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Abstract

The significant proportion of the poor in Indian cities who depend on street trade for
their livelihoods are increasingly threatened by eviction as a result of urban development

programmes implemented since the mid 1990s.

Research on urban street traders (in particular) and the urban informal economy (in
general) in the developing world has primarily focussed on aspects of its social and
economic organisation and have treated street traders as a homogenous group with a
uniform ability to claim places. In contrast, this research explores the differential intra-
city spatial and political processes underpinning street trade, with particular reference to
their ability to occupy and defend their trading places, in the city of Bangalore in
Karnataka, India. It focuses on the everyday practices and relationships of street traders
and explores the role of informal networks that give rise to such differences, through a

qualitative research design and a grounded theoretical strategy.

It illustrates the ways in which processes specific to a locale affect street traders’ ability
to occupy and defend places — an aspect that is overlooked in the theories about the
politics of street trade. It argues that the territorial embeddedness of street traders is

critical in so far as it affects their ability to draw on a range of networks.

This thesis makes a contribution to knowledge in two ways: by providing an empirical
understanding of the intra-city differences in how street traders occupy and defend
places from where they can trade; and at a theoretical level on the role of urban place
and the politics of street trade. It concludes with a discussion of the implications of the

research findings for policies relating to urban poverty and governance of urban space.
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1 Claiming Places in Cities for Street Trade

1.1 Introduction

This thesis is a contribution towards the study of the spatial aspects of urban informal
economy and its attendant politics. Its central research question concerns the factors
influencing differences between street traders in terms of their ability to establish claims
on places for their trade and to protect them (Bayat 1997, 2000). Focussing on everyday
practices and relationships of street traders in the Indian city of Bangalore, this study
provides an understanding of urban process ‘from below’ (Holston 1998; Rodriguez-
Garavito and Santos 2005; Santos 2002), and illustrates the manner in which agents
spatial embeddedness' influenced their ability to draw on the political opportunities
specific to a Jocale® to claim places. It also develops a critique of the theories on urban
informal politics in terms of overlooking the intra-city differences in the socio-spatial

processes.

This chapter provides an overview of the thesis. The following section sets out the
rationale for this research and my interest in the questions addressed by this study.
Gaps in the literature on street traders and research design are discussed in the third and
the fourth sections, while the final section outlines the empirical and theoretical

contributions of this study.

1.2 Origin of Inquiry: Field Experience and Gaps in Theory

Since the mid-1990s, urban planning and development policies of the regional and
national state in India have prioritised the spatial transformation of India’s cities in order
to join the rank of ‘world/global cities’ (Friedmann and Doughlass 1998). This is
reflected by the discourse of the regional state of Kamataka, which speaks of
transforming its capital city ‘Bangalore’ into ‘Singapore’ (Nair 2005). A variety of urban
renewal and development programmes have been undertaken under the rubric of ‘mega
city’ and ‘city beautification’ programmes. One impact of these interventions is the
eviction of street traders, among others, from different wards of the city, resulting in

conflicts that began in 1999 and are still ongoing.



The implementation of mega city programmes in Bangalore overlapped with the
implementation of a 1989 Supreme Court order which made it mandatory for the local
governments to allocate hawking zones and to issue licenses to street traders. In theory,
hawking zones offered protection for street traders from regular and erratic evictions.
However, their implementation was uneven and mired by conflicts between street
traders, local state and other non-state agents. The scheme was discontinued in a city
centre ward, due to opposition from street traders, and it was implemented to different

degrees in other wards.

Street traders’ resistance to the hawking zone programme are often attributed to the
influence of local political leaders. However, field observations indicate that the conflict
in the centre city ward was with both the local government and NGOs and that street
traders’ opposition to the programme was due to the type of location earmarked for
hawking. Further, anecdotal evidence in relation to the experience of
negotiating/subverting eviction at this time suggests inter-ward differences between
street traders, and that those involved in similar trades located themselves in a particular
place in different ways. They either traded from fixed locations or itinerantly, and
informal conversations suggested that their choice of location was influenced by the

constraints of occupying a place for their trade.

I became interested in this subject while undertaking a research project on urban poverty
and governance and during my work for a poverty alleviation programme. During my
subsequent trips to Bangalore, before (1999-2000) and during the exploratory phase of
my PhD fieldwork (2003-2005), I observed changes in the density of street trade in
different wards. It had decreased in some wards but had increased in one city centre
ward. The treatment of street traders following the eviction of 1999-2000 suggested a
more severe attitude by the state (as also observed by Hansen (2004) in Africa). The

traders were unable to re-encroach immediately, unlike on previous occasions.

Field observations and conversations led to several questions. Why are there differences
among them in the way they locate for their trade and in their ability to negotiate
eviction? How are street traders’ interests addressed in policy? How do street traders
claim their location? In the following chapter, I review literature sets on urban
informality, considering topics such as informal economy, the anthropology of informal

markets, and informal politics and I identify gaps and disagreements into the answers



given to the above questions. Further, although many studies (Benjamin et al. 2001,
Evers 2000; Robinson 2000, 2006), have argued for understanding city processes as

heterogeneous, this focus is shared by very few studies on street traders.

1.3 Why Focus on Spatiality of Street Trade?
1.3.1 Street Trade: A Response to Urban Poverty

Cities in India, as with many others in Asia, Africa and Latin America, are characterized
by sharp social and economic inequalities (Dupont 2007; Holston 2008; Nair 2005; Patel
2006; Ruet et al. 2002; Srinivas 2001), as manifested in their spatial ecology. Flyovers,
large shopping malls, gated developments and enclaves of new economies exist
alongside the densely populated squatter settlements and neighbourhoods where the poor

among others work and live in the city (Heitzman 1999, 2004; Nair 2005).

Close to a third of India’s population living in metropolises, and large cites are estimated
to be below the poverty level (GOI 2001; NSS 2007). The urban poor among others are
predominantly employed in a variety of small economies grouped under the rubric of
‘informal economy’ (Amis 2001; Amis and Grant, 2001; Benjamin 2001; Chen 2001;
Chen 2005; Chen and Jhabvala 2002; Chen and Vanek 2005; Delphi 2005; Harriss-
White 2003; Kundu 2003), with street trading being particularly significant (Bhowmik
2003, 2005, 2007; Chen 2001). The concept of ‘informal economy’ was developed to
differentiate those parts of the economy that are not registered or counted in the National
Statistics (ILO 1976), although its usefulness has been debated extensively in the
literature (see World Development 1978, Fine 1998). While recognizing the concept’s
limitations, this study draws on it to highlight the legal context in which street traders’
establish their claims on places for their trade and uses the term street trade/ers rather

than informal trade/ers.

In the 1970s, the dominant assumption in academic studies and policy approaches was
that street trade was a pre-modern economic activity (Lewis 1954; Murphy 1990; Smith
1988) which would vanish with the expansion of capitalism (Geertz 1963). Hence,
scholars from opposing ideological schools all argued for the state to invest in the
creation and expansion of large industries rather than provide support for informal

economies (Bromley 1978; Dasgupta 2003; Nand 1998; Portes and Castells 1989; Portes



and Centano 2006; Rakowski 1994). However, informal economies continue to thrive in
different cities. Estimates in the studies undertaken by the ILO and others suggest that
the informal sector accounts for 40—60 per cent of the total urban employment in many
developing countries (Chen 2001; ILO 2002) and between 40-70 per cent in Indian
metropolises (Bhatt 1998; Jhabvala et.al 2003; Sudharshan and Unni 2001; NSS 2005).
There are no accurate estimates of street traders in different cities (Carr and Chen 2001;
Cross 1998a, 2007). Available estimates suggest that between 2025 per cent of urban
populations in Africa (Lund 1998; Skinner 1999) and 15-20 per cent in Asia (Bhowmik
2005; Bhatt 1998; Guha-Khasnobis, Kanbur et. al. 2006; Kusabe 2006) depend on street
trading. In Indian cities, next to manufacturing, the wholesale and retail trade was the
dominant form of the informal economy (GOI 2001; NSS 2007). Many recent studies
suggest that the number of poor men and women entering street trading in Indian cities
and other contexts has increased due to the influence of neo-liberalism and globalization
on urban policies (Anjaria 2006; Babb 2001; Bayat 1997; Bhowmik 2001, 2003, 2005;
Breman 2001; Brown 2006; Carr and Chen 2001; Chatterjee 2008; Cross 2007,
Friedmann 1998; Mahadeviah 2001; Portes and Benton 2006; Kusabe 2006; Middleton
2003; NSS 2007; UNCHS 2001).

