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ISSUES OF GLOBALIZATION ARE CENTRAL IN THE DISCUSSION OF THE TEMPORARY AND OFTEN UNSTABLE 
PROCESSES OF CITIES AND CONTEMPORARY LIFE. THE ANTHROPOLOGIST ARJUN APPADURAI HAS DEVELOPED 
CONCRETE CONCEPTS AND TERMS FOR UNDERSTANDING MANY ASPECTS OF GLOBALIZATION, PARTICULARLY IN 
CITIES LIKE BOMBAY/MUMBAI. THE FOLLOWING IS A TELEPHONE CONVERSATION BETWEEN THE EDITORS OF 
PERSPECTA 34 AND ARJUN APPADURAI THAT TOOK PLACE ON 14 JULY 2002. 

In preparation for this discussion, the following texts were consulted: Arjun Appadurai, Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization 
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996); Arjun Appadurai, "Deep Democracy: Urban Governmentality and the Horizon of Politics," 
Public Culture 14,1 (2002), 41-47; Arjun Appadurai, "Spectral Housing and Urban Cleansing: Notes on Millennial Mumbai," Public Culture 12, 3 
(2000), 627-51; Arjun Appadurai, "Grassroots Globalization and the Research Imagination," Public Culture 12, 1 (2000), 1-19; Arjun Appadurai, 
"Dead Certainty: Ethnic Violence in the Era of Globalization," Public Culture 10, 2 (1998), 225-47. 

P34 From the social location in which you speak, anthropology, 
how do you understand the questions we raise in this journal? 
How do you think about architecture or building? 

Arjun Appadurai Anthropology is notoriously capricious, even 
promiscuous in its interests, but I think it's fair to say that there is a 
revived interest -apart from issues of transnationality and flows and 
globalization-in the city. Urban anthropology had become for a while a 
somewhat small and specialized field, and although I have to correct for 
my own bias and interest and sense of my own drift, I think that's 
changing, that there is a more general resuscitation of interest in things 
urban. There are a number of reasons for that, not the least being the 
sense that in the city a variety of important trans-sectional and 
transnational things are being played out. There has also been a standing 
interest, which continues to be very active, in the problematics of space. 
Here, someone like de Certeau remains an important reference point. 

As for architecture specifically, my interest in it is not a product of 

general theorizing or broad conceptual interests, but comes from a sense 
that it's catching a lot of vital debates and energies. The most salient fact 
is that in my recent work in India, and particularly in Bombay, I have been 
deeply impressed with the energy, fervor, and engagement that surround 
architectural circles both in terms of practitioners and in terms of 
teachers, students, and institutions. 

There is a reflection going on among architects in India-which may 
well be part of something more widespread -about what we call a "crisis 
of the discipline": what does it do, what ought it to be doing, etc. That 
general problem has always interested me. While I recognize that there 
are debates going on in Europe, the United States, and elsewhere in the 
world, I sense that in places like India the disciplinary crisis, which may be 
ongoing in architecture and many other fields, including anthropology, is 
in a special and deep dialogue with the crises in social life and the 
development of things like urban planning and housing. This is not an 
inward-looking crisis but a crisis that is in a fruitful dialogue with a variety 
of other social crises and contradictions. Architecture is an especially 
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interesting site today, both in places like India and more broadly, because 
of the kinds of globalizing questions in which we are interested. 

THE MODERN AND THE 
CONTEMPORARY: FLOWS 
AND RELATIONS OF 
DISJUNCTURE 
P34 In developing a framework for Perspecta 34 focusing on 
temporary architecture, we were interested in the ecology of mobile 
forms and processes that influence the contemporary built 
landscape-tourism, displacements and migrations, housing 
markets, protests, and disasters natural and man-made. You seem 
to claim that these processes, when understood in "relations of 
disjuncture," are significant in shaping the globalizing world. How 
are these relations of disjuncture particularly new or contemporary? 
In this regard, what is the difference between the modern and the 
contemporary? 

