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Abstract: In this paper we argue that infrastructure-led development constitutes an emergent
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I. Introduction

Saudi Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman announced the development of Neom in
the Kingdom’s northwest on the Red Sea coast in 2017. It is not only expected to diversify
the national economy but the glossy materials produced by Saudi Arabia’s Public Investment
Fund promise that Neom will also become the most exciting place to live and work on the
planet.! While media reports focused on how the proposed ‘megacity’ will dwarf New York
and London, Neom is actually a territory slightly smaller than Belgium that will incorporate
parts of Jordan and Egypt. It will supposedly enjoy semi-autonomous status, a rather liberal
governance regime and have world-class infrastructure to attract firms in strategic hi-tech
sectors. Ambitious projects such as Neom are emblematic of an emergent development
paradigm whose aim is to create and integrate dynamic sub-national urban systems into
transnational territories through networked mega-infrastructure projects. While Saudi Arabia
seeks to cultivate hi-tech sectors, many of these transnational schemes integrate resource
frontiers, agribusiness and production nodes with large-scale connective logistics
infrastructure. There is a bewildering number of examples of such initiatives and some of the
most illustrative include the Programme for Infrastructure Development in Africa, the Lamu
Port - South Sudan - Ethiopia Transport Corridor, the Initiative for the Integration of the
Regional Infrastructure of South America, the Abidjan-Lagos Transport Corridor Project, the
China - Pakistan Economic Corridor, the New International Land-Sea Trade Corridor
between Chongqing and Singapore, the Greater Mekong Subregion, India’s five demarcated
development corridors and China’s signature Belt and Road Initiative.

In this article we advance the argument that these initiatives constitute an emergent
regime of infrastructure-led development whose ultimate objective is to produce functional
transnational territories that can be ‘plugged in’ to global networks of production and trade.
Large-scale infrastructure projects such as railways, highways, dams, ports and regional
power grids underpin comprehensive territorial development plans geared toward extracting
resources, producing commodities, and moving goods to manufacturing facilities and finally
to market. These initiatives include strategies reminiscent of regional planning programmes
and practices from the mid-twentieth century, such as river basin developments, development
corridors, new towns and metropolitan master plans. However, in contrast to the postwar
period in which many newly-independent countries employed ‘spatial Keynesianism’ in
pursuit of the creation of an integrated national space economy that could foster import
substitution industrialisation, the contemporary regime privileges cross-border connections
and integration with global value chains (GVCs). The imperative of this emergent regime, as
demonstrated by policy discourse and investment priorities, is to “get the territory right” in
order to attract foreign investment, foster industrial upgrading and export-oriented growth.
By mobilizing spatial planning strategies from the postwar era in pursuit of neoliberal
objectives, infrastructure-led development offers an increasingly hegemonic rationale for
spatial planning and development policy in the Global South.

Infrastructure-led development highlights the durability of globalization and the
ongoing expansion of GVCs to emerging and frontier economies (Horner et al., 2018). It was
borne out of the 2008 economic crisis which served to discredit earlier aspatial varieties of
neoliberalism. In response to the crisis, the World Bank (2009) embraced state-led spatial



planning under the leadership of Chief Economist Justin Yifu Lin who advocated a “global
Marshall Plan” (Yifu Lin and Wang, 2013). Meanwhile, China sought to stabilize its
economy by funding infrastructure projects, while a decade of low interest rates in the U.S.
encouraged investment in infrastructure worldwide (Tooze, 2018). Infrastructure-led
development is currently driven by a “global growth coalition” that includes multilateral
development banks, multinational corporations, multilateral governmental institutions,
consultancies and some of the most powerful governments in the world such as China and the
U.S.

The paper is divided into four sections. In the following section we situate the emergent
regime of infrastructure-led development historically. We identify its origins in the consensus
surrounding regional planning in the postwar era, which unravelled with the rise of
neoliberalism. We then recount the imperatives and spatial manifestations of successive
rounds of neoliberal reform. In Section III we show how the current regime of infrastructure-
led development emerged as a result of the 2008 economic crisis and is driven by a global
growth coalition whose primary imperative is to “get the territory right.” We provide
quantitative data that illustrates how spending on large-scale connective infrastructure
increased tremendously in the past decade, and we introduce three mini-case studies of
contemporary infrastructure-led development initiatives. In Section IV we conclude by
introducing a series of questions surrounding the emergence of infrastructure-led
development regarding its developmental outcomes and impacts.

II. The rise and fall (and re-emergence) of regional planning

In the decades following World War II the creation of a well-integrated national urban
system and balanced space economy was considered a necessary precursor to the structural
transformation and modernization of newly independent countries. Planners in many newly
independent countries sought to address regional imbalances in national economies that were
a legacy of colonialism (Horton and McNulty, 1974, p. 178; Logan, 1972). These efforts
included river basin development schemes, new towns, development corridors and
comprehensive metropolitan plans, which, when taken together amounted to “spatial
Keynesianism” (see Brenner, 2004: Ch. 4). Many of these projects were components of
competing American and Soviet development aid and technical assistance programs which
constituted a second-wave of regional planning that was applied to what was then known as
the ‘Third World’ (Lippman, 1959; Berliner, 1958). The Soviet Union’s aid programme drew
on its domestic experience building industrial new towns in its vast hinterland and its
“hydraulic mission” in Central Asia (Shkvarikov et al., 1964; Suyarkulova, 2014), while
American assistance programs were modelled on the early-twentieth century first-wave of
regional planning epitomised by the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) (Ekbladh, 2002;
Sneddon, 2015). The TVA’s director celebrated the democratic incorporation of labourers,
who he euphemistically referred to as “dreamers with shovels” (Lillienthal, 1944), while the
Soviets celebrated the selfless worker willing to sacrifice for the realization of five-year-plans
and a utopian society (Kotkin, 1995). In practice American and Soviet foreign aid programs
sought to implement similar spatial planning strategies as the superpowers competed for the
loyalty of client states (Adas, 2000).



The UN Habitat’s first Urban Agenda passed in 1976 (p. 3 & 7) is illustrative of the
consensus surrounding spatial planning that had formed in the postwar era. It states that a
national human settlements policy should be “led by public sector action” and promote
“balanced development for all regions.” In order to ensure balanced regional growth, UN
Habitat advocated the development of “a system of intermediate settlements” and “growth
poles for relatively undeveloped regions” (ibid.: p. 11). The World Bank endorsed “integrated
rural development” plans, and it argued that “the advantages of a coordinated effort, focused
on a national plan or program for rural development, are almost self-evident” (1976, p. 33).
In a similar vein, its 1979 World Development Report urged governments to steer investment
to second-tier cities and achieve balanced regional growth. Leading regional planners John
Friedmann and Clyde Weaver (1979, p. 1) were understandably self-congratulatory when
they noted that regional planning had become “part of the established machinery of
government” and that there was “a growing consensus about theory and doctrine.”
Unbeknownst to them the world was on the cusp of political upheaval, and the electoral
success of Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan catapulted proponents of supply-side
neoclassical economics from obscure think tanks to positions of power.

The rapid rise of neoliberalism shattered the post-war consensus surrounding regional
planning, and the role of the state in newly independent nation-states more generally. In the
remainder of this section we trace the evolution of the objectives, policies and spatial
manifestations of successive rounds of neoliberal reform. We apply the framework of
adaptive neoliberalism developed by Peck and Tickell (2002), which periodizes
neoliberalism’s constant iterations into an initial roll-back of postwar institutions followed by
a subsequent roll-out of “neoliberalized state forms, modes of governance, and regulatory
relations” (ibid., p. 384).

