms. India had over 562 different political units at the time of independence in 1947�. The capital cities of these political units were thus the seed from which many of the large cities of today were established. Those which continued as capital cities of the states of independent India, have generally grown much faster than those which did not retain this privileged position. This also explains why Madras is not likely to grow very fast in the future. Though a port, it is not a natural harbor, but grew primarily as a major British administrative center. As soon as these special political incentives for its growth were diminished after 1947, Madras is in the process of being overtaken as a port by Visakhapatnam and Kozhikode (Cochin), thus greatly reducing its future growth potential.



	There have also been cities created artificially through various circumstances. Jamshedpur was created by the industrial group of the Tatas in 1911. After Delhi became the Imperial Capital in 1911, New Delhi was designed as a new twin city by Lutyens.� Cantonments can also be labeled as such new cities, such as Ambala Cantonment. These cantonments were primarily meant to house the Army establishments, and most continue to do so today. These newer cities are generally much better planned than most ancient cities.



	In addition to the factors listed above, many cities were established on the basis of their religious importance, for example, where there were major temples, such as in Puri and Varanasi. 



	As a result of the introduction of the Census in 1872, detailed statistics of the break-up of towns in size classes from 1872 onward are available.� We shall consider size-class analysis a little later.



b)	1920-1947



	As indicated earlier, starting around this period,� we observe for the first time in the history of India, a sustained increase in the urbanization of the population. Two things were happening simultaneously at this time. On the one hand, population had just begun to recover the losses of the period 1901-1921. This recovery can be attributed partly to the onset of the preliminary stage of Mortality Revolution in India,� though this effect is not quite clear. Jeffrey (1988:35) has confirmed the usual pattern whereby mortality rates were higher in urban areas than in rural areas because of  crowding and unhygienic working and living conditions. This meant that to grow at faster rates than the national population growth rate, urban areas needed a substantial inflow of immigrants. Alternatively, urban areas could have grown faster had the urban mortality rates became lower than rural ones at some point. Unfortunately, data could not be readily traced out to establish this turning point in mortality and to therefore evaluate the role of health services and sanitation in the growth of the share of urban areas in the total population.



	It is much easier to confirm the “pull” exercised by an increase in the industrialization of India around this period.�  The Indian economy had “suffered under British trading arrangements, which allowed British goods into India duty free but barred Indian goods from Great Britain by high tariffs.”� It has been argued by some that this led to a “de-industrialization” of India in the nineteenth century. This changed when Indians began to play a role in their own governance. There had been important attempts to secure self-governance by Indians from 1910 onwards. By 1917, “the British Government declared that their policy was ‘the gradual development of self-governing institutions with a view to the progressive realization of responsible government in India as an integral part of the British Empire.’”� In 1919, the India Act was brought in to force whereby “the old autocratic form of government through British officials was replaced in the provinces of British India by a new system under which responsibility was shared by Indian Ministers chosen from among the elected members of the new legislative bodies.”� The commencement of limited self-governance saw a re-structuring of tariffs in favor of indigenous industry. This, together with the war-time profits of Indian industry led to remarkable growth of Indian industry in the 1920s. The Steel Protection Act of 1924 boosted the share of Tatas in the domestic steel market from 17 per cent to 30 per cent�. The number of looms in textile mills doubled within the span of four years to 1923.� Thus, the “pull” effect exercised by industrialization appears to be the engine of  the increasing urbanization noticed from the 1920s.



	There remained (and remains to a large extent even today) the problem of inadequate social capability,� which was based on the British indifference (and later, relative indifference of independent India) toward the development of universal primary education in India at the cost of limited secondary education designed to produce clerks for their government organizations. Data show that social capability measured through the literacy rates did improve after 1921,� with the most rapid decadal growth in literacy occurring between 1931 and 1941.



	Year	Literate population as	Decadal growth 

		      % of total		   in literacy     _

	1921	 	7.2				

	1931		9.5		32.7 per cent

	1941	          16.1		69.5 per cent



	Therefore the impetus to urbanization can be attributed at least partially to the enhancement of social capability which encouraged the onset of the industrial revolution in India. We observe that the process of urbanization in India has been extremely slow not only during this period - but even till today, when we compare with urbanization in USA which progressed from about 20 per cent  in 1900 to 80 per cent by 1980, while India’s growth was from 10 percent to only about 20 per cent in the same eighty years. These differences appear to be attributable to the differences in the pace of technological innovation,� which in turn depend to a large extent on the social capability of the nation.



c)	Post - 1947



	After independence, and the enactment of the Industries (Development and Regulation) Act, 1951, there was a relative shutting out of the Indian economy from foreign influence as the infant industry argument took hold. This period was clearly the most successful period of India’s modern history. It witnessed fairly substantial economic growth per capita, a rapid decline in mortality, a fairly rapid increase in educational facilities, and pioneering work in the adoption of modern technology. Famines were eliminated,� thus giving the population a further upward thrust. Opportunities for jobs arose rapidly in the cities. 