AA How the idea of "relations of disjuncture" defines something new or 
contemporary is a tricky question. Clearly, elements of the kinds of things 
I refer to by using the trope of "disjuncture" can be seen in earlier times 
and in other contexts, but I think there are two or three things that might 
define the newness question. One is a relational answer, which is that 
while we have had things like migration and various forms of mass 
mediation for a very long time, and each has a kind of deep history, their 
special relationship-as I argue in my book Modernity at Large-seems 
strikingly different now than in times past. When you add more specific 
elements to that, for example the IT [information technology] revolution, 
which affects directly or indirectly many, many other things in its field of 
force, it's very difficult to see it as having a smooth or continuous history. 
If you further throw in the special force of the ideology of the market as a 
regulative ideology since 1989, you cannot easily see the global 
hegemony of that ideology in earlier periods. 

All this is to extend the relational answer and say that, yes, the 
elements we look at all have their deep histories but their relations are 
strikingly different, and some of them, like the IT revolution, are plainly 
new. The challenge is that we cannot develop a strong theory of their 
newness precisely because the owl of Minerva has not yet flown. As my 

colleague and friend Keith Hart says in Money in an Unequal World, we 
are in the first few years of a revolution that could be as long or longer 
than the agricultural revolution. People who lived in the first decades of 
the agricultural revolution could hardly have been expected to spin out all 
its implications for the next several centuries and even millennia. In that 
sense, we are still groping and scrambling, but I think that doesn't make 
it impossible to sense that, say, the IT revolution is launching us into a 
different kind of technical and technological order. So there are a number 
of substantive ways to engage with the question of newness-I mainly do 
that by looking at relations between elements rather than focusing on 
single elements, like migration or mass media. 

Another way one can make a convincing argument about newness 
is by looking at the logic of the dispersal of elements like mass media, 
market ideology, and electronic technology that have a planetary 
distribution that is striking in its reach, in its coverage, compared with 
earlier large revolutions, either ideological or technological. If you examine 
this dispersal, it produces unexpected relations between various orders 
of things. 

In all of this is a dialogue with Marxist ideas about the relations 
among material life, technology, social relations, ideology, and so on. 
These ideas, directing us to look at the points of articulation between 
layers of social existence, have been our strongest assets for looking at 
these relations in a kind of general, and still inspiring, way. If you look at 
the relations of employment that are now part of the result of global 
corporate strategies, they clearly involve movements of people, skilled 
and semiskilled, into economic niches at very short notice. This 
completely confounds any crude idea that a particular economy seen in a 
spatially bounded way can have a simple relationship between base 
elements and superstructure elements, for example, because each of 
these layers can be seen as a part of global circulatory systems. So 
indeed there are vertical relations in this Marxist view, and Marx was by 
no means wrong, but the layers seem now to be inescapably parts of 
circulatory systems in their own right, and also at a global level. 

Therefore, the kinds of causalities that underlie Marxist thinking 
about the relations among, for example, technology, production, and 
ideology not only have to be reconsidered but have to be reconsidered in 
an ad hoc manner depending on the situation. In other words, one 
cannot come to a given situation with a strong prior sense about how the 
causal flows work. That for me is what the word "disjuncture" captures. I 
use "relations" to refer to the strength of the Marxist approach, to say that 
these things are not simply randomly happening, that there are structured 
interactions between them. However, the forms of dispersal of these 
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forces-ideological, technological, and social-make it difficult to have a 
general a priori sense of how they relate to one another. 

I would say a further word about the "new or contemporary" by 
going to the question on "the modern and the contemporary." The way I 
would make the distinction between the modern and the contemporary, 
which is a very generic way, is to say that modernity is a project whereas 
the contemporary is a condition. Different theorists would have different 
ideas of what is critical to this condition-someone like Anthony Giddens 
would see it differently from someone like Fredric Jameson, for example. 
The contemporary is a condition characterized by, among other things, 
the sorts of linkage, propinquity, and flow that I write about in my own 
work. It is the inescapable condition in which lots of actors and societies 
find themselves. On the other hand, the modern, and this is partly 
reflected in my title Modernity at Large, is not a fact, an epoch, or a stage 
but a vision, a conception, or a project. Therefore, modernity is now a 
project with a particular set of characteristics, given globalization as a 
contemporary condition. And because it is a project, it has multiple 
shapes and incarnations. The early idea that these projects were 
necessarily and somehow inherently convergent is one of the main things 
I argue against in Modernity at Large and elsewhere. 