A. Neoliberal roll-back: “get the prices right”

Proponents of neoliberal policies were steadfastly opposed to state-led regional
planning for ideological reasons, but it was a series of events in the Middle East and the
North Atlantic that sent shockwaves through the global economy and forced newly-
independent countries to abruptly abandon spatial planning initiatives. The successive oil
crises in the 1970s forced many developing countries to dramatically increase borrowing
levels (Krueger, 1987a). This was sustainable because of high inflation, which meant that
“the real rate of interest was negative for several years” and there “were even some years in
which developing countries’ real debt outstanding declined despite significant borrowing”
(Krueger, 1987b, p. 180). This changed when the US and UK began pursuing anti-
inflationary monetary policy in an effort to combat persistent stagflation — i.e. high inflation
coupled with unemployment. The US Federal Reserve raised interest rates from 10.5% in
April 1979 to a whopping 20% in 1980 (Trading Economics, 2018), and this led to significant
capital flight from developing countries as investors chased higher returns in the OECD.
Many developing countries struggled to service existing debt payments and ongoing
infrastructure development projects were abandoned (see Krueger, 1987a; 1987b). The first
full-blown economic crisis triggered by neoliberal reforms began in 1982 when Mexico
defaulted on its sovereign debt, and it was quickly followed by a host of other countries.



International financial institutions responded to the debt crisis with the ostensible
objective of achieving macroeconomic stability, and they subsequently imposed ‘structural
adjustment’ as a condition on countries that received emergency financial assistance.
Structural adjustment loans (SALs) were established by the World Bank in 1980 and
typically imposed a series of roll-back reforms that represented a repudiation of the postwar
consensus surrounding spatial planning, such as “fiscal adjustment, getting the prices right,
trade liberalization, and, in general, a movement towards free markets and away from state
intervention” (Easterly, 2005, p. 3). In a remarkable about-face from its 1979 World
Development Report, the World Bank — and the Washington Consensus in general — suddenly
prioritized “getting the prices right” over balanced regional development.

The development strategy endorsed by the Washington Consensus was aspatial (see
Williamson, 1990), but it impacted the spatial distribution of settlements. Agglomeration
tendencies were reinforced by policies that relied on market forces to distribute goods and
services (see Anyinam, 1994; Mattos, 1999; Grant and Nijman, 2004). By isolating regions
that policy makers had previously sought to integrate into national space economies
(Mkandawire and Soludo, 1998), the introduction of neoliberal reforms had “an inherent bias
towards the reinforcement of the colonial pattern of intra-national spatial disparities” (Owusu
1998, p. 19). The rollback of postwar development strategies was accompanied by the
devolution of power to more local levels of government (Faguet, 2014), while civil society
organizations were empowered vis-a-vis the state (Edwards and Hulme, 1996).

By the late 1980s state-led development strategies had been so thoroughly rolled back
that, according to Colin Leys (1996: 24), “the only development policy that was officially
approved was not to have one.” However, it became increasingly apparent that weak local
governments were not the best guarantors of free markets. In an effort to establish the
conditions in which ‘free’ markets could be realized, the Washington Consensus began to roll
out a series of market-oriented institutional reforms.

B. Neoliberal roll-out: “get the institutions right”

The World Bank’s 1989 report entitled Sub-Saharan Africa From Crisis to
Sustainable Growth began by acknowledging the durability of the prolonged economic crisis
in many African countries. While it insisted that “[t]he countries that have persisted with
[structural adjustment] reforms since the mid-1980s are showing the first signs of
improvement” (pg. 1), it also noted that “[i]t is not sufficient for African governments merely
to consolidate the progress made in their adjustment programs” (p. 1). The report asserted
that in addition they must foster an “enabling environment” for private enterprise: “Africa
needs not just less government but better government — government that concentrates its
efforts less on direct interventions and more on enabling others to be productive” (p. 5). Thus,
the World Bank became a staunch supporter of the “good governance” agenda (Woods,
2000), whose imperative to “get the institutions right” (Rodrik, 2007) became a further
conditionality of structural adjustment loans. While the basket of reforms varied from country
to country, these institutions typically included measures to reduce corruption, ensure
transparency, enhance private property rights and foster an investor-friendly regulatory
environment (McCarney, 2000).



The “good governance” agenda became the lens through which all development
issues were understood, including the growing awareness that infrastructure had entered a
general state of decline during the neoliberal roll-back period. The World Bank devoted the
1994 World Development Report to infrastructure, whose “poor performance” was cited as a
factor that could inhibit economic growth. The report concluded that “the performance of
infrastructure derives not from general conditions of economic growth and development but
from the institutional environment” (ibid. 6). The report stated that “a consensus is emerging
on a larger role for the private sector in infrastructure provision” (p. 7) and in instances where
state-led involvement in infrastructure was necessary the World Bank advocated “applying
commercial principals of operation” (p. 20). Thus, the role of the state was to establish an
institutional environment that would encourage private investment in infrastructure, and if
this was not possible the World Bank advocated that states assume the guise of an enterprise.
This refrain was repeated two years later in the 1996 World Development Report, which
targeted formerly planned economies. Again, the World Bank advocated privatizing state-
owned enterprises and assets, but commercialization was considered a second-best option that
“involves creating enterprises that, although still public, are similar in structure and operation
to private enterprises. Enterprises should be removed from the control of ministries and
converted into joint-stock companies reporting to a board of directors” (World Bank, 1996, p.
57). The articulation of the good governance agenda culminated with the 2002 World
Development Report entitled Building Institutions for Markets, and it maintained the position
that the role of the state is to introduce “competition as much as possible in those
infrastructure sectors where it can substitute for regulation” (World Bank, 2002, p. 152).

The good governance agenda resulted in the privatization of public infrastructure
across the Global South throughout the 1990s. The World Bank (2002, p. 151) noted that
although “private sector provision of infrastructure rose tremendously during the 1990s in all
sectors in all regions,” the growth in private investment in infrastructure “has been smaller
than might be possible” due to incomplete regulatory reform. There was scant contingency
planning to address the shortfall of private investment in infrastructure because most national
institutional reforms lacked a spatial component (see Barca et al., 2012). Impatient with the
slow pace of regulatory reforms and lack of investment at the national scale, policy makers
established zones with particular regulatory regimes designed to counter the country-specific
barriers that inhibited foreign direct investment. Indeed, the spatial manifestation of
neoliberalism’s roll-out period is the proliferation of demarcated territories within which
market-supportive institutions were established (e.g. special economic zones, free trade
zones, export processing zones) (see Ong, 2006). One study published by the World Bank
notes that “in 1986, the International Labour Organization’s (ILO’s) database reported 176
zones in 47 countries; by 2006, it reported 3,500 zones in 130 countries” (Farole, 2011, p.
17). The quantitative proliferation of zones was accompanied by a qualitative shift, in which
zones progressively incorporated more and more aspects of economy and society (Easterling,
2014; Shatkin, 2017; Murray, 2017).