	All this led not only to an increase in urbanization in general, but to the development of many entirely new towns. These planned cities have been categorized as follows:� 



i)	Administrative centers: Chandigarh (Punjab/Haryana), Gandhinagar (Gujarat),

ii)	Refugee towns: Faridabad (Haryana), Sardarnagar (Gujarat), Ashokenagar (West Bengal),

iii)	Steel towns: Bokaro (Bihar), Bhilai and Rourkela (Orissa), Durgapur (West Bengal),

iv)	Refinery towns: Sindri (Bihar), and 

v)	Model towns: Pimpri (Maharashtra) and numerous towns around New Delhi.

	vi)	Twin Cities: New Bombay 



c.i)	Pace of urbanization 	



	We have touched upon this aspect briefly earlier, in relation to Figure 1. Between 1947-1950 there was a huge increase in urbanization as the migrants from Pakistan after the partition settled mostly in the larger urban centers. Between 1950 to 1960, however, there was a relative slowing down of the pace of urbanization. But as mentioned earlier, a major portion of the growth of cities can be accounted for through migration. For example, the net share of migration in the growth of urban areas in India between 1970-75 was 44.7% of the increase.� 



	There is an ongoing debate between “push” and “pull” theorists on the relative impact of various factors in determining the pace of migration. Hoselitz put forth the view in 1955 that India is “over-urbanized,” and that “Indian city growth can be explained in large part by rural conditions that are pushing migrants to the cities, rather than by urban conditions that are pulling them there”(Becker, et al, 1992:5). This meant that basically it was the problem of rural poverty and unemployment that was pushing people to urban areas. In fact, in the first decade after independence, it is quite possible that push factors might have been significant - confirming Hoselitz’s view. This is because of dire poverty in rural areas, and the negligible increase in agricultural productivity and jobs. 



	But this situation changed dramatically after 1965 with the success of the Green Revolution. We know from various studies such as by Barnes� that it is not necessary for migrants to move to urban areas alone. There is a high probability of their moving to other - more productive - rural areas. The technology of the Green Revolution by increasing productivity, therefore channeled migration from less productive to more productive agricultural areas (e.g., from Bihar to Punjab). The simultaneous rapid increase in irrigation meant that three crops could now be cultivated each year, and new areas which could be brought into cultivation. 



	But the situation is changing once again. The technology of the Green Revolution led to successively greater capital intensity on the farms. Today, India produces not only enough food grain for itself but is one of the biggest exporters of rice, wheat and sugar. The percentage of people living below poverty has also dramatically declined in the past decade. The price and income inelasticity of demand for agricultural products has meant loss of jobs in rural areas. This has once again acted to bring back into play the “push” factor from rural to urban areas.



	Mills and Becker (1986:197) found in the 1980s that “India is not highly urbanized for its stage of development,” meaning thereby that there are sufficient “pull” factors which are not somehow impacting on the pace of urbanization. This indicates a kind of under-urbanization. In 1992, Becker et al attribute this to “manufacturing [which] was an engine of past city growth in India, although the engine was not running very fast.”� Many studies have established that there relatively powerful “pull” factors at work.� It can be readily established that it was the “pull factor” that played the major role in attracting migrants to urban areas, from the fact that in 1976, the rural/ urban wage ratio was 0.57.� The wage differential has favored the urban dweller. Now, as Mills and Becker (1986:175) correctly point out, given labor market clearing, “[i]n equilibrium, real wages for labor of comparable skills are expected to be equal across sectors.” They therefore try to close the gap by suggesting other factors which might compensate a person for living in rural areas. This does not seem to be quite true. One can point out that (a) labor markets are sticky and (b) were it not for the existence of disequilibrium and the income differential observed above, there would be no incentive for migration.



	The above discussion should not lead to a conclusion that it is only industrial jobs that cause the movement into urban areas. The role of the informal service sector has been extremely important in the growth of the bigger cities. Illiterate and unskilled migrants are able to find work as rickshaw-pullers,� railway coolies,� thela-pushers,� or other daily-wage work. Hospitals, universities, and commercial centers are primarily located in urban areas. Therefore, there is a much higher concentration of professionals such as doctors, businessmen, and educationists in large urban areas than in smaller ones. Each of these professionals then becomes a node for attracting a certain employment� and rural clientele.



	There are other pull factors operating in the economy too, some of which seem to be specific to India. We list out some of these factors in the Annexure I, to avoid going into too much detail here. As a result of the operation of these push and pull factors, the direction of structural change in India (Table 2) is seen to be following the general pattern established by the experience of developed countries of a move toward the secondary and tertiary sectors. 

	

                    Table 2: Distribution of Gross Domestic Product (%) in India

�1970�1993��Agriculture�45�31��Industry�22�27��Manufacturing�15�17��Services�33�41���115�116��Source: World Development Report 1995, p.166.



	Despite the low share of agriculture in GDP, the proportion of labor employed in this sector still remains high (Table 3).



	               Table 3: Distribution of the work force in 1991 (% of total)



�Wage�Non-wage�Total��Agriculture�1.5�61.7�63.2��Industry�3.7�10.5�14.2��Services�9.4�13.2�22.6��Source: World Development Report 1995, p.148



c.ii)	Pattern of Urbanization - size-class analysis



	A consistent pattern emerges through size-class analysis (Table 4) being essentially a process of migration to big cities.