IMAGINATION AND THE 
PRODUCTION OF LOCALITY 
P34 You often talk about the ways in which the imagination, 
alongside empirical experience, plays an important role in 
constructing spatial realities for people, for example, in cities. How 
is your concept of the production of locality a move away from a 
spatialized sense of the local? 

AA The link between the production of locality and the idea of the 
imagination as a social practice (an idea I am still trying to develop further) 
is actually an expanded idea of the social. In that expanded idea I want 
not only to make room for the social as defined by reproductive logics- 
rules, regulations, and regularities, in the way that Pierre Bourdieu has 
spoken about them-but to make room in the social for projects, for 
visions, for wishes, and so on. And these defined in collective social 
ways, not just in personal, individual, and idiosyncratic ways. 

The production of locality is a reminder that even the most 
apparently mechanical forms of social order that seem to function without 
design, contingency, or intentionality but simply by the force of routine- 

what we used to call habit-involve large amounts of deliberate attention, 
effort, and labor. Part of that attention, effort, and labor is involved in 
collective ideas of what is possible. Therefore, for the local to have some 
spatialized embodiment takes an effort which transcends that very 
spatiality. So the idea is not to, as it were, de-spatialize the local, or 
evacuate the spatial from the local, but to add something to it. That is to 
say, for mere spatiality to take its form, there has to be an effort, a 
"production of locality," which is much more complex. Once that effort to 
produce the local is fully observed, we will also, among other things, get 
a deeper sense of what it means to produce, inhabit, and sustain spatial 
relations. We won't have substituted something else for the spatial part of 
the local but will have enriched the logic of the spatial in the local. 

P34 For architects this emphasis on both the material substance 
and the imagined social life makes for a challenge not only when 
reading the city but also when engaging in its design. What role do 
physical places-areas of a city, spaces in a neighborhood-play in 
the production of locality? How does the temporary quality of these 
physical places affect this production? 

AA Physical places are very important in two inverse but related ways. I 
am thinking of my own informed sense of spatial practice and spatial 
logic in Bombay particularly. On the one hand, to go back to Bourdieu, 
insofar as physical spaces are what a person finds himself in, either 
brought to them, born in them, or exposed to them, they form part of the 
backdrop against which the work of the production of locality is done. 
Physical spaces are part of the material that individuals work from, draw 
on, to some extent take for granted, and in other instances highlight, 
sharpen, consciously use. On the other hand, physical spaces are also 
objects of the interests of lots of social actors. A lot of work is directed to 
the production, maintenance, reproduction, distribution, or enjoyment of 
physical places. Physical places in this broad sense-areas, spaces, 
roads, streets, locations-have a dual relationship with the production of 
locality. They form part of the condition of its production, and they also 
form an important part of the object of that production. One of the 
challenges is to take that dialectical relationship and introduce the play of 
contingencies to see that there is something more than simply 
mechanical production involved in this process. 

Let me move briefly to the temporary quality of these physical 
places, getting close to the core of the interests of Perspecta 34. The 
immediate thing to say is that insofar as spatial arrangements-homes, 
habitations, streets, roads, construction of any type-are temporary, they 
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produce anxiety. In places like Bombay (and the question, of course, is 
how many places are like Bombay, and to what extent, and that is an 
open matter in my mind)-that is, very dense places with unequal access 
to spatial resources, volatile politics, and a growing crisis of governance 
and civility (in short, a description of many mega-cities in the poorer 
countries of the world and of some mega-cities in the wealthier countries 
in the world, too)-the temporary nature of a lot of physical places and 
spaces shoots the project of producing locality through with a constant 
under-text of anxiety. This anxiety is frequently articulated in collective 
forms, such as ethnic violence, about which I have written, and has large 
implications for the way politics is conducted in these cities, whether it's 
through ethnic violence or other forms. 

The question of temporariness has a particular edge for victims of 
physical dispossession-the homeless, the under-housed, the badly 
housed-with whom I am particularly concerned in Bombay. For them 
many things in life have a temporary quality-not only physical resources, 
spatial resources, and housing but also social, political, and moral 
relations and relations to the sources of power. The production of locality 
is an effort to produce the sense of continuity in the face of the 
temporariness of things. A huge amount of their social energy and 
personal creativity is devoted to producing, if not the illusion, then the 
sense of permanence in the face of the temporary. The phenomenology 
of the temporary must be carefully distinguished by group location in the 
political economy of places like Bombay. The temporariness of things if 
you are a high-level speculator in the derivatives market of Bombay is 
very deeply different than if you are living in a viaduct in Bombay. 