The establishment of zones largely failed to meet the ambitious economic
expectations of planners. A recent global survey of SEZs found that “on the whole [SEZs]
cannot be considered as a growth catalyst in emerging countries,” and that typically “their
overall economic dynamism does not exceed that of the countries where they are located”



(Frick et al., 2018, p. 26). A study on African SEZs notes that they “are not yet contributing
to any significant dynamic benefits to their [national] economies,” and they “may shift
permanently and prematurely to a low-growth path” (Farole, 2011, p. 62). Similarly, the vast
majority of India’s special economic zones contribute little to export-oriented
industrialization and “SEZs occupying 10 per cent of the land are responsible for 90 per cent
of the total exports” (Jenkins et al., 2015, p. 3). Thus, even relatively modest attempts to get
the institutions right within demarcated enclaves largely failed to result in industrial
upgrading or export-oriented growth.

In addition to the establishment of zones, other innovative approaches to territorial
planning were piloted as part of the good governance reforms. Their focus was on fostering
endogenous growth factors and locally-embedded forms of institutionalized cooperation, and
they were a reaction to the deepening of uneven development engendered by decentralization
and the creation of strategically-designated export-processing zones (Pike et. al, 2017). These
approaches constitute a third-wave of regional planning — sometimes referred to as ‘new
regionalism,’ global city-regions, and the growth-with-equity movement (Scott, 2001). This
new regionalism was particularly influential with activist local governments, and progressive
academic promoters have theorized its possibilities in both Northern and Southern contexts.
They argue it holds potential to improve conditions of rural development as well as
metropolitan management (Boisier, 2000). Important contributions to this ‘third wave’ of
regionalism have come from Latin America, a region where neoliberal reforms occurred
alongside, and may have been buffered by, a wave of democratization and the deepening of
social and economic rights over the past several decades (Chapple e al., 2012). But even
within this context of institutional innovation and political empowerment, spatial strategies
reminiscent of second-wave regional planning, and predicated on large-scale infrastructure
investments and connectivity upgrades for logistics, have made a remarkable comeback in the
twenty-first century. As demonstrated by the example of IIRSA that we introduce below,
infrastructure-led development is largely embraced by national governments, promoted by
supranational institutions that remain extremely influential in the region, as well as
consultancies, financiers and new global actors such as Chinese state-owned enterprises and
new centres of finance.

In conclusion, the neoliberal period witnessed the expansion of global trate, but
economic activity that was offshored from the OECD became highly concentrated in a small
number of developing countries (Baldwin 2016). While these countries attracted FDI, many
other developing countries experienced deindustrialization (Rodrik 2016). This led to a
backlash against the Washington Consensus (Grugel and Riggirozzi, 2012; Svampa, 2015;
Behuria, 2016; England, 2018), and the 2008 economic crisis created a political opportunity
for those who favoured a renewed role for the state in planning and governance.

III. Infrastructure-led development goes global

There is a growing global consensus among national governments and supranational
institutions surrounding the merits of large-scale networked infrastructure such as roads,
bridges, pipelines, regional energy grids, railways, ports, airports and zones dedicated to
production and transportation. In this section we demonstrate that this consensus is animated
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by a global growth coalition whose hegemony is shaping an emergent regime of
infrastructure-led development. Large-scale infrastructure projects underpin coordinated
spatial planning initiatives reminiscent of strategies from the postwar era, and their primary
objective is to ‘get the territory right.” Centralized spatial planning is meant to constitute
functional territories that can be ‘plugged in’ to GVCs in order to foster industrial upgrading
and export oriented growth. We conceptualize this regime and show how the 2008 economic
crisis created the conditions for development policy to be re-spatialized. We will identify its
primary objectives, planning strategies and the key actors responsible for its hegemony. We
then present quantitative data that demonstrates a dramatic surge in spending on large-scale
connective infrastructure initiatives in the past decade, and we present three mini-case studies
of contemporary infrastructure-led development initiatives.

Table 1: Infrastructure-led development in historical perspective

Imperative Strategy Spatial manifestation
Post-war consensus | Create an integrated | Spatial Enhanced integration
and balanced Keynesianism and of national economic
national space state-led planning space and balanced
economy regional growth
Neoliberal roll-back | Get the prices right | Market Reinforcement of
liberalization, colonial-era spatial
privatization, patterns
deregulation
Neoliberal roll-out | Get the institutions | Good governance Proliferation of
right reforms, devolution | zones with particular

and empowerment of | legal regimes
civil society

Infrastructure-led | Get the territory Transnational spatial | Transnationally-
development right planning and inter- networked territories
city infrastructure designed to extract
projects resources, move and

make commodities

A. From the 2008 financial crisis to infrastructure-led development

The rediscovery of space and uneven development within neoclassical economics was
pioneered by Paul Krugman, whose research explained, among other things, how imperfect
competition and increasing returns could result in uneven development rather than lead to a
convergence of factor prices (1991; 1993). While Krugman’s research confirmed what
geographers had long known, his influence on economics doctrine should not be



underestimated. By awarding Krugman the Nobel Prize in 2008, the discipline’s elite
establishment signalled its approval of the spatialization of neoclassical economics.

The spatial turn in neoclassical economics was translated into development policy by
Justin Yifu Lin, who was in the unenviable position of becoming the World Bank’s Chief
Economist just three months before the dramatic collapse of Lehman Brothers and the onset
of the 2008 financial crisis. Born in Taiwan and educated in China, Lin was the World
Bank’s first non-Western Chief Economist. While Lin was well trained in neoclassical
economics orthodoxy, his understanding of development was informed by China’s rapid
transformation. He refined a theory of “new structural economics” whereby proactive
governments augment comparative advantage through deliberate investment in hard and soft
infrastructure (Yifu Lin, 2012). In this context, Lin argues that it is helpful to think of
infrastructure “as one more component of an economy’s [factor] endowments,” and
purposeful investment in infrastructure reduces transaction costs and “allow[s] the economy
to reach its new production-possibility frontier” (ibid.: 111-112). The ideas of Krugman and
Lin contributed to the 2009 World Development Report entitled Reshaping Economic
Geography, in which spatial planning was reintroduced in development policy making. The
report began “by elevating space and place from mere undercurrents in policy to a major
focus” (pg. 3). It stated that “spatial disparities in income and production are inevitable” (pg.
6), so rather than an instrument designed to deliver balanced regional growth, it embraced
spatial planning as a complement to market-oriented institutions. Thus, while the World Bank
maintained that “the bedrock of integration policies should be spatially blind institutions”
(pg. 23), it advocated spatial planning in some instances: “[A] foundation of institutions must
be universal and come first, investments in connective infrastructure should be both timed
and located well and come second, and spatially targeted interventions should be used least
and last” (pg. 25). Spatial planning was thus presented by the World Bank as a last resort,
when getting the prices and institutions right failed to have the desired effect.

Policy makers turned to this last resort in response to the 2008 financial crisis. The US
Treasury Department embraced loose monetary and fiscal policy, and offered fourteen central
banks near-unlimited access to dollars (Tooze, 2018). The availability of cheap capital and
low interest rates fuelled a global rush of investment in infrastructure — particularly in
“emerging markets” — which was bolstered by assessments of financial institutions and
intermediaries (e.g. sovereign wealth funds and pension funds) that infrastructure is a sensible
investment (Torrance, 2007; 2009; Clark, 2017). Meanwhile, as the world reeled from the
financial crisis, China experienced a dramatic decline in demand for its exports. The Chinese
Government responded swiftly and with conviction, and launched an unprecedented spending
program that “was the first truly large-scale fiscal response to the crisis worldwide” (Tooze
2018, p. 243). Much of this stimulus was initially channelled into domestic infrastructure,
such as an extensive high-speed rail network, and according to Adam Tooze (ibid., p. 251)
“for the first time in the modern era, it was the movement of the Chinese economy that
carried the entire world economy.” The Chinese stimulus took on a global dimension in 2013
under the leadership of Xi Jinping, with the inauguration of the Belt and Road Initiative
whose objective is to establish Sino-centric global production and trade networks (see
below).