	          Table 4: Percentage of urban population in various size-classes



Class of Town�Percentage of urban population in the concerned size class��������1901�1951�1961�1971�1981�1991��I:  > 10000�26.0�44.6�51.4�57.2�60.4�65.2��II: 50000-99999�11.3�10.0�11.2�10.9�11.6�11.0��III: 20000-49999�15.6�15.7�16.9�16.0�14.3�13.2��IV:10000-19999�20.8�13.6�12.8�10.9�9.5�7.8��V: 5000-9999�20.1�13.0�6.9�4.5�3.6�2.6��VI: <5000�6.1�3.1�0.8�0.4�0.5�0.3��								Source: India, 1994: p.20.



a)	Class I cities



	Medium sized towns seem to have grown rapidly and entered the Class I category. Some Class I towns have grown extremely fast: e.g., Guwahati has grown from 122,981 in 1971� to 584,342 in 1991.�  The following list shows how the number of Class I  towns has increased:



		1901	44� 			1981	216�

		1961	114� 			1991	304�

		1971	134� 



	An important functional classification of Indian cities was worked out by Asok Mitra. Ramachandran (1989:186) has determined the breakup of Class I cities based on the Mitra analysis for 1981 and found that 36.5% of the cities were based on manufacturing, 35.6% were based on trading, 18.7% were based on services, 4.1% on transport, 3.6% were artisan-based cities, and 1.3% were either mining or plantation based cities. Comparative data (if available) would surely show an increasing trend of manufacturing-based cities.



	Even among the 100,000+ class, it is basically the million+ cities which now take up the lion’s share of urban population - of about 34 per cent.�  These metropolises (cities with population over one million) have increased from 8 in 1971� to 16 in 1991 (22 if urban agglomerations are considered).�











Figure 2: Size-breakup of Indian urban population (refer to Table 4), 1991

(shaded areas represent Class I cities) 

� EMBED Excel.Chart.5 \s ���







b)	Megacities: 



	Among the megacities, the rates growth are illustrated in Tables 5 and 6. 



Table 5: Population growth rates of the five largest urban agglomerations in India (1950-85)



CITY�1950-55�1955-60�1960-65�1965-70�1970-75�1975-80�1980-85��Calcutta�2.05�2.32�2.34�2.37�2.96�2.91�2.76��Bombay�3.29�3.55�3.64�3.68�3.63�3.47�3.32��Delhi�4.89�5.15�4.47�4.39�4.84�4.76�4.61��Madras�1.92�2.19�5.55�6.08�3.81�3.26�3.11��Bangalore�4.21�4.47�3.35�3.20�5.66�5.95�5.80��Source: United Nations�

















Table 6: Population Estimates and Projections for Indian Megacities, 1950-2000

(first entry is of population in millions, and below that is the % share of urban population)



CITY�1950�1960�1970�1980�1985�1990�2000��Calcutta�4.52�5.62�7.12�9.54�10.95�12.54�16.53���7.32�7.08�6.49�5.91�5.66�5.41�5.01��Bombay�2.95�4.15�5.98�8.53�10.07�11.79�16.00���4.78�5.23�5.46�5.29�5.20�5.09�4.85��Delhi�1.41�2.33�3.64�5.87�7.40�9.13�13.24���2.29�2.94�3.32�3.64�3.82�3.94�4.01��Madras�1.42�1.74�3.12�4.44�5.19�6.03�8.15���2.30�2.20�2.85�2.75�2.68�2.60�2.47��Total �10.3�13.84�19.86�28.38�33.61�39.49�53.92���16.69�17.45�18.12�17.59�17.36�17.04�16.34��Source: United Nations�



	It is a question worth examining whether Indian urbanization pattern exhibits primacy. According to Sita and Chatterjee (1990:140), “a primate-city growth pattern is discernible in all the four elemental regional metropolitan systems of India. ... The primate-city metropolises stand out as ‘enclaves,’ with a sharp distance-decay in levels of development being apparent around them.” Tables 6 shows that primacy increased slightly in India since 1950, but is in decline after 1970 as the percentage share in urban population of the 4 megacities has declined from 18.12 in 1970 to 17.04 in 1990.



	This pattern of growth (seen in Tables 4,5 and 6) can be partially explained by the fact that the boundaries of very large cities are expanding, thus absorbing neighboring villages and towns.� Another important cause for this appears to be that  each town or city possesses a “shadow-zone” in which commercial activity in neighboring smaller towns becomes redundant, and hence “spaces” grow between towns. This is related to gains from economies of scale. The larger a city, the larger are the same economies, and potential for diversification as well as product differentiation, keeping other things constant. 



	Additionally, the informal sector in the large cities of India is surprisingly dynamic, as seen from the study of slums Bombay by the International Council on Social Welfare, Bombay (1983). Most people who migrated into Bombay got their first job within six months. The most prominent sectors of work were manufacturing, personal services (restaurants/ tea shops, etc.), transportation, and trade and commerce (ibid:99). This sector has been increasing in productivity at a much higher rate than other sectors. Between 1960 and 1981, for example, Becker, Williamson and Mills found that there was a substantial increase in the productivity of the urban informal sector.













Table 7: Estimated Growth in Total Factor Productivity in India in urban areas, 1960-81



Period		Manufacturing	Modern services     Informal services	Public services	

1960-64		3.56		- 0.40		  3.23		     -0.38

1965-71	          - 0.76		  0.45		  1.07		      0.13

1972-77		3.23		  2.34		  2.34		      0.90

1978-81		1.00		  1.28		  1.32		      1.45	

�Source: Becker, Williamson and Mills (1992), cited in Williamson (1992)



	Despite this, the informal sector is now becoming a bottleneck in urbanization as there is very poor upward mobility of its members, particularly those who live in slums (as most of them do). Most of the slum-dwellers in Bombay have lived in the same slum for over 15 years.�



Increasing Negative Externalities



	It is worth examining whether the slowdown in the growth of megacities has been due to increasing diseconomies of scale (e.g., crowding effects) and negative externalities (e.g., pollution). It is very difficult to come to a clear conclusion on this.