P34 Would you elaborate on the phrase "illusion of permanence" 
in the context of the social life of Bombay or cities like Bombay? 

AA Yes, well, you know, I was using the phrase "illusion of permanence" 
because I've always loved it. It's the title of a wonderful book by Francis 
Hutchins about the British in India at the peak of their power. It's a lovely 
phrase because it captures a kind of desire of the imperial system, but 
simultaneously the anguish and the ambivalence involved in these things: 
the arrogant conceit of certain grand projects, like the imperial project, 
but also the humble thing that ordinary people seek constantly to create. 
As far as the bottom half of the population in Bombay is concerned, in 
many ways life is an effort to produce, if not the illusion, then the sense of 
stability, or continuity, or something like permanence in the face of the 
known temporariness or volatility of almost all the arrangements of social 
life-who is where, who can you love, what's available, where do you live, 

who has a space, will someone allot you a house, will you get temporary 
housing, etc. 

In this regard, the project of the production of locality is an effort to 
work against the constant corrosion of the present, both by change and 
by uncertainty. All communities know that the work of producing their 
own humanity is tied up in being able to rely on what may subsist from 
today to tomorrow, from this generation to the next, and so on. In that 
sense, "the illusion of permanence" summarizes a very large amount of 
what people do in a quotidian way, for example, pumping up a kerosene 
stove on the pavement to produce your meal at nine o'clock with 
whatever it is you have been able to buy, scrounge, borrow, beg, or get. 
That is the production of the illusion of permanence, that you will have 
dinner tonight, as you will tomorrow night, and so on-if you are lucky. Its 
more ambitious end is the question of having a reliable structure-a roof 
over your head, a place on a piece of pavement, etc. But in a society in 
which both the site and the means of livelihood have a high degree of 
volatility for many people, the work of producing stability is very hard to 
distinguish from the struggle to get some sense that what you do and 
what you have might last until tomorrow. 

STABILITY, COMMUNITY, 
AND THE BODY 
P34 In Modernity at Large you introduce "diasporic public 
spheres" as a prevalent product of the cultural dimensions of 
globalization. If the city is made up of these diasporas, but also of 
ostensibly stable social forms and institutions, how are we to 
understand the relationship between the moving and the 
"stable"? 

AA In a general way, I have referred to the distinction between modernity 
as a project and the contemporary as a condition. All groups in cities like 
Bombay have movement of some kind as a project in their lives, and 
movement of some kind as a condition in their lives. But for the poor in 
Bombay, movement is more often a condition than a project. That is to 
say, they are more often its objects than its subjects. By saying this, I am 
indicating that the question of movement and stability is deeply 
responsive to the question of where you are in the distribution of things in 
this kind of place. That said, to the extent that we look at cities as made 
up of these diasporas, the question is not so much an across-the-board 
relationship between diasporic and more stable forms and institutions. 
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Rather, for particular social groups, everybody in these places is to some 
extent tied up with networks of various kinds that extend well beyond the 

city. And for everyone, to some extent, they are nevertheless able to, or 
forced to, or wish to produce some kind of locally legible stability. 
Everybody is engaged in this tension. The really interesting thing is how 
one group's diaspora is another group's stability; groups in cities like 
Bombay form part of the socio-spatial backdrop against which other 

groups form their projects. So even if you have a group that is highly 
diasporic, insofar as it sediments itself in certain locations and takes up 
certain practices and occupations dealing with goods and trades in 

Bombay, it becomes part of the stable backdrop for some other group's 
vision and some other group's effort to move. We need a very sensitive 

picture of the social morphology of places like Bombay to attack the 

question of the relation between the moving and the stable because it is 
not an across-the-board, general law under which all groups exist. 

P34 You have argued that ethnic violence is one kind of response 
to uncertainty and a way in which community is produced. In 

"Spectral Housing and Urban Cleansing" the material substance 
of the city-its spaces, infrastructure, and legalities-was the site 
where this was played out. What does that say about the 

relationship among the body, physical space, and the idea of 

community? 