Infrastructure deficits remain in many developing countries despite America’s
monetary and fiscal policies and China’s unprecedented program to build infrastructure
globally. The UN (2015, p. 8) estimates that between $1-$1.5 trillion is needed annually to
“bridge the infrastructure gap,” and the signatories of the Addis Ababa Declaration
committed to “facilitate development of sustainable, accessible and resilient quality
infrastructure in developing countries through enhanced financial and technical support.”
This provided an impetus to the ongoing activities of international institutions and
governments to invest directly in infrastructure. The World Economic Forum (2013), Asian
Development Bank (Bhattacharyay et al., 2012; Mitra et al., 2016), the African Union (2015)
and the African Development Bank (2019) have prioritized large-scale infrastructure
investment that promises to enhance connectivity and economic integration. Furthermore, a
host of institutions situated at various scales seek to encourage private-sector investment
through the implementation of regulatory mechanisms designed to generate revenue streams
from privately-owned infrastructure (O’Neill, 2013). The Institute for International Finance
(ITF) established an Infrastructure Working Group which “represents an important step
towards bringing together key stakeholders, with the goal of finding and promoting practical
solutions to financing the infrastructure gap.”" The G20 established the Global Infrastructure
Hub (GIH) in 2014 to coordinate infrastructure initiatives and facilitate private investment. It
operates a database of existing infrastructure projects in eight stages from “initial government
announcement” to “operations phase / construction phase,”'! which serves to match potential
investors with opportunities. The G20 subsequently established the Global Infrastructure
Connectivity Alliance in 2016 which is headquartered at the World Bank Hub for
Infrastructure and Urban Development, and whose mission is to “work across regions and
disciplines to promote cooperation, knowledge exchange, and meaningful progress in the
field of global interconnectivity.”” The Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (2018, p. 1) —a
global multilateral development bank that is essentially under Chinese leadership —
announced that one of its long-term aims is to “develop emerging market infrastructure as an
asset class.” Finally, key stakeholders in the private sector complement the efforts of
international institutions and powerful nation-states (Torrance, 2009; Dodson, 2017). Most
illustrative is the global consultancy McKinsey (2016: 3), which established the Global
Infrastructure Initiative (GII) in 2012 to identify “ways to improve the delivery of new
infrastructure and to get more out of existing assets.”

The international institutions, multilateral development banks, powerful nations-states
and key stakeholders in the private sector that are financing and financializing infrastructure
constitute a global growth coalition. Policy makers at the forefront of this emergent dirigisme
reject unbridled markets characteristic of the neoliberal era whilst remaining committed to its
objectives, namely the pursuit of industrial upgrading and export-oriented growth through
ever-enhanced global economic integration. Spatial planning — and infrastructure
development in particular — is identified as the missing ingredient in earlier rounds of
neoliberal reform. The World Bank Group’s consultancy service (n.d.) portrays spatial
planning as an antidote that can correct market and governance failures:

In recent years, a number of countries have experimented with various strategies to
correct market and governance failures within and across industries. One approach
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is to work with spatial strategies such as growth poles, growth corridors, and
special economic zones (SEZs).

Spatial planning is thus represented as a turnkey component of contemporary
development policy, and World Bank consultants offer to “help countries custom-design
spatial growth strategies” by “identifying the spatial growth tools available; and selecting the
best tool and optimizing implementation of the chosen approaches” (ibid.).

The aim of contemporary spatial plans is to ‘get the territory right’ through
internationally-coordinated investments in networked infrastructures, and to produce
territories that can be ‘plugged in’ to competitive global networks of production and trade.
Territorial designs resurrect regional planning strategies from the developmentalist era, such
as the creation of development corridors (Enns, 2018; Athukorala and Narayanan, 2018),
growth poles (World Economic Forum, 2013) and new towns (Lynch, 2018; C6té-Roy and
Moser, 2018). In contrast with the postwar era in which these strategies were deployed to
create or enhance national economic space, spatial planning is increasingly geared toward the
production of transnational territories.

Infrastructure-led development is first and foremost an industrial strategy that
integrates production processes across expansive geographies stitched together with extensive
logistics networks (Cowen, 2014; Danyluk, 2017). Indeed, signatories of the Addis Ababa
Declaration (2015, p. 9) affirm a commitment to advancing “the linkages between
infrastructure development, inclusive and sustainable industrialization and innovation.”
Similarly, the African Development Bank (2018: 64) asserts that “African countries can jump
directly into the global economy by building well-targeted infrastructure to support
competitive industries.” These initiatives integrate extended rural landscapes (Zoomers et al.,
2017) with a network of urban nodes geared toward specific value-addition activity.
Ultimately the infrastructure-led development regime is giving rise to functional territories
that constitute a globally-oriented geography of resource extraction, production, urbanization
and integrated logistic networks.

Despite consensus surrounding the practice of infrastructure-led development,
infrastructure construction and spatial planning is increasingly a field of great power rivalry.
The primary protagonists are China and the U.S., and they are engaged in a race to connect
isolated places through the expansion of infrastructure networks. Although the U.S. and
China are in competition to integrate far-flung territories into their respective spheres of
influence, they are largely in agreement on the practice of infrastructure-led development.
China’s involvement in the global infrastructure sector is well known, and we explore the
Belt and Road Initiative below. In contrast, the U.S. had forsaken the global infrastructure
sector until recently. A bi-partisan initiative signed into law by Donald Trump in October
2018 established the International Development Finance Corporation (IDFC), whose mandate
is to provide affordable loans for infrastructure projects to low-income countries that are
American allies (US Congress, 2018). The IDFC’s objective is to “provide countries a robust
alternative to state-directed investments by authoritarian governments and United States
strategic competitors” (ibid.). This thinly veiled reference to China was echoed in a more
explicit fashion by the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) (2018, p. 2), which argues that the
Belt and Road Initiative is “indicative of [China’s] intention to use economic means to
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advance its interests and enhance its global role by integrating hard infrastructure
development with trade and financial architecture.” In summary, superpower rivalry is
enhancing connectivity and shaping how places are connected to the global economy.

B. A decade of enhanced connectivity

The implementation of infrastructure-led development presupposes continuous flows
of investment capital to support the construction of connective infrastructure projects in
emerging and frontier economies. Data from the World Bank’s Public Participation in
Infrastructure Database” demonstrates that there was a decisive shift from a focus on the
privatization of city-based infrastructure in the 1990s, to the current emphasis on the
construction of inter-city infrastructure. Over the past decade infrastructure projects have
been concentrated in connectivity-oriented sectors in the Global South. In low- and ‘low
middle income’ countries the largest sector of investment was electricity. Approximately
80% of initiatives were greenfield projects, about 40% of which were in excess of $1 billion.
The case of Sun-Saharan Africa (SSA) is illustrative. Privatization of existing infrastructure
accounted for approximately 40% of projects in low and low middle income countries in SSA
in the 1900s, and ICT-related projects were the most numerous. In the past decade
privatization represented a fraction of total investment in the same countries, and the two
leading sectors in terms of investment and number of projects were electricity and ports. The
cost of individual projects, on average, has also increased significantly.