	According to many authors, negative effects have set in a big way in developing country cities. Linden (1996) points out that “[t]o live in Mexico City or Delhi is to live in a place where the basic elements of life - air, water, and soil - have become inimical to health.” Many cities in the developing world now have levels of air pollution (particulates and sulfur dioxide) five to ten times the levels found in the developed countries. Some readily available comparisons between USA and India are given below.



	Table 8: Average mean concentration of suspended particulate matter ((g m-3)

			1984			1985	

Chicago       (CCI)	  98			104

Birmingham (CCC)	  74			  71

	       (CCI)	  89			  87

Bombay       (CCC)	104			175

			230			227

Calcutta       (CCC)	412			374

Delhi	       (CCC)	481			439

	       (CCI)	498			488       _   

Source: Statistical Yearbook, 39th edition. p.755.



	It is not only air pollution that has become problematic. Water pollution has become endemic in the larger cities. The effluents from Bombay have increased mercury levels in the Thane Creek to extremely high levels.�  Apart from pollution, disease has re-emerged in urban areas in a big way. Kanpur has almost four times the infant mortality of Delhi.�  In 1994, the plague broke out in Surat - primarily because of the deplorable sanitation condition in the city and spread to many parts of India. Though it was quickly brought under control, sanitation concerns are significant in India.



	A negative externality or a diseconomy of scale which is becoming significant is the increase in crime. Even in 1967, the differential in crime rates between the country as a whole and the megacities was quite large. While 1725 crimes were committed per million population in India, the crime rate in Bombay was 5550, and 5959 in Madras.�  A small part of this could be attributed to the better reporting of crime in the larger cities, but most of it appears to be a consequence of  disparities in incomes, and possibly to tensions caused by competition.



	A major diseconomy of scale is the over-crowding found in large cities. I have not been able to dredge out recent statistics, but these data relating to Calcutta will suffice to illustrate the problem of crowded housing.



		Table 9: Population per house in Calcutta, 1821-1971

	

	1821	2.6		1921	20.6

	1831	2.6		1931	16.8

	1837	3.5		1941	27.5

	1850	6.7		1951	31.0

				1961	24.6

				1971	23.5

Source: Ghosh, et al, 1972:78.



	The trend toward increased crowding seems to have reached a high level quite early in the century. These data point to very dense living conditions in megacities. Going by impressionistic perceptions, it is more than likely that there is a much higher level of crowding in urban areas in general and megacities in particular today, than ever before. 



	Despite these negative effects and though such matters come into consideration when considering the sustainability of urbanization, it is not quite obvious how these negative externalities have actually begun to impact on the growth of cities. In the long run, one could take either the pessimistic view that urbanization will be impeded by these factors, or one could take an optimistic view that problems of this nature will lead to their own solution through increased motivation among the residents to innovate and manage their problems. The latter is the kind of view made popular by work of Julian Simon.� Going by the historical record, according to which developed countries have quickly turned around their environmental pollution problems in the past twenty years, based on the motivation to seek solutions, it is not being over-optimistic to believe that matters related to sustainability will be dealt with successfully by Indian cities in the future. This does not mean that the problems should be ignored or wished away. This brings us to the importance of management of the urbanization process.



II

MANAGEMENT OF URBANIZATION



	Despite an extremely slow growth in urbanization compared with many other developing countries, India has not coped well with problems that arise from this process. Some people tend to compare this “mismanagement” of today with the colonial past when the British designed excellent cities such as New Delhi. But it is important to realize that the objectives of the British were not related to removal of poverty but to their own self-aggrandizement in a colonial set-up, and further, the growth rates witnessed by the larger cities in their time were relatively much lower. The crucial difference between the colonial and post-colonial period - as already hinted at above - has been the very strong emphasis, after 1947, on rural development, agriculture and removal of poverty. Most of the political leaders of India come from rural or semi-rural constituencies, and have strong beliefs in the development of rural communities. Accordingly, in the government, interest in urban issues has been minimal. Even till today, civil servants of India are not taught urban management issues at the National Academy of Administration at Mussoorie, where they are taught before going to the districts, even though almost all municipalities and metropolitan development corporations or authorities in the country are headed by civil servants.� While the emphasis on agriculture has paid off well, it is clear that as industrialization proceeds apace, much greater emphasis will have to be placed on urban management issues, or India risks the grim possibility of becoming an anarchic slum, after having virtually ignored urban development for fifty years. 



	Though the urban populations are more vocal and therefore “heard” better, yet it is the urban poor who are being marginalized in the political process. A fact little discussed in the literature is that the delimitation of constituencies has been frozen based on the population level of 1979. This has meant that even though urban areas are growing extremely rapidly compared to the rural areas, their representation has been frozen to a time when their representation was merely 18-20% of the population. Thus the marginal urban migrant has increasingly become invisible in the political process, particular since that immigrant is also invisible in the economic sector, being primarily employed in the informal sector. 