1.3.2 Street Traders’ Interests in Location and Impact of Policies

Spatial interests of street traders are rarely addressed in the programmes funded by
multilateral and bilateral development agencies, although the exclusion of street traders
and the poor in general from urban planning process has been demonstrated in several
studies (Holston 1989, 1998; 2008; Kuduva 2005; Middleton 2000; Sarin 1989; Verma
2002). More recently, many governments, including the Government of India,
formulated policies to support street traders in securing places for their trade. However,
these have not had the intended impact. Although de Soto’s work (1989, 2000) prompted
a shift in the thinking of international development agencies and national governments to
strengthening the property rights of those in informal settlements and economies, this
translated predominantly into programmes for providing legal titles for squatter
settlements, re-location, or new housing construction. In relation to street trade, the
dominant focus has been on upgrading skills (i.e. training) and access to capital, more

recently through micro-finance projects (Elyacher 2003).
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In the Indian context, the National Policy for Urban Street Vending (NPUSV)
announced in 2001, aims to enhance street traders’ access to a place for their trade. The
courts played a significant role in the formulation of the NPUSV and its implementation.
A judgement of the Supreme Court in 1989, in a landmark Public Interest Litigation
(PIL) between an evicted street trader and the Delhi Municipal Corporation compelled
the Government of India (GOI) to formulate the NPUSV. Subsequently, the National
Association of Street Vendors of India (NASVI) resorted to the High courts and other
smaller courts to force the regional and the local governments to implement the policy.
However, despite the policy’s good intention, the available evidence, suggests that post-
2000, evictions of street traders’ — in frequency and scale — have escalated in different
Indian cities (Anjaria 2006°; Bhowmik 2003, 2007). In Bangalore, the apex body of
NASVI formed a hawkers’ federation in 1999 and also, filed a case in the regional court
— the High Court of Karnataka - against the Bangalore City Corporation (BCC), which
are documented in a study on Urban Governance, Partnerships and Poverty**. The order
issued by the High Court forced the Bangalore City Corporation to demarcate hawking

zones in the city.

The policy advocates the allocation of hawking zones for street trading and the issuing
of licences to traders (Anjaria, 2006). The demarcation of hawking zones has been
selective and in locations where trading opportunities are limited and its implementation
mired by conflicts between street traders, middle and elite class citizens, and the state in
cities in India and outside (Anjaria 2006; Benjamin and Bhuvaneswari 2001; Bhowmik
2007; Brown 2005a, 2005b; Pratt 2006; Sharma 2000).

Several reasons are given for the failure of hawking zones and re-location programmes.
These include: (i) a lack of definitional clarity on street trading between different
agencies; (ii) discontinuity in municipal policies; (iii) a lack of municipal capacity to
implement programmes; (iv) corrupt field bureaucrats and political clientelism; and
conflicting laws for regulating trade, public health, crime and urban space (Bhowmik
2005, 2007; Bromley 2000a; Brown 2006; Roever 2004; Shrestha 2006). A closer
monitoring of municipalities, together with control of urban planning and development
by the regional or national state and involvement of civil society organizations have
been suggested, but these courses of action do not take into account opposition by street

traders themselves and the shifts in power relations in the city.
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Evidence in some studies suggests that in allocating zones for street trading, the state
does not take into account street traders’ heterogeneous needs and interests (Anjaria
2006; Leduka 2002; Smart 1989). The local states often used hawking zones as a tool to
extract high rents or to prevent street traders from locating in productive locations
(Anjaria 2006). Moreover, there are contradictions between the provisions of NPUSV
and the laws related to policing in Indian cities (Bhowmik 2003).

The court judgements — particularly that of Supreme Court in the PIL case of 1989 -
impacted significantly on the way the policy makers and implementers interpreted urban
squatters and street traders’ interests relating to location. The supreme court judgement
drew on an another widely cited legal battles known as the Olga Tellis case, which was
fought in the early eighties, between squatter dwellers and the Bombay Municipal
Corporation (BMC), The petitioners of the Olga Tellis case argued that provisions for
evicting squatters violated their right to life enshrined in the Indian Constitution. While
acknowledging citizens’ right to livelihoods and therefore, life, the Supreme Court
judgment also upheld the state’s right to evict squatters when alternatives are provided.
However it did not define the nature of alternatives, which affected street traders’ in that
they can be evicted by the local government and shifted to any location in the city.
Consequently, street traders’ interests relating to location is often overlooked while

demarcating hawking zones.

Prior to the introduction of the NPUSYV, the local governments in different Indian cities
constructed markets to rehabilitate street traders. Findings in several studies in India and
other contexts suggests that the re-location of street traders to enclosed markets have not
been popular as it often results in a decline of business and increased costs (Bhowmik
2007; Brown 2006; Donavan 2002, 2008; Evers and Mehmut 1994; Roever 2004;
Seligmann 2001, 2004; Smart 1989), which in turn affects those at the lower end of the
street trading hierarchy (Evers and Mehmut 1994).

Conflict between street traders and the state, particularly the local state, is not a new
phenomenon and has been documented in many studies (Babb 1989; Bromley 1989;
Cross 1998a; Jones and Varley 1994; McGee 1973, 1975; McGee and Yeung 1977;
Seligmann 2001), but since the mid-1990s responsibility for spatial planning and
development functions has shifted away from municipal governments and is now located

in variety of parastatal organizations (Ravindra 1996), including a proliferation of new
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institutions and public-private partnerships (Batley 1997; Benjamin 2000; Leitner ef al.
2005). Further, some local governments have amended their Municipal Corporation Act
in order to be able to evict street traders (Bandyopadhyay 2009). Therefore, decisions to
evict street traders arise from different state institutions, underpinned by a new legal
framework, and the conflict between street traders and the state is consequently no
longer confined either to local government or to similar organizations across the city. In
particular, the mega city programmes formulated in the mid-1990s, and, more recently,
the National Urban Renewal Mission (NURM), have signified a shift in power within
the state, and street traders among others have been evicted on grounds of public health
and urban aesthetics. However, as several scholars argue, the underlying factors are the
covert exercise of state power to promote economic globalization (Hansen 2004;
Middleton 2003; SetSabi and Leduka 2008).

1.3.3 Literature Gaps: Place-Economy Links and the Process of Claiming Places

The review of literature in Chapter Two indicates a gap in knowledge in relation to three
inter-related themes: the spatiality of street trade, its politics, and the differences

between street traders in claiming places to trade from.

Linkage between Place and Street Trade

Entering street trade is dependent on an individual’s ability to claim places and other
resources, in particular, finance clientele and merchandise (Seligmann 2001; Jimu 2005).
The significance of place for street traders has been highlighted in few studies on urban
poverty (Brown 2001), and the mutual influence of place and economy has been
documented in relation to other types of informal economic activity (Tati 2004;
Benjamin et al. 2001), but there is limited research on the ways in which place affects
street trade. Relevant studies in the Indian context have explored the following themes:
(i) the urban poverty process (Benjamin er al. 1999, 2001; Dutta and Batley, 1999;
Kumar 2001; Kumar and Amis, 1999; Kundu 2004; Patel 2003, 2006); (ii) informal
economy (Amis 2001; Aziz 1984; Dasgupta 1992; Dasgupta 2003; Harriss-White 2003;
Narayana 2006); (iii) informal manufacturing clusters (Benjamin 1996; Holmstorm
1985; Lubell 1991; Shaw and Kavita 2001); (iv) politics of informal economy or of sub-
alterns (Chatterjee 2000, 2008; Gooptu 2001; Jones 1974; Oldenberg 1976; Varshney
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2001) and (v) street traders (Banerjee 1981; Dasgupta 1992; Lessinger and Lessinger
2001). According to Bandyopadhyay (2009), although social activists have been writing
on the problems faced by street traders, academic research on street trade/ers in India is
still in its early stage. The theme proposed for this research, the spatiality of street trade,

has not been examined particularly in Bangalore.

The Process of Claiming Places

Bayat’s (1997) account suggests that the processes by which street traders claim their
places can be broken into two aspects: establishing new claims and protecting or
defending the claims they have. Street traders locate themselves in public (Garcia-
Rincon 2007) or private places (Brown 2006) in a city for their trade, in violation of
state regulations (Sarin 1989). Unlike other forms of illegality associated with informal
economy, the occupation of places is visible (Smart and Tang 2005). Studies of street
traders and informal economy have investigated extensively the characteristics of their
enterprise and their relationship with the formal sector, as well as street traders’
strategies to secure finance, forward and backward linkages, and the influence of identity
in securing resources (Babb 1989, 2001; Hansen 1989; 2004; Lessinger and Lessinger
2001; Milgram 2001; Seligmann 2001; Sikkink 2001; Staudt 2007). The few studies that
have investigated street traders’ processes of finding and occupying places use examples
from Latin America (Crossa 2009; Cross 2007; Donavan 2002, 2008; Garcia-Rincon
2007), Africa (Hansen 2004; Macharia 1997; Setsabi and Leduka 2008; Setsabi 2006;
Skinner 1989), the Middle East (Bayat 1997) and cities other than Bangalore in Asia
(Bandyopadhyay 2009; Shrestha 2006). Similarly, in the literature on informal land
development, the dominant focus has been on the process of occupying and developing
land for housing in Indian cities (Bannerjee 1991; De wit 1989; Mitra 1990; Schenk
2001) and other contexts (Gatabki-Kamau and Karirah-Gitau 2004; Hansen and Vaa
2004; Jenkins 2004; Leduka 2004; Nkurunziza 2005; Nustad 2004; Razzaz 1994, 1998;
Wigle 2007; Zhang 2001) or on the impact of informal economy on the spatial ecology
of cities and the negative social externalities arising from it (Dewan 2003; Kuduva 2005;
Mahadevia 2001; Nair 2005). Further, as Cross (1998b: 44) points out, ‘while land
invasion [for squatting] has long been recognized as inherently political (e.g. Cornelius

1975), the political nature of informal commerce (street vending)... [has] not been
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studied carefully despite the recognition of its sensitivity to state policies’ For example,
many essays explore the politics of squatter dwellers and private land subdivisions in the
two works on urban informality® by Roy and Al Sayyad (2004) and Hansen and Vaa
(2004). There were two reasons for this neglect: the dominance of the marginality thesis
interpretation of the economic and physical spaces of street trade (Cross and Karides
2007; Roy and Al Sayyad 2004), assumptions of ephemeral nature of informal
economies in the mainstream economic and urban literature, and the predominance of
class and production relations over spatial issues. Places were predominantly
conceptualized as a backdrop for an economy rather as a factor influencing social

relations.