Such investments are part of the global proliferation of infrastructure space
(Easterling, 2014) and while they are reconfiguring geographies of inter-city and
transnational connectivity, many initiatives fail to get off the ground, are perpetually
unfinished or have unintended consequences. The article began with the example of Neom,
which was thrown into jeopardy as a result of the state-sponsored murder of journalist Jamal
Khashoggi. In contrast, many projects never materialize for mundane reasons. Indeed, large-
scale infrastructure projects have historically faced challenges because many firms
deliberately underestimate costs and risk in order to secure contracts (Flyvberg, 2007).
Furthermore, according to Swiss Re and the Institute of International Finance (2014) there are
a number of particular challenges in developing countries including underdeveloped capital
and bond markets, a lack of domestic institutional investors and outdated legal and regulatory
frameworks. Existing risks are amplified when infrastructure is transnational, but they are
offset by the potential for transnational infrastructure to generate lucrative returns. The
Global Infrastructure Hub highlights the advantages of investing in cross-border
infrastructure projects:

including access to a bigger market and potentially reduced demand risk. Multiple
studies have shown that there are many opportunities to be gained in upgrading cross-
border infrastructure, including benefits for trade and economic growth, which will
trigger further demand for better connectivity, and hence, more opportunities for
investment."!
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Finally, according to the AIIB (2019), some infrastructure investments are only viable
if they are transnational in scope. A recent AIIB report (2019: 1) stated that “many
connectivity infrastructure projects would only make economic sense if linked up as a
network to other countries and regions.” Thus, transnational infrastructure projects involve
heightened risks that inhibit investment, while they continue to be embraced by policy
makers and planners given their potential returns. Multilateral institutions such as the AIIB
are increasingly preoccupied by the challenges of coordinating transnational infrastructure
networks and securing private-sector investment. Nevertheless, the grandiose visions and
rhetoric surrounding large-scale projects tend to outpace their actual construction and
connectivity. In these instances the conceptualization of seamlessly integrated regions is often
not realized in practice, and instead there is a patchwork of selective connectivity (Liu, 2018;
Kanai and Schindler, 2019; Macrorie and Marvin, 2019). In the remainder of this section we
present three mini-case studies which are illustrative examples of infrastructure-led
development that demonstrate its global scope.

Belt and Road Initiative

China’s Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) is by far the most ambitious and
geographically expansive example of infrastructure-led development. Its immediate objective
is to cultivate Sino-centric global production and trade networks through the development of
intra-city and logistics infrastructure. It was inaugurated by Xi Jinping in 2013 and its initial
geographic scope on a Eurasian ‘belt’ and maritime ‘road’ in the Indian Ocean, has been
expanded significantly and it now incorporates European and Latin American countries.*!
This has required China to increase its state-directed outward investment (see Collier, 2018),
which eclipsed inward FDI in 2015 (England, 2018). Many multilateral development banks
and other institutional lenders have committed to supporting the BRI by undertaking or
financing large-scale infrastructure projects (Dunford and Liu, 2019). The result of China’s
outward pivot and its inexorable influence on global capital, has led to a bewildering array of
spatial planning schemes that integrate development corridors, special economic zones and an
extensive network of ports (Song et al., 2018; Meleckey et al., 2019; Wei et al., 2018).

In many ways the BRI represents continuity with regard to the central government’s
reversal of market-oriented reforms from the 1980s, in favour of the state-led urban-based
strategic sectors of the economy (e.g. construction and steel) (Huang, 2008). Its international
focus is novel, however, and according to Xi Jinping the BRI represents an inclusive variant
of globalization and addresses global deficits of peace, development and governance
(Dunford and Liu, 2019; Liu et al., 2018). However, it remains unclear whether the BRI will
facilitate a rebalancing of the global economy, and accelerate its reorientation toward East
Asia. While a host of BRI projects are indeed underway and Chinese state-owned enterprises
have proven resilient in uncertain economic times (Kwan Lee, 2018), the transfer of policy,
standards and spatial planning models represent significant challenges (Song et al., 2019;
Wiig and Silver, 2019). Furthermore, it is also too early to determine the impact of the BRI
on partner countries. While poverty rates have decreased and urbanization has accelerated in
Eurasian countries incorporated into the BRI (Chen et al., 2019), it is unclear if the BRI was a
catalyst for these changes. Certain places and sectors are ultimately likely to benefit from
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their deepened integration with the Chinese market, while places with competing
manufacturing sectors may experience industrial decline (Bastos, 2018).

Initiative for the Integration of the Regional Infrastructure of South America (IRSA)

Launched in the year 2000, IIRSA constitutes an unprecedented effort to link South
American infrastructure networks across national borders. Initiated by Brazil’s Fernando
Henrique Cardoso administration, the scheme received broad support from virtually every
country in the region. It initially aimed to coordinate infrastructure investments in the
transportation, telecommunications and energy sectors, thereby strengthening continental-
scale axes of integration and development. During the first decade, IIRSA was an effective
institutional vehicle for the realisation of modest cross-border roadway projects, and the
consolidation of bi-oceanic corridors that cut across erstwhile remote Amazonian and peri-
Andean regions (Théry, 2005). The scheme evinced a strong emphasis on corporate logistics
seeking to reduce intra-regional transportation costs and improve the global competitiveness
of South American exports through faster, more reliable and cheaper access to coastal ports
servicing global markets. Under the political leadership of Brazil’s federal government and
influence of related investment institutions, IIRSA served to export Brazilian capital and
corporate construction capacity to nearby countries (Hochstetler, 2014). Despite major
opposition in the local communities where infrastructure projects bore a direct impact, [IRSA
survived South America’s so-called ‘left turn’ and was incorporated to the South American
Union’s Infrastructure and Planning Council. The new discourse on social integration
espoused in the 2010s came with few if any revisions to the territorial designs planned in the
neoliberal era (Kanai, 2016). While continental integration may be disrupted by Brazil’s
political crisis and Argentina’s impending economic crisis, extensive investment in extractive
industries and a diversification of global investment sources give reason to expect further
infrastructure projects designed to integrate sub-national systems across international
boundaries.

Lamu Port — South Sudan — Ethiopia — Transport Corridor

As the name suggests, this ambitious project links sub-national urban systems in
Kenya, South Sudan and Ethiopia via rail and road networks. It also includes nodes geared
toward oil extraction and a pipeline for its shipment, as well as an airport, a port and three
“resort cities.” Components of the initiative date back to the 1970s and were planned under
the postwar consensus but never realized (Brown, 2015). The project is now more
comprehensive and has been repurposed to complement Kenya’s national development
strategy Kenya Vision 2030. Indeed, the Kenyan Government boasts that this “is the first
single Gigantic, Integrated, Transformative and Game-Changer infrastructure Project the
Government has initiated and prepared under Vision 2030” (LCDA, 2015: 5). It is also
integrated with other spatial development schemes, such as the Equatorial Land Bridge which
links East and West Africa, and the East African Community’s Road Network Programme
(LCDA, 2015; Japan Port Consultants, 2011). Thus, the project is designed to foster an
integrated transnational territory oriented around Kenya’s dynamic economy by
“enhance[ing] efficient, seamless inter-modalism in the country’s transport and logistics
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operations throughout the country and linkage to neighbouring countries” (LCDA, 2015: 2).
Kenyan President Uhuru Kenyatta stated that this project “will strengthen Kenya’s regional
hub status as the originator of trans-boundary transport projects, special economic zones and
free trade areas” (LCDA, 2015: 1). The overall project is divided into seven components,
each of which require significant private-sector investment, are at various stages of
completion and face unique challenges such as resistance from local communities and civil
unrest (Enns, 2019).