	Under the Constitution of India, the national government has no powers or responsibility with regard to urbanization.� However, the management of  urban areas in India is coordinated at the central government level. “The earliest attempts at town planning and development came in the form of Improvement Trusts that were established under special enactments in Bombay in 1898, in Calcutta in 1911 and in U.P. in 1919, followed by a number of enactments elsewhere. Improvement Trusts are ad-hoc bodies created for the purpose of city development including the opening-up of congested areas and removal of slums. They develop new areas, regulate construction of buildings, build a drainage system and undertake other measures for the planned development of cities” (Singh, K.N., 1978: 4). Urban planning was initially under the Town and Country Planning Organization under the Ministry of Health (ibid: 11). Today, the Ministry of Urban Development looks after urban management issues.



Inefficiency of institutions 



	K.N. Singh (1978:3) has pointed out that “[t]he existing municipal machinery lacks the necessary perspective, the administrative machinery and the resources to keep pace with rapid urban growth.” This is compounded by the lack of expertise in this area. Bose (1973:22) stated that “[t]here is hardly any university in India which gives a course in Urban Economics or Urban Demography. There are hardly any studies on the economics of urban housing, rent control, land speculation, etc. The related subjects of urban water supply, electricity , transport, etc., have yet to appeal to the imagination of our economists. The result is that town planners have a virtual monopoly in this field but, surely, urban development is much more than zoning and town planning.” While carrying out a study on Delhi, commissioned by the Ministry of Works, Housing and Supply, Bose (1973) could not procure “an up-to-date map of urban Delhi showing all the colonies - authorized as well as unauthorized. Most of the available maps are hopelessly out of date.” Till today, there does not exist a map in India close to the accuracy and detail available in the publicly available street directories sold in the developed countries. While international agencies now seem to have highlighted the necessity of building institutions in developed countries, the task is formidable in India, and needs to be taken up in a big way.



Veil of secrecy and corruption



	Corruption is extensively rampant in institutions that manage urban development. One of the major reasons for its existence seems to be the culture of secrecy prevailing in these institutions. This makes it necessary to meet with clerks and petty bureaucrats in small chambers in order to resolve issues. A consequence of this obsession with making “quick money” is the disregard toward maintenance of professional standards, since the rewards system is not related to performance but to the political clout one has, and the political clout the bureaucrat develops is usually a direct function of the illegal wealth he possesses. It would not be out of place to mention here that as this is being written, Sheila Kaul, a Governor of one of the states of India, is being investigated because during her tenure as the Minister of Urban Development she allotted shops to her relatives, friends, employees  and some officials of the Directorate of Estates without public notice or calling of applications. 



Inadequacy of Master Plans



	A seeming way out of the problem would appear to have “Master Plans” for each city. In fact, this strategy was adopted since 1915 when the Bombay Town Planning Act was passed.� After independence, Master Plans were designed for most towns and cities, but these were not enforced. Additionally, the plans were not well-coordinated among different departments, and events including political ad-hocism referred to above, quickly made them redundant. There is need for a more dynamic public policy than such outdated strategies.



Insufficient funding and ad-hocism



	While it appears that a disproportionate amount is spent on the urban sector, it is just not sufficient. The lack of involvement of the people, particularly the private industrial and commercial sector, has meant an inadequate resource allocation to this sector. Bose (1973:14-15) has pointed out the tendency in the economic planning machinery of India to “concentrate on the preparation of city development plans rather than on finding the money to implement them.” There is an associated issue of ad-hocism. Bose shows how during the 4th Five Year Plan, initially an allocation of Rs. 10 million was made for Calcutta. But given sudden political compulsions, this allocation shot up to Rs.1500 million. No sensible management can be contemplated in such a system. 





Distrust of private initiative 

	Bose (1973:181) made some excellent recommendations in 1973 for the DDA (Delhi Development Authority). He wanted the DDA to stop selling plots of land and to promote private developers instead, to whom land would be sold by the DDA on a no-profit, no-loss basis. These companies would then “build block housing and sell these houses at controlled rates to middle-class and low-income-group people.” While one would not generally support the argument to control on the prices of houses, the rest of the proposition seems to be eminently sensible. Unfortunately, this recommendation was not implemented because of the distrust of private initiative. The DDA did stop selling plots  thereafter but starting building houses on its own. This led to the creation of a huge, inefficient and corrupt machinery which not only constructed houses very slowly compared to the need, but built them of low quality and priced them beyond the reach of the people for whom these were meant.



Problem of the management of slums



	Even in the 1970s, about one-fourth of the people in all cities and towns of India lived in slums (Singh, K.N, 1978:1). Specifically, the percentages for the metropolitan cities of Calcutta, Bombay, Madras and Bangalore were 34, 25, 24 and 10 respectively, in the late 1970s.� If we include areas where urban services are absent, these numbers would rise even further. For example, Ayres (1983:148) has estimated that in the Calcutta Metropolitan District, in the mid-70s, 5.5 million people, or 57 percent of the population, lived totally without basic urban services. While talking about the state of the slum of Dharavi in Bombay in the early 1980s, a report of the International Council on Social Welfare (1983) said that, “within a few kilometers, it squeezes  in more than 420,000 persons. Grossly insufficient water supply and lack of sanitary facilities coupled with severe congestion create  subhuman conditions for the human masses. There are no roads to speak of; and the width of lanes running between the clustering shacks is less than two feet in most places. Here a seriously ill person or a dead body cannot even be taken out on a stretcher. It is as it were the very resilience of human species that is on display in these slums.” The inequity in the availability of social services is also evident: In the late 70s, a survey found that “in some of the slums, per capita availability of water was hardly 2 gallons per day per person whereas in more affluent areas it was approximately 150 gallons per day per person” (Mayur, 1981:92).