There is also a need for further research on street traders’ processes and their ability to
negotiate evictions in contemporary cities. With cities seeking to globalize, street traders
and their trading places are increasingly targeted by different arms of the state through a
number of campaigns for ‘city beautification’, ‘good governance’, and by mega city
programmes. Many studies published since 2000 indicate the escalation of conflict
between street traders and the city in relation to place (Anjaria 2006; Bhowmik 2007;
Cross and Morales 2007; Crossa 2009; Donavan 2002; Evers 2000; Jimu 2005; Kusabe
2006; Leduka 2002; Rajagopal 2004; Seligmann 2004; SetSabi and Leduka 2008;
Stillerman 2006). However, these studies limit their analysis to street traders’
relationship with the local government, although, as noted above, place use and
development are controlled by different aspects of the state. Stillerman (2006) argues
that there is a need for a comprehensive analysis of street traders’ relationships with
different ‘scales’ of the state to understand as to when, how and why they were able to
subvert the state’s efforts to evict them from their trading places. Further, very few
studies have explored the urban poor’s relationship with parastatals, and street traders’
relationship to the state and non-state actors in claiming their places is complex,
characterized by both hostility and cooperation (Fernandes-Kelly 2006; Seligmann
2004). There thus exits a gap in understanding about street traders’ relationship with the

city and how it impacts on their strategies for claiming places.
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Differences in Claims

The review found that street traders traded from a variety of locations in a city. Business
opportunities and the risk of eviction differed between these locations (Babb 2001; Cross
1998a, 2006; Lessinger 2001; Seligmann 2001), and street traders do not have uniform
ability to secure places in different location (Babb 2001; Cross 1998a, 2006; Macharia
1997) or to locate in prime trading places (Bayat 1997; Cross 1998a, 2007; Macharia
1997; McGee 1977, Skinner 1989; Skinner 1999). In addition, not all street traders were
able to subvert eviction (Macharia 1997). There is a disagreement in the explanations
about why such differences arise in contexts outside India, and the role of social
networks embedded in household and community domains, henceforth referred to as

H&CNs, as a factor influencing such differences (see 2.3.2 and 2.3.3).

1.4 Research Questions and Design

1.4.1 Research Questions

This study seeks to fill these gaps in the literature by considering the following questions

in relation to the Indian city of Bangalore.
e  Why are there intra-city differences between street traders in claiming places for
their fixed-place trade?
o Do such differences arise due to the influence of social networks?
o Ifso, how and why
o Ifnot, what are the alternative explanations?

Also, the following themes were identified:

o Use of networks in strategies for occupying spaces and subverting eviction

¢ Influence of networks on street traders’ decisions to locate in different places for

their trade.

o Factors influencing street traders’ ability to negotiate eviction, specifically the

extent of their agency.

¢ Embedding of networks used in the process of claiming places.
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1.4.2 Qualitative Research and Grounded Theory

This study was designed as a qualitative research project and it adopts a grounded theory
strategy developed by Strauss and Corbin (1998), Corbin and Strauss (2008) Chamraz
(2000) Glaser and Strauss (1968), and Glaser (1992), by which to explore the role of
social networks through a focus on everyday practices and relationships. This is because
existing studies have theorized street traders’ processes for occupying places and
subverting eviction (Bayat 1997; Cross 1998; Donavan 2002, 2008; Garcia-Rincon
2007; Jimu 2005; Setsabi and Leduka 2008; Stillerman 2006), informal political process
(Singermen 1995) and the informal land development process (Razzaz 1994; Leduka
2004), but the relevance of the theories developed in these studies to address the
proposed research question could not be ascertained before the field research was
undertaken. Further, not many studies have explored the role of social networks in

relation to the process of claiming places.

This research draws on social constructivist paradigm, which is underpinned by the
assumptions of subjective realism, the local and specific constructions of realities and
co-construction of knowledge (Lincoln and Guba 2000). The earlier works of Glazer and
Strauss (1968) and Corbin and Strauss (1998) have been critiqued for their positivistic
assumptions, specifically for their ontological stance of ‘realism’ and epistemological
stance of ‘objectivism’. Chamraz (2000) argues that grounded theory can be developed
without embracing positivism and that grounded theories can further rather than limit
interpretive understanding. Moreover, grounded theorists have modified the approach
over time and at present, a continuum can be discerned between those that are informed

by objectivism and constructivism.

As described in Chapter Three, the research was also designed as multiple embedded
case studies (Yin 1994); the experience of street traders in seven case-study city wards
was documented and analysed, focusing primarily on street traders trading from different
types of fixed-place trading locations and where relevant compared itinerant or mobile

traders.

Field research was undertaken in two stages, firstly to confirm the feasibility of
addressing the research question (as information about street traders in Bangalore is
limited, it was difficult to ascertain the relevance of the research questions away from

the field), and secondly due to the nature of grounded theory. As Glaser and Strauss
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observe ‘generating [grounded] theory and doing research [are] two parts of the same
process’ (1968: 17). Therefore, it is difficult to draw a clear distinction between the
phases of data collection, analysis and theorizing’ (Strauss and Corbin 1998; Chamraz
2000). Moreover, the nature of the phenomenon together with the timing of the
research (detailed in Chapter Three) necessitated the continual re-evaluation of data

collection strategies and analysis.

Rather than drawing on network theories (Actor network theory, quantification of
networks), this study uses approaches developed in anthropology (see Singermen 1995;
Seligmann 2004). This is because there is disagreement in the literature about the role of
networks, and because networks of street traders are embedded in everyday life and
therefore not easily visible, dispersed in different places. As shown in Chapters Five and
Six, traders draw on networks flexibly according to their needs at a particular time, and
thus their networks do not have a stable structure. Further, my interest is on
understanding the influence of networks on a particular process — street traders’
processes of securing places — rather than mapping the structure of their networks or
quantifying the strength of ties. The literature is employed to develop themes to guide
the field research and subsequently, it is used dialogically to analyze the data; in the
words of Corbin and Strauss (2008), it is used as a case for ‘constant theoretical
comparison’. As well as using the strategies of Glaser and Strauss and Corbin and
Strauss, this study also uses the framework approach developed by Kumar (2005) as a

tool to develop a reflexive thinking about the literature and research findings.

1.5 Organization of Chapters

This thesis is organized into ten chapters. The next two chapters consist of the literature
review and an outline of the research strategy, and the chapters following consider the

various research questions.
Embeddedness in Locales and Street traders’ Ability to Claim Places

Chapter Two outlines a framework to conceptualize the research phenomenon. It argues
that there is a plurality of control (Razzaz 1994) relating to the use of place and their
development in each ward and that traders’ embeddedness in the semi-autonomous
social fields (SASF) (Moore 1973) of locales (Giddens 1985) affects their ability to
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negotiate with the controllers in their processes to occupy places and to subvert eviction.
This framework departs from the two suggestions in the reviewed studies to explain the
differences observed between street traders in their ability to claim place for their trade.
These are the traders’ embeddedness in organizations (Cross 1998, 2006) or that of their

networks in the household and community domains.
Heterogeneous Trajectories of Street Trade in the city

Chapter Four shows how historical and contemporary factors that are specific to each
locality have influenced the heterogeneous characteristics of street trade in Bangalore
and their trajectories; these factors relate to intra-city differences in the governance of
land, local economy and local politics. Further, it illustrates the inter and intra ward
differences between street traders in relation to their use of place for their trade and their
ability to negotiate/subvert evictions. Confirming other studies (ref2.2.3), the study
shows that street traders differentiate between various types of trading places, in terms of
business opportunity and risk of eviction. Moreover, they differentiate between everyday
(routine) conflicts and the threat of eviction arising from mega urban development
programmes (the development threat). However, in contrast to the dominant suggestion
in the literature (with the exception of Crossa’s (2009) findings concerning Latin
America), street traders were able to subvert these threats, although there were intra- and
inter-ward differences in terms of their ability to do so. These differences manifested in
the extent of their ability to recapture places in agglomeration and the quality of places

captured.
Strategies to negotiate control: Location, Threat and Networked Non-Compliance

Chapters Five and Six explore street traders’ use of social networks®, and their strategies
for finding and occupying places and for subverting eviction. Findings discussed in these
chapters underscore a need to move away from an emphasis, common to many studies

(as reviewed in Sections 2.3.2 and 2.3.3), on a particular strategy.

Similar to Garcia’s findings in Mexico City, street traders in Bangalore used a variety of
strategies to find and occupy their places. However, street traders in Bangalore also
showed inter-ward differences in their use of group or individual strategies to capture
places for their trade, and they entered into negotiation amongst themselves and with the

state and non-state agents in each ward. Their engagement with different parts of the
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state differed between the time of their occupation, and later, when they needed to
subvert eviction. The role of the everyday state (Fuller and Harris 2001) was significant
in their negotiations to occupy places but its characteristics varied across the wards.
Networks provided the context for securing information, securing membership in
groups, and negotiation. However, its use varied by location and was dominant among

those trading at agglomeration.

Analogous to the findings in the studies by Cross (1998), Bayat (1997), and Stillerman
(2006) (see 2.3.3), street traders’ subversive actions were localized. However, in contrast
to findings by Bayat (1997) and Cross (1998) but similar to an extent with Crossa
(2009), street traders resorted both to overt and covert forms of political actions in
subverting/negotiating the threat of eviction. Another key finding relates to the process
of negotiation with different ‘scales’ (Brenner 1990) of the state and other land owners
to subvert eviction, an aspect less explored in the literature on informal politics or

collective action.