IV. Conclusion: Impacts and consequences of infrastructure-led development

Infrastructure-led development is geared toward the design and production of
comprehensive cross-border territories that integrate resource frontiers and industrial hubs
with the global economy via large-scale networked infrastructure. This regime employs
spatial planning strategies from the mid-twentieth century and its proponents hope that by
‘getting the territory right’ they will achieve the neoliberal objectives of attracting FDI,
industrial upgrading and enabling export-oriented growth. To this end infrastructure-led
development integrates resource frontiers, agribusiness and production nodes with logistics
networks. This represents a reversal of decades of decentralization, as national and
international policy makers are once again asserting authority over the domain of spatial
planning.

We demonstrated how the infrastructure-led development regime was born out of
the 2008 economic crisis. A decade of loose monetary policy and low interest rates in the US,
combined with China’s unprecedented economic stimulus, allowed for massive investment in
ambitious infrastructure projects. This precipitated a shift among investors from a focus on
the privatization of city-based infrastructure systems to the construction of transnational
intra-city infrastructure. Although China and the US compete to connect places and expand
their respective spheres of influence, we presented three case studies that demonstrated the
global scope of infrastructure-led development. Thus, there is competition to connect specific
places, but there is consensus surrounding the merits of connectivity and infrastructure-led
development is increasingly hegemonic. Nevertheless, research has shown that the promises
of large-scale connective infrastructure projects often remain unfulfilled, and in the remainder
of this section we raise questions surrounding developmental outcomes and impacts of
infrastructure-led development that can serve as a starting point for future research.

The most obvious question is whether the transformation of territory will have the
developmental outcomes that its proponents anticipate. If we assume for a moment that in
some instances planners will be able to actually “get the territory right” and attract investment
to historically isolated and poor regions, it does not necessarily follow that these territories
will indeed be “plugged in” to global networks of production and trade, in ways that foster
export-oriented industrialization and upgrading. According to Baldwin (2016), the
fundamental factor underlying the success of developing countries that were able to attract
industrial activity that was offshored from the OECD in the 1990s and 2000s, was their
combination of hi-tech production methods with low-cost labour. Furthermore, in some cases
— particularly Poland, South Korea and Mexico — industrialization was partly determined by
access to large markets. Infrastructure-led development will not alter these dynamics, so the
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real question is whether the enhanced connectivity of hitherto rather isolated places will
offset their comparative and locational disadvantages.

We speculate that the centralization of planning has the potential to influence
outcomes at the regional or national scales. Indeed, national-scale spatial planning may serve
to protect biodiversity hotspots and ensure that the most productive agricultural land remains
under cultivation (Schindler et al., 2018). However, we consider it likely that this centralized
regime of top-down spatial planning will be unable to coordinate events and actors at scalar
and spatial distance. Indeed, (inter-)national planners will most likely struggle to come to
terms with the dense thicket of street-level politics that determine how and by whom urban
space is used on an everyday basis in most cities in the Global South (Bayat, 2000).
Similarly, even well-meaning civil servants may struggle to manage — and contain — the
social and ecological impacts of investment in remote areas. Corporate-run transnationally-
oriented regional economies tend to subsume local economic activity and ways of life (Li,
2018; Perreault, 2018), and as shown by collapsed dams in Laos and Brazil in recent years,
poor oversight of shoddy infrastructure can have deadly consequences. Thus, ambitious
territorial forms may be realized, but their content may escape the control of (inter-)national
planners given their scalar and spatial distance from neighborhoods and remote areas.

In this article we have sought to situate the origins of infrastructure-led development
in a longer history of spatial planning, and interpret its emergence as an outcome of the 2008
financial crisis. We have concluded by questioning its developmental outcomes and impacts.
And although newly constructed rail lines, bridges, ports and airports may indeed link new
towns with resource frontiers along extended corridors, it is difficult to anticipate the urban or
rural worlds that these territories will incubate beyond this very rudimentary description of
infrastructural connectivity. Future research should document the evolution of infrastructure-
led development and undertake situated case studies in order to critically analyse its
developmental outcomes, unintended consequences and impacts.

Acknowledgements:

Seth Schindler would like to acknowledge generous funding from the Regional Studies
Association (Early Career Grant 2015) and the British Academy’s Tackling the UK’s
International Challenges Programme 2017. He presented parts of this paper at the Regional
Studies Annual Conference 2018, and earlier versions received supportive comments from
three anonymous reviewers, Vincent Béal, Max Rousseau, Mark Usher, David Hulme, Niki
Banks, Cristina Temenos, Mike Hodson, Tom Gillespie, Mustafa Bayirbag, Connie Smith
and tukasz Stanek. The usual disclaimers apply.

References

Adas, M. (2006). Dominance by Design: Technological Imperatives and America’s Civilizing
Mission. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

16



African Development Bank (2018). African Economic Outlook 2018. Abidjan: African
Development Bank Group.

African Development Bank (2019). Cross-Border Road Corridors: The Quest to Integrate
Africa. Abidjan: Infrastructure and Urban Development Department, African Development
Bank.

African Union (2015). Agenda 2063: The Africa We Want: First Ten-Year Implementation
Plan 2014-2023. Addis Ababa: African Union.

Anyinam, C. (1994). Spatial implications of structural adjustment programmes in Ghana.
Tijdschrift voor Economsche en Sociale Geografie, 85(5), 446-460.

Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (2018). Strategy on Mobilizing Private Capital for
Infrastructure. Beijing: AIIB.

Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (2019). Bridging Borders: Infrastructure to Connect
Asia and Beyond. Beijing: AlIB.

Athukorala, P.-C. and Narayanan, S. (2018). Economic corridors and regional development:
The Malaysian experience. World Development, 106, 1-14.

Baldwin, R. (2016). The Great Convergence: Information Technology and the New
Globalization. Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

Barca, F., McCann, P. and Rodriguez-Pose, A. (2012). The case for regional development
intervention: Place-based versus place-neutral approaches. Journal of Regional Science,
52(1), 134-152.

Bastos, P. (2018) Exposure of Belt and Road Economies to China Trade Shocks. Policy
Research Working Paper 8503. Washington DC: World Bank Group.

Bayat, A. (2000). From ‘dangerous classess to ‘quiet rebels’: Politics of the urban subaltern
in the Global South. International Sociology, 15(3), 553-557.

Behuria, P. (2016). Learning from role models in Rwanda: Incoherent emulation in the
construction of a neoliberal developmental state. New Political Economy, 23(4), 422-440.

Berliner, J. S. (1958). Soviet Economic Aid: The New Aid Trade Policy in Underdeveloped
Countries. New York: Council on Foreign Relations.

Bhattacharyay, B. N., Kawai, M. and Nag R. M. (2012). Infrastructure for Asian
Connectivity. Cheltenham, Asian Development Bank and Edward Elgar.