	Since the major problem arising from slums appears to be the poor upward mobility of the slum-dwellers (mentioned earlier), it is necessary to move people upward through massive investment in social services, particularly in primary education and primary health care, including provision of electricity, clean drinking water and sanitation. Prakasa Rao (1983:300) correctly points out that “[t]he short-term approach to relocating slums, or improving the slum environment and meeting the housing shortage, must be separated from a long-term approach of treating the slum problem as a part of the development problem. ... as long as slum generating factors - demand for low occupation and low income status workers - availability of slum shelter with slum hospitality and persistence of kinship network, operate and persist, slums persist, grow and multiply. Both social investment on better education and better skills to slum children and the younger generation should be given a high priority.” 



	Efforts in this direction have unfortunately been very meager. Instead, laws have been enacted to acquire slum lands by giving very low compensation.� This approach will definitely not solve the slum problem.



Inefficiencies caused by inadequate laws

	

	According to Chelliah and Mathur (1993), the Urban Land (Ceiling and Regulation) Act, 1976, and the Rent Control Acts have “proved to be the principal obstacles in the operation of the land and housing markets, and have neither permitted the land from entering into the market nor allowed housing stock to expand in response to the rising demand.” They summarize their view of the current legislations, regulations and the financial systems that regulate urban activities by pointing out that these, in combination, have not allowed:



	“(i)   	land from entering into the market and from being transacted.

(ii)	the urban institutions to adjust the tariffs of services either to inflation or what it costs them to produce them, and

(iii)	the municipal bodies to share responsibilities for the production, distribution, and maintenance of service with other agencies.”



	The Urban Land Ceiling Act of 1976 has priced the urban dweller out of the market�. A consequence of the Rent Control Act is the collapse of old buildings. In Bombay, for example, it is almost impossible to get tenants out of a building - no matter how old or dilapidated, while land prices escalate to phenomenal levels. This has led to incentives for land-owner not to repair buildings, leading to their natural collapse� after which the land is sold at its market price.



	An associated issue is of the absence or inadequacy of laws to regulate the demolition of single-use housing which is converted into huge apartment buildings. Many of these buildings come up without even the basic parking facilities. This has seen the virtual elimination of green areas in most parts of cities.  What is needed is a clear and well-planned land use regulation, designed to meet the requirements of the future, since the spatial structures and design of a city are rather sticky and can carry on for hundreds of years.



Some recommendations

	

	There appear to be some excellent studies and recommendations available on the management of urban areas in India. Many useful strategies are outlined in Bose (1973: Chapter 16), Rashmi Mayur (1981), and others.  Further, it appears to be feasible, using the immense comparative literature available on other developing countries, to avoid many of the pitfalls which are otherwise inevitable. Strategies have to be devised to enhance employment, promote housing, provide essential services such as water, power and infrastructure, to develop low cost technology, and to lower existing standards wherever possible. In particular, it is extremely important to build suitable political and administrative structures to manage the expanding urban system. People need to be actively involved through  social capital enhancing strategies such as neighborhood-level committees. “If ... urban Indians can be motivated, city government can get along without being so authoritarian.”� A detailed discussion of these aspects would take us beyond the scope of this paper.



III

URBANIZATION IN THE FUTURE



	The economic scene in India is undergoing extremely rapid change�. The liberalization process now under way is likely to have consequences both on the rate of urbanization as well as on its pattern. 



Rate of change 



	While it is always interesting to contemplate the future, we must recognize the serious limits to forecasting. For example, a comparison was made between projections by six different sources of India’s urban population growth between 1981-2001 in Becker et al (1992:170). What strikes one most about these projections is how all of them have gone wrong - by smaller or larger margins. The faux pas in estimating the size of Mexico City at the turn of the century by international organizations is too well known to recount here. Therefore it is more than likely that the forecast made here will turn out to be entirely inaccurate. This is but natural, given the complexity of issues involved in urbanization. It is to be admitted, however, that there is now an increasing sophistication in the models used to make estimates, with the BMW model (Becker et al, 1986) incorporating economic forces which other models do not. It would be a worthwhile endeavor to improve upon the BMW model to achieve greater levels of accuracy in the future.



	The effects of the ongoing liberalization in India in terms of greater private sector participation in industrialization and absence of locational constraints can surely mean one thing - greater urbanization. If the process of liberalization were to be completed, it seems plausible that urbanization should proceed at an accelerated pace, thus reversing the deceleration in trend noticed in the 1980s. Against this view is the very strong view of Becker et al (1992:179) that “the extent of the future slowdown will be conditioned by the economic environment surrounding the urban transition, but even the most favorable city growth environment is unlikely to reverse the slowdown.” 



	But Becker may not be quite correct in assuming that the fastest growth rates of Indian cities are behind us. India could see growth rates of GNP which have been seen in the 1970s and 1980s in many South-East Asian countries, and as a direct spin-off of these economic forces, we should also see urbanization rates which have been seen in many of these countries. It is not therefore entirely irrational to expect urbanization to exceed least 50% by 2025 AD. Now, the World Bank (1995) has estimated that India’s population in 2025 AD will reach 1.392 billion. Assuming this to be a valid forecast, if 50% of these people were to live in urban areas, it would amount to an urban population of 696 million, against 233.5 million in 1993,� thus growing at 3.47% per annum. This figure does appear very high compared with the Becker et al prediction of a slow down below 3%. In other words, while the world’s urban population is expected to double in the next 30 years, it is a possibility that India’s urban population will almost triple. 