Crossa (2009) does not explain the factors influencing the use of various strategies to
subvert eviction, and Chapter Six shows the influence of network relationships and
perceptions of threat on street traders’ forms of politics and engagement with
landowners. Another finding in this chapter relates to the varying influence of both local
and extra-local relations and processes in their strategies to subvert the two types of
threat. While their negotiations in subverting everyday conflicts was predominantly
pitched at the locality, their strategies for subverting developmental threats was
discursive and occurred in different political and geographical spaces. Street traders
draw on horizontal and vertical networks flexibly to forge alliances with various types of
political agents, particularly elected representatives, for their various forms of subversive
actions and negotiations with the state, and the use of multiple networks is dominant in
negotiations to subverting mega development projects. Similarly, threats influenced the
manner in which they drew on their networks at the time of occupying their places and
subsequently, in processes to subvert eviction. These findings indicate the significance
of mapping not only street traders’ relationship to different scales of the state as

suggested by Stillerman (2006), but also, their ties to the city.

Chapters Five and Six illustrate that negotiation between street traders and their

networks is not always within dyads or triads. Rather, it involves a chain of actors,
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including street traders, intermediaries and landowners or the state. Further, findings
presented in Chapters Five and Six show the need to consider the concepts of networked
action and non-compliance, as developed by Singerman and Razzaz respectively to

explain street traders’ strategies for claiming places.
Differences: Place-Economy Links and the Role of Networks

Chapter Seven shows how places affect street trade and the role of networks in relation
to the differences between street traders’ ability to occupy their preferred places and to
subvert eviction. Although location is recognized as a key resource for the street trade
economy, its specific effects have not been considered in the literature. However,
Section 7.1 shows that street traders prefer to trade from agglomerations because of the
political and economic advantages associated with agglomerating in a particular place.
Further, location and size influence differences between agglomerations in terms of
advantages and risks. The experience of street traders in different wards shows that
networks influence entry to trade and opportunities for locating in agglomerations, while
a shortage of places and opposition accentuate the competition amongst them to locate in
agglomerations. This in turn reinforces their reliance on their horizontal or vertical

networks to find and occupy places in agglomeration and to subvert eviction.
Differences in Tapping Locality Specific Political Opportunities

In subverting eviction, specifically in situations linked to development threats, traders
tap into various types of locality-specific political opportunities: creating a critical mass
to strike at the working of a locality; their power as electorates; and the political
influence of their alliances (intermediaries) in local or city politics. Street traders’ ability
to draw on horizontal and vertical networks flexibly during different times influences
their opportunities to locate in agglomerations and to negotiate evictions, as shown in

Sections 7.1 and 7.2.
The Role of H &CNs in Influencing Differences

Household and community networks (H&CNs) are a particular type of network used by
agglomeration traders. Other networks are economic, political and territorial, and their
influence and characteristics vary across the wards. In themselves, H&CNs offer only

limited explanations for the differences between traders.
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Differences: Embeddedness in Locale and Ability to Draw on Networks

Chapter Nine elaborates on the conceptual framework set out in Chapter Two. It shows
the manner in which street traders’ embeddedness in the physical and the social spaces
of each locale influenced their relationship with the controllers and intermediaries.
Interdependencies and reciprocal exchanges have emerged between controllers,
intermediaries and traders; these are spurred by the conventions of place use, governance
of different types of land used by street traders, everyday politics and electoral politics in
each ward. Relationship between these agents is characterized by fluid and flexible

alliances and their roles and their influence differ across places and time.

1.6 Contribution to Theory and Policy

This study fills a gap in the literature on street traders. Moreover, it illustrates the
influence of socio-spatial relations in the analysis of the political economy of street
trade. It uncovers new evidence about the process of negotiation between street traders
and non-state agents, and about street traders’ relationship to different parts and ‘scales’
of the state. Second, through a focus on the everyday workings of the city, this study
interprets an aspect of socio-spatial relations between the city and everyday politics in
relation to claiming places. In this way it contributes towards an understanding of the
social production of city places. Third, this study illustrates the relevance of concepts
developed in other contexts (Singermen, 1995; Razzaz, 1994) to explain street traders’
strategies in Bangalore. Both studies are on Middle Eastern cites. Further findings
relating to the role of networks as a factor in influencing differences between street
traders adds to the contribution of Singermen (1995). This study also underscores a
need to move away from a polarized conception of street trader politics as one of either
everyday resistance or organized politics. Instead, it shows how dialectical relationships
between street traders influence their horizontal alliances and intra-network bargaining,
and highlights the need for more grounded studies to understand urban process and
relationships. Fourth, findings presented in Chapters Five to Seven illustrate the
reflexive influence of structure (threat, location) and agency on street traders’ processes
of claiming places. Finally, the strength of the grounded theory is the conceptual
framework developed from the field data; this is outlined in chapter two. This

framework study has analytical significance for making inferences about processes
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related to establishing claims on places in general, not only among street traders but

among other agents who use similar processes in Bangalore.
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2 Place and Politics of Urban Street Trade: A Review of Literature

2.1 Introduction

This dissertation investigates the phenomenon of intra-city differences amongst street
traders in terms of their ability to claim places for their trade in an Indian city, using the
example of Bangalore. Bayat (1997, 2000a) suggests that there are two aspects to the
process by which street traders claim places: making new claims or finding and
occupying a place and defending it, by subverting the threat of eviction and
displacement. The characteristics of street trade, the variety of locations from where
street traders’ trade in a city and their process of claiming places are discussed in
different sets of urban literature: informal economy, anthropology of informal markets,
and informal politics. This chapter reviews relevant studies in these sets of literature and
shows that the proposed research question has not hitherto been examined in detail.
Further, this chapter argues that the theoretical frameworks used in the reviewed studies
are inadequate for theorizing the research question. Instead, it argues for using a

grounded theory strategy.

This chapter is divided into five sections. Gaps, disagreements in the literature and
questions identified by this review are summarized in the following two sections, while
the fourth section outlines a conceptual framework by which to unpack the research

question and a conclusion then summarizes the review findings.

2.2 Knowledge gap: Differences in Claiming Places for Street Trade

There is limited existing research on the phenomenon of differences among those
claiming places for street trade, and the studies that are available focus on the spatial and
political processes underpinning street trade. These have been explored predominantly in
cities outside India (Bayat 1997; Crossa 2009; Cross 1998a, 1998b, 2006; Cross and
Morales 2007; Donavan 2002; Fernandez-Kelly 2006; Garcia-Rincon 2007; Hansen and
Vaa 2004; Seligmann 2004; Setsabi 2006). Little has also been written on the spatial
organization of street trade, although the evidence suggests that location is a factor

contributing to the differences between street traders in terms of their income and ability
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to claim different locations for their trade. Factors that give rise to such differences have
not been explained. There is also growing data relating to conflicts over the use of places
for street trading in the globalizing cities of the South, and disagreement about the
experience of street traders seeking to subvert evictions. This research seeks to

contribute towards this growing body of literature.

2.2.1 Debates on Definition

Street trading is a dominant form of informal economic activity (Hart 1973; ILO 2002;
Lund 1998; NSS 2007). The definition of informal economy has been extensively
debated’, and this has led to a sustained research focus on the economic organization of
street trade. These studies describe in detail the characteristics of street trade and traders
and their relationship with the formal economy. Given the scope of this review, these
debates are revisited only briefly below. It is also shown that there is a dearth of

information about the spatiality of street trade and its attendant politics.

Street Trade as a ‘Sector’

A definition of informal economy, popularized by the ILO, is as an autonomous sector,
de-linked from ‘capitalist production or market relations’ (Gerry and Birkbeck 1981),
comprising of all activities that are outside ‘wage employment’ (Hart 1973), or ‘formal
enterprises’ (ILO 1972, 2002; Sethuraman 1981); and are not accounted as part of a
nation’s economy (Nustad 2004; Thomas 1992, 1995). Street trade has been
conceptualized as a homogenous sector dominated by the poorest of the poor (Hart
1973), particularly women (Babb 2001; Banerjee 1981; Hansen 1989) and new migrants
(Bayat 1997). Ease of entry, low capital investment and the lack of a need for skills
catalysed the entry of unskilled individuals into street trade (Hart 1973; Thomas 1995;
Tokman 1978), undertaking small scale enterprises characterized by low productivity,
and low profit margins, and controlled by household members (Evers and Mehmut 1994;
Geertz 1963; Hart 1973; Hoffmann 1986; Kambiaya-Senewke 2004; McGee and Yeung
1977; Rogerson and Hart 1989; Sethuraman 1981).
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Many studies informed by a Marxist framework have in particular shown the
shortcomings of the ILO definition, and they have highlighted the spatial (Santos 1979)
and predominantly economic linkages between street trade and retail and wholesale
trade in a city (Breman 2001; Bromley 1978, 1990; Birkbeck 1978; Dasgupta 1992;
Dasgupta 2003; Gerry 1978; Harris 2006; Mazumdar 1976; Meagher 1990; Peattie 1978,
1987; Portes and Castells 1989); street traders are also incorporated into the national and
global circuits of distribution (Brown 2006; Tetchler 1994). Other studies, concemning
both Indian cities and other contexts, have shown the heterogeneous characteristics of
street traders. Different groups of the urban poor are in street trade, including not just the
poorest of the poor but also those that have lost their jobs in the formal sector. Further,
both men and women are involved, as well as a range of age groups and migrants
(Bhowmik 2005; Brown 2006; Kusabe 2006, Kusabe and Chen 2001; Lyons and
Snoxell2005; Mahadevia 1998, 2001; Nirathorn 2006; Rupkamadee 2005; Shrestha
2006), and their economic activities have been shown to differ in terms of the type and
scale of trade, profit generated and mobility opportunities (Bromley 1978; Brown 2006;
Dasgupta 1992; Dasgupta 2003; Lessinger 2001; Macharia 1997; Moser 1978; Tetchler
1994; Tokman 1978). Further, entry to street trade is in fact not easy, as it is regulated by
social networks (Macharia 1997; Seligmann 2001). Moreover, the contours of street

trade vary across cities (Brown 2006; Bandyopadhyay 2009).