Boisier, S. (2000). El desarrollo territorial a partir de la construccion de capital sinergético.
Revista Brasileira de Estudos Urbanos e Regionais, 2, 39-53.

Brenner, N. (2004). New State Spaces: Urban Governance and the Rescaling of Statehood.
Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Brown, A. (2015). LAPSSET: The History and Politics of an Eastern African Megaproject.
Nairobi: Rift Valley Institute.

17



Chapple, K., Montero, S. and Sosa, O. (2012). Evolving Regionalismos: Latin American
Regions in the Twenty-first Century. Regional Development Dialogue, 33(1), iii-xii.

Chen, M., Sui, Y., Liu, W., Liu, H. and Huang, Y. (2019). Urbanization patterns and poverty
reduction: A new perspective to explore the countries along the Belt and Road. Habitat
International, 84: 1-14.

Clark, G., L., (2017). The new era of global economic growth and urban infrastructure
investment: Financial intermediation, institutions and markets. Available at
SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2954616 (accessed 14 May 2018).

Collier, A. (2018). China Buys the World: Analyzing China’s Overseas Investments.
Singapore: Palgrave MacMillan.

Coté-Roy, L. and Moser,S. (2018). ‘Does Africa not deserve shiny new cities?” The power of
seductive rhetoric around new cities in Africa. Urban Studies,
doi.org/10.1177/0042098018793032.

Cowen, D. (2014). The Deadly Life of Logistics: Mapping Violence in Global Trade.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Dodson, J. (2017). The global infrastructure turn and urban practice. Urban Policy and
Research, 35(1), 87-92.

Dunford, M. and Liu, W. (2019). Chinese perspectives on the Belt and Road. Cambridge
Journal of Regions, Economy and Society, 12(5), 145-167.

Easterling, K. (2014) Extrastatecraft: The Power of Infrastructure Space. London: Verso.

Easterly, W. (2005). What did structural adjustment adjust? Journal of Development
Economics, 76(1), 1-22.

Edwards, M. and Hulme, D. (1996). Too close for comfort?: The impact of official aid on
nongovernmental organizations. World Development, 24(6), 961-973.

Ekbladh, D. (2002). “Mr. TVA”: Grass-roots development, David Lilienthal, and the rise and
fall of the Tennessee Valley Authority as a symbol for U.S. overseas development, 1933-
1973. Diplomatic History, 26(3), 335-374.

England, E. C. (2018). The Third Revolution: Xi Jinping and the New Chinese State. New
York: Oxford University Press.

Enns, C. (2018). Mobilizing research on Africa’s development corridors. Geoforum, 88, 105-
108.

Enns, C. (2019). Infrastructure projects and rural politics in northern Kenya: The use of
divergent expertise to negotiate the terms of land deals for transport infrastructure. The
Journal of Peasant Studies, 46(2), 358-376.

Faguet, J.-P. (2014). Decentralization and governance. World Development, 53, 2-13.

18



Farole, T. (2011). Special Economic Zones in Africa: Comparing Performance and Learning
from Global Experience. Washington, D.C.: The World Bank.

Flyvbjerg, B. (2007). Policy and planning for large-infrastructure projects: Problems, causes,
cures. Environment and Plannign B: Planning and Design, 34, 578-597.

Frick, S., Rodriguez-Pose, A. and Wong, M.D. (2018). Toward economically dynamic
special economic zones in emerging countries. Economic Geography, DOI:
10.1080/00130095.2018.1467732.

Friedmann, J. and Weaver, C. (1979). Territory and Function: The Evolution of Regional
Planning. London: Edward Arnold.

Grant, R. and Nijman, J. (2004) The rescaling of uneven development in Ghana and India.
Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale Geografie, 95(5), 467-481.

Grugel, J. and Riggirozzi, P. (2012). Post-neoliberalism in Latin America: Rebuilding and
reclaiming the state after crisis. Development and Change, 43(1), 1-21.

Horner, R., Schindler, S., Haberly, D. and Aoyama, Y. (2018). Globalisation, uneven
development and the North-South ‘big switch.” Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and
Society, 11(1), 17-33.

Horton, F. and McNulty, M. (1974). Lagos-Ibadan Corridor. In El-Shakhs, S. and Obudho, R.
(eds.) (1974) Urbanization, National Development and Regional Planning in Africa. New
York: Praeger.

Hochstetler, K. (2014). The Brazilian National Development Bank Goes International:
Innovations and limitations of BNDES' internationalization. Global Policy, 5(3), 360-365.

Huang, Y. (2008). Capitalism with Chinese Characteristics: Entrepreneurship and the State.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Japan Port Consultants (2011). LAPSSET Corridor and New Lamu Port Feasibility Study and
Master Plan. Available at: http://www.lapsset.go.ke/reports/ (Accessed 5 August 2018).

Jenkins, R., Kennedy, L., Mukhopadhyay and Pradhan, K.C. (2015). Special economic zones
in India: Interrogating the nexus of land, development and urbanization. Environment and
Urbanization Asia, 6(1), 1-17.

Kanai, J.M. (2016). The pervasiveness of neoliberal territorial design: Cross-border
infrastructure planning in South America since the introduction of IIRSA. Geoforum, 69,
160-170.

Kanai, J.M. and Schindler, S. (2019). Peri-urban processes of connectivity: Linking project-
led polycentrism to the infrastructure scramble. Environment and Planning A: Economy and
Space, 51(2), 302-322.

Kotkin, S. (1995). Magnetic Mountain: Stalinism as a Civilization. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

19



Krueger, A. (1987a). Debt, capital flows, and LDC growth. The American Economic Review,
77(2), 159-164.

Krueger, A. (1987b). Origins of the developing countries’ debt crisis 1970 to 1982. Journal of
Development Economcs, 27, 165-187.

Krugman, P. (1991). Increasing returns and economic geography. Journal of Political
Economy, 99 (3), 483-499.

Krugman, P. (1993) Geography and Trade. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Kwan Lee, C. (2018). The Spectre of Global China: Politics, Labour, and Foreign Investment
in Africa. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

LCDA (LAPSSET Corridor Development Authority) (2015). Investment Prospectus. Nairobi:
The Presidency and LCDA.

Leys, C. (2996). The Rise and Fall of Development Theory. Bloomington, Indiana University
Press.

Li, T. M. (2018). After the land grab: Infrastructural violence and the ‘Mafia System’ in
Indonesia’s oil palm plantation zones. Geoforum, 96, 328-337.

Lilienthal, D. (1944) TVA: Democracy on the March. New York: Penguin.
Lippman, W. (1959). The Communist World and Ours. New York: H. Hamilton.

Liu, X. (2018). Characterizing broken links on national and local expressways in Chinese
city-regions. Regional Studies, doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2018.1555371.

Liu, W., Dunford, M. and Gao, B. (2018). A discursive construction of the Belt and Road
Initiative: From neo-liberal to inclusive globalization. Journal of Geographical Science,
28(9), 1-17.

Logan, ML.I. (1972). The spatial system and planning strategies in developing countries.
Geographical Review, 62(2), 229-244.

Lynch, C. R. (2018). Representations of utopian urbanism and the feminist geopolitics of
“new city” development. Urban Geography, doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1561110.

Macrorie, R. and Marvin, S. (2019). Bifurcated urban integration: The selective dis- and re-
assembly of infrastructures. Urban Studies, doi.org/10.1177/0042098018812728.