	This is an astounding number, averaging a net addition of 41,000 people each day into Indian towns and cities. One might be completely wrong in making these very speculative estimates, but change is likely to be in this direction, if not of this magnitude. It is vital therefore to pay greater attention to the task of management of urbanization.



Pattern of change 



	It is perhaps even more important to be able to predict which of the cities, including which of the smaller towns, will absorb most of these additional half billion people. There is a view that export promotion will lead to a decentralization of urbanization. For example, Chelliah and Mathur believe that “export-oriented industrial development, elimination or reduction of subsidies, delicensing of a large portion of the industrial sector and appropriate pricing of infrastructure and services will mean a change in the existing pattern of urban growth and distribution of activities over space. Export orientation could mean the growth of different types of cities, particularly the port cities.” But studies show that this might not quite hold, and the tendency to locate in the larger cities might continue.



	On the other hand, increased DFI (direct foreign investment) could lead to quite a different scenario. Even though power plants and infrastructural projects undertaken by these firms are often located in rural areas, their head offices are located in the megacities or larger metropolises. Thus there is likely to be a massive infusion of incomes into the metropolises. Already, the wage structure of many industries in India has been transformed as a result of the entry of MNCs. Starting salaries of qualified engineers have shot up from Rs.8-10,000 a month (four years ago) to nearly Rs.30,000 (about $900) a month today. This is raising the land prices in India to previously unimaginable levels. The immediate effect has been the moving out of the inner cities by the wealthy. Thus the same inner-city problems which are facing many cities of the West, seem to be on the way to emerging in India, with suburbs forming on the outskirts of megacities.  Businessmen no longer need to work in the heart of the megacities, particularly with better communications such as computers and fax machines. Urban change in terms of better quality of shopping centers, but much greater inequalities, is  also becoming more visible. 



	One of the aspects of reforms which would impact directly on the spatial characteristics of urbanization is the abolition of industrial licensing in July, 1991.� Licensing requirements only apply when an industry is established within 25 km of 23 large cities with population over 1 million,� or if it is of a polluting nature, or if it is one of eighteen strategic industries. This marks the final stage of a liberalization process that commenced in the 1980s.� Earlier, industries were not only told how much to produce (by setting upper limits on production), but what to produce (by preventing diversification) and where to produce (by directing them through incentives and licensing to backward areas). In the past, huge investments were made in building industrial estates in smaller towns in order to attract industry, but this policy has been largely unsuccessful, and has now been virtually abandoned. Liberalization will mean that industries will locate according to market forces, which means that they will predominantly locate in cities and regions which are already relatively well-developed in terms of infrastructure, literacy and other linkages. These forces would also tend to increase the relative importance of the larger metropolises. Before the liberalization, one of the ways of promoting equitable regional development was for the public sector units to be set up in “backward” areas. Now, with the virtual standstill in the establishment of new public sector units, and the likelihood of privatizing most of the others, such forces in favor of development of smaller towns are likely come to an to end.



	To be more specific, cities like Bangalore, Pune, Ahmedabad and Hyderabad, which have higher social capability in terms of highly educated people, are likely to outgrow large cities in Uttar Pradesh (e.g., Lucknow) or Bihar, where comparable levels of social capability do not exist. Major port cities like Bombay (which handled more than 40 per cent of India’s total imports in the 1980s) are likely to further continue growing as imports increase proportionately to exports. Details beyond this about the pattern of development will need to be investigated much more extensively by modeling the social capability, demographics, and industrial policy applicable to different locations. 



CONCLUSION



	This paper has taken a bird’s eye view of almost the entire set of issues relating to urbanization in India. Starting from a historical overview, we went into details of the rate of urbanization and the pattern of urbanization, particularly focusing on the larger towns and cities. Consistent patterns seem to emerge across time. The management issues were briefly sketched out, and it is clear that national urban development policies have been ineffective. An essential conclusion to be drawn is the need to strengthen institutions, as well as the need to involve people particularly from the private sector, in the funding and management of these institutions.



	Projections for the future are always extremely difficult to make given our bounded rationality. However, a reasonable projection is that about half a billion additional people will have to be accommodated in the towns and cities of India within the next 30 years. This brings us once again to the urgency of dealing with the management issues.
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ANNEXURE I



Some other “pull” factors in the Indian urbanization experience



	Lower level organized-sector jobs in urban areas are often very well organized, such as those of municipal cleaners. The work loads in these jobs are relatively very light while wage levels are reasonably high, with the formidable presence of major political leaders and unions who often resist any attempt to make these people work efficiently. Minimum wages are better enforced in urban areas than in rural areas. All this attracts people who would otherwise have worked  very hard (definitely more than 8 hours a day) in very poorly paid jobs as agricultural laborers.

		

	India does not have a social security system. Instead, a relatively efficient public distribution system for food and essential consumables has prevented the recurrence of famines after independence. These subsidies have enabled the poor to migrate to the urban areas without serious danger of starvation from the relatively higher food prices in urban areas. Apart from food subsidies, many other subsidies have been given to larger urban areas. Such subsidies have included things such as subsidizing public transport (e.g, in New Delhi), providing power at below-cost charges to urban consumers, spending relatively huge amounts on maintaining roads, expenses on public parks and recreational facilities, and so on. Further, access to public utilities such as clean drinking water, electricity, telephones, newspapers, higher courts, higher public officials, is dramatically enhanced in larger urban areas in comparison to smaller urban or rural areas.