Street Trade as a Process

Various studies published in the late 1980s and 1990s shifted the conceptualization of
informal economy in relation to the state law from being a ‘sector’ to being a ‘process’
(Brown 2005a; de Soto 1989; Light 2004; Meagher 1990; Nand 2004; Portes et al. 1989;
Tokman 1992, 1996). Tokman (1996) points out that informal economies form a
continuum of activities ranging from illegal to different degrees of quasi-legal activities.
Further, the violation of some or all aspects of the law is a feature that cuts across the

informal and formal economy (Centeno and Portes 2006).

A common theme in the studies on street traders and informal economy from the 1970s
and later decades is the emphasis on defining economic characteristics, specifically
‘class and production relations’ (Cross and Karides 2007), to the neglect of spatial

practices and politics (Brown 2006; Cross and Morales 2007; Fernandez-Kelly 2006;

26



Kusabe 2006; Seligmann 2004; Shaw and Pandit 2001). Moreover, assumptions of
informal economies’ autonomy from the state (see De Soto 1989) '°; or even hostility,
have masked the complexity of their relations with the state and city politics
(Fernandez—Kelly 2006).

This study seeks to fill these gaps by exploring the process by which street traders claim
their trading places. Acknowledging the blurred and porous boundaries between
formal/informal and legal/illegal, this study uses the term ‘street trade'’ rather than
informal economy. Street traders’ place claims may involve different degrees of
violation of laws related to the use or occupation of land, through to illegal occupation'
(Brown 2006; Jaganathan 1987; Smart and Tang 2005). Although agents at various
levels of the formal and informal trading hierarchy may also violate land laws, this

research is limited to street traders.

2.2.2 Differences between Street Traders

Another theme that has been less investigated concerns differences between street
traders in their economic organization and the underpinning factors for this (Tetchler
1994). In particular, although gendered differences between street traders in their scale
of trade and of income earned have been noted (Bromley 1978; Moser 1978, 1981), no
explanation has been provided as to why such differences have arisen. Further, no
explanation has been given about how street traders forge linkages or select trading

locations nor have the ways in which location affects trade have been studied.

One area that has been studied includes how forward and backward linkages influence
types of trade, the income generated from it, and mobility within the trading hierarchy
(Tetchler 1994). Jimu (2005) found that differences in income and mobility are
influenced by both the physical and economic spaces of street trade. Location,
regulations governing the use of space and patterns of investment in urban infrastructure
all affect street traders’ income and the stability of their trade (Brown 2006; Brown and
Lloyd 2002; Bhowmik 2005; Pratt 2006). It has also been noted that the quality of places
occupied by street traders varies according to gender, caste and ethnic backgrounds,
affecting business opportunities and, therefore, income (Babb 2001; Blanc 1998; Evers
and Mehmut 1994; Hansen 1989; Lessinger 2001; Light 2004; Linn 1983; Pratt 2006).
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Although these evidence mention of the role of place as a factor influencing differences
between street traders’, they have not explored traders’ preferences on location, the

influence of location on their trade and the factors driving their choice of location.

Tetchler (1994) is one of the few scholars to have explored differences comprehensively,
but she does not focus on the spatial aspects of street trade. Evidence from Babb and
others concerning the quality of places occupied by street traders is anecdotal and these
studies are instead focused on the economic practices of street traders and the influence
of identity on their trade. Although it is more than a decade since Tetchler’s paper
(1994) was published, there is still a very limited focus on the theme of differences, and
this study will contribute towards greater understanding by exploring the factors

underpinning differences and their implications in relation to claims on places for trade.

2.2.3 Differences in Claiming Places for Street Trade

This section reviews the evidence concerning the spatial organization of street trade and
street traders’ experiences of finding places for trade and of subverting eviction. It shows
that questions about how location is chosen and it affects street trade have not been
addressed, and that there is disagreement about street traders’ ability to subvert eviction

in contemporary cities.

Entry to Fixed-Place Trade

Based on their mode of trade, street traders can be differentiated into two groups: ‘fixed-
place traders’, who trade from a specific place in one or more wards (Cross 1998;
Seligmann 2001, 2004; Lessinger 2001; Macharia 1997) and ‘itinerant traders’ (Murray
1991; Dasgupta 1992), who move around in a locality or between wards and are not tied
to any specific trading places (Murray 1991). Factors influencing their entry to their

respective mode of trade have not been explained in previous studies.

Nirathorn (2006) notes that street traders begin as itinerant traders and move on to fixed-
place trade once their business stabilizes and that fixed-place traders earn relatively
higher income than itinerant traders. Moreover fixed-place traders have other

advantages, as the work is less strenuous and there are opportunities to develop a regular
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clientele. However a weakness in his study is that adequate evidence is not provided to
support the claim that fixed-place trade is advantageous. Further, he does not explain the
factors driving street traders to enter fixed-place trade and the study focus on street
traders in the cities of South East Asia. There is limited focus on the specific situation of
street traders in Indian cities in general or Bangalore in particular. Without further
research, about why street traders enter fixed-place trade, it is difficult to draw
conclusion about the differences between street traders in terms of their ability to find
and occupy a place for their trade. Hence, this study will explore the views of both kinds

of street traders as to why they chose their location and their particular trade.

Access to a Various Types of Fixed-Place Trading Location

Fixed-place traders either occupy spaces in close proximity to one another to form
‘agglomerations’ (Macharia 1997), or they are scattered in different places (Sanyal
1991) in a neighbourhood”. The characteristics of trading differed between
agglomerations in terms of density and type (Babb 2001; Cross 1998a, 1998b; Cross and
Pena 2006; Seligmann 2004) as well as time cycle (Brown 2005b; Cross 1998a, Cross
and Pena 2006). Street traders’ agglomerations develop on places owned by public
agencies (Seligmann 2001, 2004), and by private individuals or institutions (Brown
2005a, 2005b; Coe et al. 2007; Shrestha 2006; Smart 1989). Moreover, local
governments have contracted out the management of places occupied by street traders to
private agents (Garcia-Rincon 2007; Shrestha 2006).

While most traders traded from the same place in one ward, some traders enjoyed the
flexibility of access to different localities and they used the same place in each locality
(Cross 1998a). Cross (1998a) found that traders specializing in a trade clustered in a
place, whereas Singermen (2004) notes that traders of different types located in the same
place. Further Seligmann (2004) found street traders in a similar trade acted as a clique
to control various places in an informal market, and that their influence in local politics
determined their ability to control prime trading places. She suggests mapping the
‘spatial relationships’ (Seligmann 2004:21) to understand the pattens and strategies of

controlling places.
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Street traders perceived agglomerations as having a high level of de-facto tenure security
and a higher chance of tenure' regularization by the local government (Cross 1998a).
However, business opportunities and the risk of being evicted from the location differed
across agglomerations (Cross 1998a, 2006; Macharia 1997). Cross (2006) found that the
level of organization among street traders varied between agglomerations. Conflicts
between traders and the risk of eviction by the state were high in agglomerations with a

low level of organization.

The work of Cross, together with Macharia, Seligmann and other studies reviewed in
this section illustrate the differences among fixed-place trading locations and street
traders’ ability to find a place in them. However, street traders’ perceptions about
location or their reasons for differentiating between locations have not been explored in
the reviewed studies. Another limitation is that many studies focus on one type of
location or a market within a ward. For example, Cross (1998) lists different types of
fixed-place location in the city centre, but he does not document the factors that give rise
to differences between them, the characteristics of street traders in each location or
factors determining their access to each location. Davies (1999b) critique of Cross’s
(1998a) study as having an inadequate analysis of the impacts of location on street trade
also applies to many of the studies reviewed here. Both Seligmann and Cross suggest
that street traders organize to control their territories and that they may not have uniform
access to a particular location, but Seligmann does not explain street traders’
engagement in local politics and Cross does not take into account the differences
between agglomerations in terms of economic opportunities, ownership and

management of land in his analysis of street traders’ strategies to claim places.

With the exception of Macharia, other studies reviewed in this section concern the
experience of street traders in Latin America. There is very little information about how
street traders find locations for their trade at the city centre, and none for street traders in
other parts of a city. This study will document the types of fixed-place street trading
locations used by street traders in each ward, their perceptions of opportunities and risks,

and the factors that influence their ability to occupy in a location.
Access to Different Localities

Street traders trade from different wards of a city, including the city centre ward and

newly developing localities in the periphery (Bromley 1978; de Soto 1989; Lessinger
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2001; McGee 1973; Murray 1991; Skinner 1989). The characteristics of their clienteles,
and therefore their business opportunities (Bromley 2000; Brown 2005; Dasgupta 1992;
Linn 1983; King 2006), differ across city localities, as does the frequency of eviction
(Bromley 2000; Leduka 2002). Street traders prefer to locate at the city centre, where
there is a dense and diverse range of agents, including suppliers, financiers and
customers (King 2006; Skinner 1989). However, traders face high competition to secure
places here, and they depend on the support of formal traders (Bromley 1978b, 1990,
2000; Neward and Woolward 2000); although, as Dasgupta (1998) notes, street traders
in this location do not all have the same kinds of ties and connections with wholesale
traders. Tokman and Klein (1996) records hostile relations between street traders and
retail traders, while Bandyopadhyay (2009) found intra-city differences in their
relationships. Skinner (1989) also notes that new migrants working as street traders
have relatively weak ties to other agents in a city and so instead they tend to dominate
the periphery of a city. Although these peripheral locations are relatively conflict-free
and traders find it easier to occupy places, the volume of trade is less and concomitantly

their earnings are likely to be lower.