Mattos, C. A. (1999). Santiago de Chile, globalizacién y expansion metropolitana: lo que
existia sigue existiendo. EURE (Santiago), 25(76), 29-56.

McCarney, P. (2000). Thinking about governance in global and local perspective:
Considerations on resonance and dissonance between two discourses. Urban Forum, 11(1),
1-30.

20



McKinsey (2016). Voices on Infrastructure: Novel Solutions. Global Infrastructure Initiative,
McKinsey and Co.

Melecky, M., Roberts, M. and Sharma, S. (2019). The wider economic benefits of transport
corridors: A policy framework and illustrative application to the China-Pakistan Economic
Corridor. Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society, 12(1), 17-44.

Mitra, S., Hasan, R., Sharma, M., Yun Jeong, H., Sharma, M. and Guha, A. (2016). Scaling
New Heights: Vizag-Chennai Industrial Corridor India’s First Coastal Corridor. Metro
Manila: Asian Development Bank.

Mkandawire, T. and Soludo, C. (1998). Our Continent, Our Future: African Perspectives on

Structural Adjustment. Dakar: Council for the Development of Social Science Research in
Africa.

Murray, M.J. (2017). The Urbanism of Exception: The Dynamics of Global City Building in
the Twenty-First Century. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

O’Neill, P. M. (2013). The financialisation of infrastructure: the role of categorisation and
property relations. Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society, 6(3), 441-454.

Ong, A. (2006). Neoliberalism as Exception: Mutations in Citizenship and Sovereignty.
Durham: Duke University Press.

Owusu, J. H. (1998). Adjustment, industrial locational incentives and structural
transformation in Ghana. East African Geographical Review, 20(2), 1-24.

Peck, J. and Tickell, A. (2002). Neoliberalizing space. Antipode, 34(3), 380-404.

Perrault, T. (2018). The plantation and the mine: Comment on “After the land grab:
Infrastructural violence and the ‘mafia system’ in Indonesia’s oil palm plantation zone” by
Tania Li. Geoforum, 96, 354-347.

Pike, A., Rodriguez-Pose, A., & Tomaney, J. (2017). Shifting horizons in local and regional
development. Regional Studies, 51(1), 46-57.

Rodrik, D. (2007). One Economics, Many Recipes: Globalization, Institutions and Economic
Growth. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Rodrik, D. (2016). Premature deindustrialization. Journal of Economic Growth, 21(1), 1-33.

Schindler, S., Mitlin, D., and Marvin, S. (2018). National urban policy making and its
potential for sustainable urbanism. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 34, 48-
53.

Scott, A. (ed.) (2001) Global City-Regions: Trends, theory, policy. London and New York:
Oxford University Press.

Shatkin, G. (2017). Cities for Profit: The Real Estate Turn in Asia’s Urban Politics. Ithica:
Cornell University Press.

21



Shkvarikov, V., Haucke, M. and Smirnova, O. (1964). The building of new towns in the
USSR. Ekistics, 18(108), 307-319.

Sneddon, C. (2015) Concrete Revolution: Large Dams, Cold War Geopolitics, and the US
Bureau of Reclamation. Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Song, T., Liu, W., Liu, Z. and Wuzhati, Y. (2018). Chinese overseas industrial parks in
Southeast Asia: An examination of policy mobility from the perspective of embeddedness.
Journal of Geographical Science, 28(9), 1288-1306.

Suyarkulova, M. (2014). Between national idea and international conflict: The Roghun HHP
as an anti-colonial endeavour, body of the nation, and national wealth. Water History, 6, 367-
383.

Svampa, M. S. (2015). Commodities consensus: Neoextractivism and enclosure of the
commons in Latin America. South Atlantic Quarterly, 114(1), 65-82.

Swiss Re and Institute of International Finance (2014). Infrastructure Investing: It Matters.
Zurich: Swiss Re.

Tooze, A. (2018). How a Decade of Financial Crises Changed the World. New York: Allen
Lane.

Torrance, M. (2009). The rise of a global infrastructure market through relational investing.
Economic Geography, 85(1), 75-97.

Théry, H. (2005). SituacOes da Amazonia no Brasil e no continente. Estudos Avangados,
19(53), 37-49.

Trading Economics (2018). United States Fed Funds Rate, 1971-2018. Available at:
https://tradingeconomics.com/united-states/interest-rate (Accessed 5 August 2018).

UNCTAD (2015). Global Value Chain and South-South Trade: Economic Cooperation and
Integration amond Developing Countries. Geneva: UNCTAD.

UN Habitat (1976). The Vancouver Declaration on Human Settlements. New York: United
Nations.

US Congress (2018). FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018.

US Department of Defense (2018). Assessmnt on US Defense Implications of China’s
Expanding Global Access. Washington, DC: US Department of Defense.

Wei, H., Sheng, Z., and Lee, P. T.-W. (2018). The role of dry port in hub-and-spoke networks
under Belt and Road Initiative. Maratime Policy & Management, 45(3), 370-387.

Wiig, A. and Silver, J. (2019). Turbulent presents, precarious futures: Urbanization and the
deployment of global infrastructure. Regional Studies,
doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2019.1566703.

Williamson, J. (1990). Latin American Adjustment: How Much has Happened? Washington,
D.C.: Institute for International Economics.

22



Woods, N. (2000). The challenge of good governance for the IMF and the World Bank
themselves. World Development, 28(5), 823-841.

World Bank (n.d.). Spatial growth strategies: Realizing the benefits of geographically-
targeted approaches. URL:

http://www.worldbank.org/content/dam/W orldbank/document/Trade/CompSector_Spatial Gro
wth.pdf (accessed 3 August 2018).

World Bank (1979). World Development Report. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.

World Bank (1989). Sub-Saharan Africa from Crisis to Sustainable Growth: A Long-Term
Perspective Study. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.

World Bank (1994). World Development Report: Infrastructure for Development.
Washington, D.C.: World Bank.

World Bank (1996). World Development Report: From Plan to Market. Washington, D.C.:
World Bank.

World Bank (2002). World Development Report 2002: Building Institutions for Markets.
Washington, D.C.: World Bank.

World Bank (2009). World Developent Report 2009: Reshaping Economic Geography.
Washington, D.C.: World Bank.

World Economic Forum (2013). The African Competitiveness Report 2013. Geneva: World
Economic Forum.

Yifu Lin,J. (2012). The Quest for Prosperity: How Developing Economies Can Take Off.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Yifu Lin, J. and Wang, Y. (2013). Beyond the Marshall Plan: A Global Structural
Transformation Fund. Background research paper submitted to the High Level Panal on the
Post-2015 Development Agenda.

Zoomers, A., van Noorloos, F., Otsuki, K., Steel, G. and van Westen, G. (2017). The rush for
land in an urbanizing world: From land grabbing toward developing safe, resilient, and
sustainable cities and landscapes. World Development, 92, 242-252.

"https://www.neom.com/

i https://www.iif.com/content/infrastructure-working-group

i https://pipeline.gihub.org/

v https://www.gica.global/about-us/what-global-infrastructure-connectivity-alliance

v https://ppi.worldbank.org/

Vi https://www.gihub.org/blog/financing-cross-border-infrastructure-projects-bankability/
Vil https://eng.yidaiyilu.gov.cn/

23


https://www.neom.com/