	Another reason for increasing migration to urban areas is that the price line of many utility enhancing opportunities is relatively skewed in favor of urban areas: manufactured goods often cost less in urban areas which are closer to the source of production, or where the markets are large and hence turnover is large, than in smaller towns and villages. Second, the price line of many opportunities in terms of proximity to many forms of utility enhancing outlets such as larger libraries, more cinema halls, larger number of museums, greater number of eating places, etc., is steeply lowered in cities due to economies in the time taken to travel to these places. Since convex combinations are preferred to the corners, living in larger cities also gives greater choice in relatively differentiated commodities to individuals. 



	There is also a view according to which, “[t]he import substitution policies of the past several decades, reliance on the domestic as compared to international markets, and provision of urban services and infrastructure at subsidized rates, and licensing and countless regulations have tended to favor concentration of activities in capital cities and large market areas. Many of these policies have tended to favor the growth of metropolitan and other large cities”(Chelliah and Mathur,1993).



	Finally, there is a view, based on the research of Kuran (1995) that the utility function of a person can itself change, particularly the inter-generational one. This could happen through education and the experience of visiting cities. Furthermore, since the Asian Games of 1982, there has been a burgeoning of the mass media, particularly TV, leading to a multiplication of aspirations and thus heralding a change in lifestyle which is consumption oriented. Aspirations need not change only in favor of higher incomes (as Easterlin, 1995, has shown) but could change in terms of desired lifestyles. Consequently, the demand functions of many people can change in favor of urban lifestyles. One can do a thought experiment and check this out. Assume that an American living in Los Angles or New York is asked to move to a mountainous, rural area, and given the same income that he receives in the urban area.� It is my firm guess that most Americans would not move out unless compensated very highly for this move, even though as many as 80% of Americans lived in rural areas merely a century ago. This is because the utility function of the average American has changed considerably in this period. 

	

	However, it is also clear that not all people will move toward the city, even though they can hope to get a better wage. This is because of the essential traditional nature of village life and the absence of a major change in the utility function of the older or established population. Indian cultural roots being particularly deep, and the joint-family network being well-established, it can be argued that this aspect has slowed down the rate of migration to urban areas. Statistics also point to another aspect: that the lowest castes in the Indian caste hierarchy have tended to migrate much less to urban areas than the upper castes.� This can partially be attributed to their lower exposure to education and the media, thus reducing the change in their utility function, and partially to their low representation in urban areas even in the pre-industrial era.

� 	A table listing selected characteristics of Class I Indian cities of 1981, including their date of origin, is found in Ramachandran (1989:342).

�	Gadgil, 1971:142.

� 	Gadgil attributed this at least in part to the fact that “beginning in 1813, Indian exports of textiles to England faced prohibitive tariffs, although products sent from England to India were admitted virtually duty-free.” Others have debated this issue. We shall not touch upon this here, as the colonial experience is much too complex to be analyzed in this paper.

�	Pathak, 1981: 10. The de-industrialization is akin to the quantity equilibrium in the Stackelberg case of imperfect competition, with the leader (in this case Britain) forcing the production on the market and the follower (in this case India) compelled to reduce production.

� 	Mitra et al (1980:18-19).

� 	This is a well-established theory (for example, Easterlin, 1995).

� 	Table 1 has been constructed from various sources. Prominent inconsistencies have been observed between population data relating to the 19th century.

� 	Urbanization is visualized, in this paper, as a dynamic process.  “Urbanization, in the demographic sense, is an increase in the proportion of the urban population to the total population over a period of time” (Bose,1973: 3).

� 	Singh, V.P., 1983: 71.

� 	ibid: 71

�	ibid: 78. 

� 	World Development Report 1995. p. 225. This deceleration stands out prominently in comparison with various estimates: e.g., the World Development Report of 1984 estimated a growth rate of  4.2 per cent between 1980 and 2000 AD, the Planning Commission of  India (1986) estimated 3.7 per cent between 1981 and 1991, and Rakesh Mohan (1985) estimated 3.8 per cent for the same period.

� 	Majumdar et al, 1958:441.

� 	Sita and Chatterjee, 1990.

� 	Sdasyuk, cited in Sita and Mukherjee, 1990.

� 	Bhardwaj, 1974:4.

� 	King (1976) has written extensively on Delhi.

� 	For example, Gadgil (1971:156) gives the size-class break-up till 1921.

� 	As seen from Figure 1, it is extremely difficult to pin down the cut-off year to 1921. Perhaps 1911 will be an equally strong candidate.

�	Easterlin (1995) discusses the role of health services in the Mortality Revolution. Since health services were extremely poor till independence, it is not easy to date the period of commencement of the Mortality Revolution in India. However, there was a nearly 30% increase life expectancy of Indians from about 25 years in 1881 to 32 years in 1947. Infant mortality also declined from 228 in 1905 to 161 in 1946. Epidemics were mostly controlled from about the 1920s.

� 	It is well established in the literature that rapid urbanization is a by-product of the particular kind of technology fueling modern economic growth. Had the technology not required factories and large agglomerations for its exploitation, we would not have seen the growth of urbanization that has been witnessed all over the world. Large cities are able to provide not only skilled labor but also the markets where the large quantity of the products of the factory can be at least partially marketed.
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