The evidence from these studies suggests that there are differences both in the
characteristics of street trade across different city wards and in street traders’ ability to
locate in particular areas, although there is disagreement about why this is so. Further,
these studies are generally limited by the predominant focus on the city centre ward at
the expense of the periphery, although both are needed to explore the impact of intra-city
differences in local economy and local politics' on the processes by which street traders’
claim their place. This is especially pertinent for Bangalore; although there is
information on the impact of a mega city programme on street trading in a city centre
ward (Benjamin et al. 1999, 2001) there is very limited information about street trading
in the rapidly growing periphery'®.

Transformation of Urban Space and the Threat of Eviction

Conflict between street traders and the state in relation to the use of place is an ongoing
and widespread phenomenon. Local governments in different cities have repeatedly
attempted to evict street traders for a variety of reasons, including: the enforcement of

law and order; the prevention of epidemics; and pressure from other citizens, in
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particular local or corporate economic agents (Anjaria 2006; Bayat 1997; Bhan 2009;
Bhowmik 2007; Brown 2006; Cross 1998; Donavan 2008; Garcia-Rincon 2007; Jimu
2005; Kayuni and Tambulasi 2009; Lund 1998; McGee 1975; Neward and Woolward
2000; Rajagopal 2004; Seligmann 2004; Sesabki 2006; Skinner 1999; Tripp 1989,
1997). 1t is also widely found that street traders do not have a uniform ability to subvert
eviction attempts by municipal authorities (Cross 1998; Seligmann 2004; Smart 1989):
some lose their places, others secure alternative places in the same ward or in other

wards, and there are differences in the quality of spaces secured.

Post 1990s, the scale and frequency of evictions of street traders and squatters have
increased in many cities (Anjaria 2006; Babb 2001; Bandyopadhyay 2009; Bhan 2009,
Bhowmik 2005, 2007; Bromley 2000a; Crossa 2009; Cross and Karides 2007; Donavan
2002 2008; Hansen 2004; Leduka 2002, 2004; Low 2000; Oldfield and Stokke 2005;
Rajagopal 2004; Roy 2004; Seligmann 2004). These evictions are driven by the state’s
project of transforming the image of cities to attract corporate economies and to promote
high end real estate investment and tourism (Crossa 2009; Leduka 2002, Middleton
2003; Rajagopal 2004; Setsabi 2006'"; Setsabi and Leduka 2008; Stillerman 2006). As
Bhan (2009:131) observes, these evictions are “the markers of the shifts' in urban
politics” in Indian cities, where there are middle income and elite group mobilizations
against street traders (Anjaria 2006; Bandyopadhyay 2009; Benjamin 2007 Rajagopal
2004).

Although street traders in some cities manage to evolve strategies to subvert eviction in
spite of the shifts in urban governance (Bandyopadhyay 2009; Crossa 2009; Roy 2004),
the dominant view is that such opportunities are limited (Babb 2001; Donavan 2008;
Friedmann 1998; Hansen 2004). Further, Roy (2004) found while all street traders in
Calcutta in Indian were evicted, not all are resettled, which raises the question as to why

such differences arise.

With the exception of Anjaria, Bhowmik and Rajagopal, who focus on Mumbai, and,
Roy and Bandyopadhyay, on Calcutta, many studies considered for this part of the
review predominantly consider cities outside India, in Latin America, South East and
South Asia. This research seeks to contribute towards this gap through exploring street

traders’ experiences with subverting eviction in Bangalore.
p
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Further interventions by the state(s) may not target street traders across different wards
uniformly (Bromley 2000; Bandyopadhyay 2009), while street traders in Indian cities
are also affected by the politics of nativism (Nair 2005) or by identity politics.
Consequently, the nature of the threat faced by street traders, and opportunities to
subvert eviction, differ across a city. Therefore, this study will investigate inter- and
intra-ward patterns in relation to the nature of threats faced by street traders, their
strategies, and their ability to subvert eviction at the city centre ward and at the

periphery.

2.2.4 Conclusion

This section has reviewed studies on street traders in the literature sets on informal
economy, informal politics and anthropology of informal markets. As shown above, the
economics of street trade and street traders’ as ‘economic actors’ (Cross 1998) has been
documented extensively. Street traders locate in a place to trade (Seligmann 2004) and
their claims on places are contested by the state and by non-state agents. There is a
dearth of evidence in relation to the impact of spatial organisation on the economics of
street trade and in relation to the political agency of street traders, and although intra-city
differences in location and ability to negotiate are suggested in the reviewed studies, it is
difficult to infer why from these studies. There is also disagreement and gaps in
understanding concerning street traders’ ability to subvert contemporary threats in other
contexts. Therefore this study will address the following question: Why are there intra-
city differences between street traders in terms of claiming places to trade from a fixed-

place?

Following Bayat (1997, 2000), this study considers two aspects to the problem:
occupying a trading place and holding on to a trading place. It documents the experience
of street traders trading at the city centre ward and at the peripheral wards in the Indian
city of Bangalore and maps the following themes (i) the space—time organization of
street trade in each ward; (ii) the characteristics of street trade in different locations of a
ward; (iii) street traders’ perceptions about fixed-place trade and various types of fixed-
place trading locations; (iv) their process of finding and occupying a place for fixed-
place trade and subverting eviction; and (vi) factors influencing their opportunities to

find places in various locations and their ability to subvert eviction.
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Although the studies reviewed below, do not explore the phenomenon of differences
proposed for this research, their findings provide an insight into the factors that may

have a bearing on street traders’ opportunities to claim places for their trade.

2.3 Factors Influencing Differences in Claiming Places

Few studies have considered both occupying a place and subverting eviction while
several studies have focussed on the phenomenon of subverting eviction. They disagree
about the factors influencing differences between street traders in relation to their place
claims, which relates to the role of social networks embedded in household and ethnic

relations, henceforth referred to as H&CNs.
2.3.1 Political Clientelism and Place Claims

Several works on squatter settlements and private plotted developments in Indian cities
(Baken 2003; Benjamin 2000; De Wit 1989; De Wit and Berner, 2009; Jones 1972;
Nelson 1979; Oldenberg 1976; Schenk 2001; Sharma 2004; Walton 1998) and few
studies on street traders in India (Bandyopadhyay 2009; Roy 2004) and outside (Cross,
1998a; Crossa 2009) illustrate the significance of political clientelism for poorer groups
to claim land and physical infrastructure. Studies on the poor’s political participation'
in Indian cities also show that they rely on political parties (Chatterjee 2002, 2008;
Devas and Amis 2004; Harris 2005; Varshney 2007) and particularly, on field
bureaucrats and elected representatives of the local government (Etemadi 2000, 2004;
Chatterjee 2002, 2008; Corbridge 2005; Devas and Amis 2004; Fuller and Harris 2001;
Gupta 1995; Jones 1974; Oldenberg 1976) to tackle their individual and collective
problems and that the boundaries of state and society are blurred (Fuller and Harris
2001; Gupta 1995).

Clientelism*? is defined as a relationship between agents of unequal power and status
and which is particularistic, private and anchored loosely in law (Baken 2003; Cross
1998; Fox, 1994; Kauffman 1974). It involves a specific type of ‘dyadic® exchange’
(Cross 1998:76), based on the principle of reciprocity and the maintenance of which
depends on the return that each actor expects to obtain by rendering goods and services
to the other and which ceases once the expected awards fails to materialize (Baken

2003:16; Shefner 2001). In political clientelism, clients exchange their votes and other
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forms of political support in return for a patron’s support to secure material resources for

collective or individual consumption (Auyero 1999; Baken 2003; Cross 1998b).

There are three positions on political clientelism. One, a view dominant in studies on
social movements and collective action is that clientelism is regressive to the interest of
street traders and that it is a mechanism by which the state and political elites co-opt and
control the poor, limit their demands and prevent their horizontal mobilisation for
collective action (Appadurai 2001; De wit and Berner, 2009; De Wit 1989; Schrumann
1989; Nair 2005).

Another view is that clientelism is a useful channel for securing public resources for
those who were excluded from the formal or state systems (Auyero 1999).
Acknowledging that it is a double edge sword®, Cross (1998a: 21) argues that it «...
provides (street traders) and their leaders the ability to continuously thwart the attempts
of ...officials to control them”. His work illustrates how the clientelistic structures of the
Mexican state and it’s political parties, which are built around the competition between
various political entrepreneurs (street-vendor leaders, elected representatives and
bureaucrats) politicizes street traders at the local level and also, compels the patrons to
produce tangible results for their clients. Further, he points out that “by assuming that
clientelism precludes manoeuvrability on the part of client groups, the debate overlooks

another possibility: that social movements can take advantage of clientelism” (Cross
1998b: 46).

While Bayat (1997) notes that social movements do not arise among street traders,
other studies suggests that the impact of movements in terms of reconfiguring
clientelism is unclear and that a vast majority of poor still secure their resources through
their political patrons (Gay 2006; Harris 2005; Walton 1998). Further, some scholars
argue that the poor are strategic actors and that their participation in clientelism is
influenced by their structural position; overtime, they learn to bargain effectively with
their patrons (Cornelius 1975; Fox 1994; Shefner 2001). Moreover, clientelism can take
different forms* in a city and the relationship between patrons and clients changes over
time (Batley 2001; Gay 2006; Fox 1994). Further, the boundaries between movements,
political parties and the state are fluid (Bandyopadhyay 2009; Etemadi 2000, 2004;
Lowe, 1986).
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An intermediary position is that relationship between patrons and clients is a complex
mix of exchanges, conflicts, domination, and subversion (Auyero, 1999; 2001). Auyero
(1999) argues that clientilistic networks are to be seen as 'relational' and 'experiential'
matrix that links patrons, brokers and clients in an ongoing problem solving networks

and as intricate webs of material and symbolic resources.

Besides, clients have unequal ability to enlist the support of their patrons (Auyero, 1999,
2000, 2006; Batley 2002; Benjamin et.al 2001; Gay 2006). Although Benjamin et.al
(2001) study focussed on Bangalore, their study does not explain the factors influencing
such differences. Further, street traders’ places of residence and trade are not always the
same (Benjamin et al. 2001; Seligmann 2004). As political constituencies are defined
around the place of residence, some street traders’ face constraints in terms of enlisting
the support of elected representatives in the wards where they trade (Shrestha 2006)* .
Not much is known about street traders’ relationship with political parties in Bangalore.
Therefore this study will map the channels used by street traders’ to negotiate their
claims with state and non-state agents in Bangalore; their relationships and the factors

that influence their bargaining power.

2.3.2 Street traders’ Organizations and their Ability to Tap Clientilistic
Opportunities

Singermen (1995) argues that social networks constitute a lifeline for agents in the
informal economy and provide an avenue for enacting their political and economic
strategies. Networks offer both invisibility and flexibility and network transactions are
governed by norms of trust and reciprocity and underpinned by custom and cultural
ethos. Further she notes that studies on the poor’s political participation overlook the
significance of social networks and informal institutions as these are associated with

patron-client ties that would disappear over time.

Street traders depend on social networks to enter trade, and to acquire knowledge about
markets, trading skills, and other resources (Alexander and Alexander 2001; Hansen
1989; Lyon 2007; Seligmann 2001; 2004). However, access to these networks is
restricted, being embedded in household, gender or ethnic domains, and they are

acquired inter-generationally (Seligmann 2001; Steinhauf and Huber 1996). Moreover,
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agents may not have a uniform ability to draw on their networks (Lessinger 2001,
Varcin, 2000). These findings suggest that differences between street traders’ situations
may be due to the efficacy of their H&CNs.

These studies are, however limited: Singermen investigates the politics of informal
economy and other studies predominantly focuses on women traders; Seligmann (2001)
has drawn attention to the gap in knowledge about the political and economic strategies
of men in informal trade and the characteristics of their networks. Further these studies
do not investigate the role of social networks in relation to the process of claiming
places. Singermen suggests a complete exclusion of street traders from the state, even
though the state controls the use and development of land in cities (Davies 1999b).
Unlike other forms of informal activity, occupation of public places for street trading is
‘...fixed and difficult to hide’ (Smart and Tang 2005:80) from the state or non-state
agents. In fact, evidence from studies of street traders and informal land development for
housing shows that agents draw on their relationships with the state and non-state actors
in negotiating their claims to a place (Battesti 2006; Nkurunziza 2007; Puig 2006;
Razzaz 1994, 1998; Tati 2004; Wigle 2007; Varcin 2007). Further, Varcin (2000, 2007)
suggests that street traders and the state are linked via social networks embedded in
ethnic and religious domains and that the degree of such linkage influences the state’s
ability to control street trade. However, Varcin does not explore the specific role of

networks.

Singermen’s work and other studies imply that the flow of resources is uniform among
members of a network and that members of a household or an ethnic community have a
uniform ability to enlist the support of their networks. This is contradicted by findings
on the household as a bargaining unit with members having uneven power to claim
resources (Curtis 1986), and on power relations and fluid alliances among members of
an ethnic or caste group (Nagar and Leitner 1998). In addition, findings in economic and
political sociology show that the strength of relationship between non-ascriptive tie
nodes affects the flow of information and its quality between members of a network
(Granovetter 1973, 1985; Mische 2003; Portes and Sensenbrenner 1993; Uzzi 1999); and
the type of support extended (Auyero 1999, 2006; Bian 1997).

Macharia (1997) found that agglomeration traders negotiate for their place both

individually with previous occupiers and as a group, with the local authority.
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Consequently, street traders from specific ethnic groups dominate particular trades and
places. However, street traders’ use of H&CNs varied in their negotiations with the local
state. In addition to H&CNss, they also drew on political networks, and municipal politics
influenced their patterns of network usage. Moreover, there were gender differences in
their network portfolios: women drew on networks more to fulfil household
responsibilities, while men used networks to secure their place and for political
activities. Further, in subverting eviction by the local state, street traders appealed to the

higher scales of state. It is difficult to interpret the use of networks in this context.

Lazar (2007) found the use of spatial networks among street traders in processes for
subverting eviction. Informal markets emerge along busy thoroughfares connecting
different localities and where different types of political and economic agents
congregate. These sites enable street traders to forge networks with agents outside their
ethnic group and to draw on them for their economic and political actions. However, it is
not clear from her evidence how street traders occupy their places or whether they have

a uniform ability to draw on their networks for political actions.

In contrast to the studies of Seligmann and Singermen reviewed above, Macharia’s and
Lazar’s studies indicate that both municipal politics and traders’ identity affect their use
of networks and their ability to draw on them and that a focus on H&CNs may not be
adequate to explain the differences between them. Moreover, Macharia’s findings
illustrate that street traders’ engagement with the State(s) differ in their processes to
occupy a place and to subvert eviction. Finally, studies of Macharia and Lazar together
with Singermen, Seligmann and others illustrate the role of social networks on street
traders’ processes to claim resources in African, Middle Eastern and Latin American
cities. Very little is known about this aspect in the Indian context. In the light of these
gaps and disagreements, a question arises about the role of social networks embedded in
household and community relations as a factor influencing differences between street

traders’ situations in Indian cities.

Cross (1998a) argues that street traders’ ability to thwart eviction is related to the level
of their organization®. Their organization fulfils two functions” viz., internal regulation
of the way a place is used by a group and mobilisation of collective responses to attacks
on their interests by officials or other groups. Besides forming an organization, leaders

must find patrons within the State and political parties to channel their demands. As
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patrons negotiate only with a leader, it gave these individuals more power over other
traders and the ability to organise other traders. As leaders rather than individual traders
control the space, street traders who do not belong to an organisation find it difficult to
claim prime trading spaces. Further he notes that street traders’ form organization only
when they face a threat of eviction®. Their agglomerations evolve very slowly as the
initial occupiers attract clients and new traders, and start validating a market zone until it
gets to the point when a third party lobby for their removal. These findings suggest that
street traders’ use different strategies to find place and to subvert eviction and that their

embeddedness in an organization influences their ability to subvert eviction.

Cross (1998a) found street traders in Mexico City form several organizations of varying
size; they compete with one another to secure prime location. Competition between
street trader leaders’® provides members with the opportunity to vote with their feet if
leaders do not fulfil their interest. Similarly, leaders shift their allegiance when a
political agent or field bureaucrat fails to fulfil their demands. Thus, the presence of
several competing organizations rather than affecting street traders’ bargaining power
provide them with more space for manoeuvring their patrons. However, he also
suggests that leaders’ have uneven bargaining power with their patrons and their power
is influenced by the size of their organization. In other words, a leader’s ability to
mobilize resources viz., skills and time to mobilize street traders and build connections
with political parties affects their ability to secure prime trading locations for their

organization.

Cross and Pena (2006:53) differentiates street traders’ organizations into four types viz.,
the lassiez-faire model; the government regulatory model; social-institutional model and
the mafia-regulatory model and concludes that socio-institutional model, are more
effective in negotiating with their patrons and the State. These are membership
organizations and are incorporated into party structures, which provide space for vendors
to manoeveur the state. Similar findings relating to differences between street traders’
organizations in their forms and in their effectiveness are reported by other studies
(Shrestha 2006; Brown 2006).

Cross’s study focus is not on the role of H&CN. Nevertheless,'it illustrates the influence
of patron-client ties on street traders’ organizations. Such ties are described as ‘vertical

networks’ (Auyero 1999) and can be differentiated from traders’ horizontal networks,
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which emerge between agents in similar situation. It is difficult to infer from the
evidence in his study (1998a) about the specific ways in which street traders’ or their
leaders draw on their horizontal networks. Findings in several studies on collective
action and movements show that these ties influence organizational process in three
ways; members’ enrolment, socialization, and alliance building (Diani and McAdam

2003; Gould 2003; Passy 2003; Purkayastha and Subramaniam 2004).

It is also difficult to infer about street traders relationship with various types of non-state
agents, particularly with those in the local economy from the studies by Cross and
Macharia. Findings in some studies suggest this is in fact a significant aspect (Bromley
1978; Neward and Woolward 2000; Seligmann 2004; Skinner 1998; Varcin 2000) and
that it varies in different wards of a city (Bandyopadhyay 2009). Hence it will be useful
to explore whether street traders draw on the support of non-state agents in different
localities in a city? If so, what are their characteristics? Do already-existing ties
influence traders’ ability to enlist their support? When and why do non-state agents

support street traders?

Studies by Cross, Shrestha and Brown together with Macharia, Crossa, and Lazar show
that street traders’ strategies to claim places and their organizational forms vary in a city
and across different cities. In addition, they suggest different explanations for the
differences observed between street traders’ in their ability to claim places for their trade

viz., traders’ embeddedness in organizations and their ability to draw on social networks.

In the Indian context, Jagnathan (1987) suggests that traders’ find their places on their
own; while Singh (2000) notes of four types of street-traders organizations in Mumbai in
India viz., informal coalitions formed for a specific purpose; organizations created by a
leader; affiliates of a trade union and political parties. However, it is not clear from his
study whether their organizational forms affect street traders’ ability to claim a place, as

suggested by Cross and Pena (2006) and the extent to which they draw on their H&CNs.

In light of the above-mentioned disagreements and gaps in the literature, the question
arises: ‘Do intra-city differences between street traders in claiming a place for fixed
place trade arise due to the influence of H&CNs? If so, why? If not, what are the

alternative explanations?
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2.3.3 Strategies and the Use of Networks to Occupy Places

Bayat (1997) argues that street traders encroach on public places individually and quietly
for their trade. Their process of finding a place is characterized by ‘quiet, atomised and
prolonged mobilisation...” (1997:7). New migrants dominate urban street trading, and
they have either no or weak ties in the city. Their ability to find a fixed trading place is
determined by their knowledge of the city and their willingness to take risks. Further, he
suggests that street traders mobilise for collective action only when they face a threat of
eviction. Until such time, they encroach on their own in the contexts controlled by
authoritarian politics and they negotiate their access to public spaces through their

patrons in democracies.

Similarly, Seligmann suggests that street traders’ spatial knowledge, — that is, their
knowledge of how space is organized and when it could be (re)occupied — affect their
ability to find new spaces, while Dasgupta (1992) sees the difference between migrants
and native street traders in an Indian city in terms of the reliance on vertical networks.
Migrants draw on their ethnic ties with wholesale traders to enter trade and to secure
place, capital and merchandise, while natives have to rely on their own resources. Hence
natives form organizations and unions to negotiate with wholesale traders to negotiate
for prices. It is difficult to understand from this study how natives negotiated for their

places.

Street traders in some cities inherited (Pratt 2006), rented or purchased their trading
places (Brown 2005b; Garcia-Rincon 2007; Sharma 2004), suggesting that ‘quiet
encroachment’ (Bayat 1997; 2000) may be just one strategy used to find places. Further,
Brown (2006) found a wide variety of claims to a space in agglomerations where there

are different daily time cycles of street trade.

The work of Bayat, Garcia, Brown and Sharma and the studies reviewed above in 2.3.2
show a disagreement in relation to strategies used by street traders. Bayat argues that
street traders’ are completely excluded from the state in Tehran, but in the Indian context
their relationship with the state is complex, and marked by selective inclusion and
exclusion. Therefore, the relevance of his theory to the Indian context remains to be
established. With the exception of Dasgupta (1998) and Jaganathan (1987), the other
studies reviewed here are from non-Indian contexts, and have only limited applicability

to the situation of Bangalore.
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2.3.4 Strategies and the Use of Networks to Subvert* Eviction

There are two broad approaches in the studies of how street traders subvert eviction;
these are everyday forms of resistance (Scott 1985, 1987) and collective action.
However, there are disagreements over the significance of particular strategies, in
relation to subversive actions on the one hand and engagement with the state on the

other. These studies have also inadequately considered the role of networks.
Covert or Overt Action?

Findings in some studies suggests that street traders predominantly resorted to a variety
of strategies that are quiet, covert and subtle (Leduka 2002; Pratt 2006; Singermen 1995;
Tripp 1989, 1997). Covert strategies are aimed at subverting state actions by stealth
(Benjamin 2000), or pre-empt it by tapping into contradictions within the state’s rules
(Razzaz 1994, 1998). These strategies draw on traders’ ‘spatial routines® and
relationships’ (Seligmann 2004; Stillerman 2006).

Scott (1985,1987) and Tripp (1997) argue that overt protest constitutes a small part of
the strategies used by informal economic agents to subvert state rules, and that the
dominant emphasis on organized confrontational politics in the literature has masked the
importance of covert or quiet forms of subversion that do not have a discernible form of
organization. Other studies, however, show that street traders engage in organized
collective action at a local level to stall evictions (Cross 1998, 2006 (see above); Evers
2000; Seligmann 2004): they form associations, unions and federations in some cities to
bargain with wholesale traders and the state (Bandyopadhyay 2009; Bromley 1978a;
Babb 1989, 2001; Dasgupta 1992; Lazar 2007; Seligmann 2001, 2004). Further,
alliances between various networks of street traders and associations are often fluid
(Nagar and Leitner 1998; Seligmann 2004). Seligmann (2001, 2004) argues that while
location, identity and trade are among the factors that influence street traders’

organization, it is difficult to predetermine the trajectory of their influence.

Critiquing the theories of organized collective action, Bayat (1997) argues that street
traders’ subversive actions manifest as episodic conflicts that are ‘shaped [by] the
physical and social spaces of the street’ or as ‘street politics’. These spontaneous protests

(Bayat 1997, 2000) are characterized by an absence of organization or leader; but they
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are also a way for providing visibility and an identity for engaging with the state. This
visibility catalyses other agents in the locality with grievances over the state to join the
protests. Their ability to disrupt the functioning of the city via such protests constitutes a
key weapon with which to attract the attention of the state (Auyero 2006). Contentious
politics which takes the forms of riots or street protests, arise in democratic contexts
when clients are excluded from patron’s networks or when their patrons are not able to
or willing to intervene on their behalf (Gay 2006; Shefner, 2006).

Gooptu (2001) suggests that the mass mobilization of informal economic agents along
the lines of caste, religion and ethnicity has emerged in India. Recently, there have been
other attempts to mobilize street traders in some Indian cities (Bhowmik 2005, 2007).
An example is the NASVI formed in 1998, which is a coalition of trade unions and
voluntary organizations working for street vendors spread all over India discussed in the

earlier chapter®.

Discussions relating to traders’ strategies and their effectiveness have predominantly
emphasised either the “everyday forms of politics” or the “collective action”. In
contrast, few studies show that street traders in a city engage simultaneously in different
forms of actions (Crossa (2009) and traders’ strategies differ according to their
relationship with the State and political parties (Bandyopadhyay 2009; Etemadi 2004;
Nnkya 2006).

Evidence from a few studies suggests that informal social networks play a complex role
in subversive actions by street traders. One view is that such networks constrain the
emergence of large-scale collective action and hence the ability to subvert eviction
(Appadurai 2001; Schrumann 1989; Seligmann 2001). Other evidence suggests that
social networks provide an avenue for negotiating quietly, mobilizing for collective
action (Singermen 1995; Seligmann 2001); but also for connecting with the state
(Macharia 1997). There is also disagreement about the forms and scale of street traders’

subversive actions.

Besides their engagement in political action, both squatter dwellers and street traders
resort to the judiciary to protect their interests relating to location (Brown 2006; Etemadi
2004; Bhan 2009). The poor in India used the Public Interest Litigations®® (PIL) to
subvert eviction during the decades of the seventies and the eighties (Rajamani 2007;

Ramanathan 2004) but such spaces for manoeuvring eviction have reduced since the
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nineties (Bhan (2009; Ramanathan 2004). Recent judgements® on several PIL cases
relating to environmental protection, implementation of urban planning and development
policies have led to the large scale eviction of squatters and street traders in Indian cities
(Bhan, 2009). These judgements are by the Supreme Court of India and hence, have set
the precedent for similar cases filed in the high courts and other smaller courts, through
which street traders in cities like Bangalore seek to stall evictions. Moreover, post 1990s,
the courts do not stop with issuing orders but extend their role to overseeing its
implementation (Rajamani 2007). They have emerged as a parallel administrative and
executive body over which both bureaucrats and politicians have limited influence.
Consequently, a judgement in favour of eviction erodes the spaces that street traders’

have to for manoeuvre evictions® through political representatives.

The strategies used by street traders in Bangalore to subvert eviction are not known, and
with the exception of Benjamin (2000), the studies reviewed in this section examine
subversion of eviction in African or Latin American cities, and Benjamin’s study does
not have a specific focus on street traders. Gooptu (2001) and Dasgupta (1992) have
explored the circumstances of informal economic agents in other Indian cities, but their
studies were undertaken prior to the introduction of neo-liberal urban policies in 1991.
Although Bandyopadhyay work is on street traders in Calcutta in India, its political
context differs from Bangalore. The Left party dominates the state politics in Calcutta
and it has a history of organizing street traders’ to form unions; whereas, regional parties
dominate in Bangalore, and, each party is constituted of several competing coalitions
(Manor 2000). Moreover, the poor in Bangalore maintain their connections
simultaneously with more than one party (Benjamin et.al, 2001). Further there is a
disagreement over the influence of social networks on street traders’ organization in the
studies by Seligmann, Singermen, Macharia, Appadurai and Schrumann. Moreover,
Mische (2003) argues that agents are embedded in more than one network and that their
relationships in each of them influence their patterns of drawing on these networks at a
particular time. It is therefore useful to explore no<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>