AA I have given a talk that is in the process of making its way into a 
formal, written form on my experience of Bombay in which I use the 

phrase "dirt and democracy." In that essay I make an analysis of the 

growing anxiety among the middle classes in Bombay, as well as their 
allies in the municipality, about practices of defecation, urination, spitting, 
etc. These are very serious issues in Bombay, and as you watch the 
discourse of cleanliness being articulated on billboards, in newspapers, in 

slogans, and so on all over the city, you begin to see that there is a series 
of things beginning to be melded together. The first one is that the poor 
themselves are seen as some form of social dirt. This harks back to the 
work of Mary Douglas in Purity and Danger, a classic work arguing that 
dirt is matter out of place. In Bombay the poor are certainly matter out of 

place, but they are also producing matter out of place-that is, urine and 
feces-in public places. It is a city dominated by homelessness, in which 
a large percentage of people have no access to sanitation. It is very 
common for seven or eight hundred households to share one, two, or 
three toilets-an impossible physical reality. Imagine, in a situation like 
this, also having to face an intense public discourse against the sullying 

of the city by urine and by fecal matter, and you can understand how 
there is a tendency to see bodily waste and the bodies of the poor as 
somehow connected. 

In the case of Bombay and India we have an alarming tendency to 
see the crowded areas in which either slums or homeless people exist as 
part of the geography of undesirable minorities, in this case Muslims, and 
of people who produce political violence, these days often talked about in 
the idiom of terror. Some time ago, there was a major attack on the Red 
Fort in Delhi by people who were alleged terrorists supported by or 
directly from Pakistan. The newspaper coverage talked vividly of how 
these terrorists were able to make their way to the Red Fort by occupying 
the largely Muslim slums that surround it, going "like rats" through these 
small, crowded, filthy places to perform acts of violence. The discourse 
of this event, and of other events since, is a disturbing convergence of 
the horror of the state and the upper-middle class of bodily effluvia, 
number one, of the poor, number two, and of dangerous political 
minorities, number three. This is the dark side of the link among the body, 
physical space, and the idea of community. 

Anthropologists, particularly, have always been sensitive to the 
positive dimensions of the ways in which many human communities have 
constructed their ideas of moral solidarity, social solidarity, and cosmo- 
logical regularity by playing on signs, symbols, indexes, and icons 

variously deployed off the body as a foundational map of coherence. In 
the examples I have just given, we see the dystopian version. In those 
places of the world, mega-cities among them, where physical co- 
habitation has become enormously strained, the potential of the body 
to be a trope for community, for solidarity, trust, integrity, and integration, 
takes just the reverse form: bodies become a site for the location of fear, 
images of pollution, contamination, filth, and danger. 

REDUNDANCY AND FORMS 
OF GOVERNANCE 
P34 You mention "redundancy" as a concept that describes the 

competing and overlapping forms of governance taking the place 
of the nation-state. How is this an emerging concept for the 

organization of social life in cities, but also in relation to 
transnational definitions of locality? 

AA In formulating the idea of redundancy, what I was trying to point to is 
that in particular societies in which we feel there is no rule of law, or 
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where there is a kind of chaos, on closer inspection it often turns out that 
there is a multiplicity of claims involving sovereignty, legitimacy, and 
power. It is a matter of too much, not too little. In the large cities that are 
emerging now as new forms of the city-state, as many people have 
suggested, or city-regions, to use another recent phrase, this is 
especially true. There is a multiplicity of claims in the idiom of power: over 
particular spaces, particular resources, particular relations. You have 
social forces, social movements, nongovernmental movements, popular 
movements, municipal movements, city governments, state 
governments, federal governments, all exercising very complex power 
claims over groups and bodies, locations, resources, etc. In a way, you 
could define mega-cities as engaged in a complex battle between 
competing claims to legitimate governance. You could even say that this 
battle is virtually a definition of what these city-states are. 

As far as the transnational definition of locality is concerned, many of 
these players (social movements, municipal governments, regional 
governments, trans-federal governments) are infinitely linked to either 
their counterparts or other interests, not least global corporations, which 
are transnational forces, transnational players, transnational movements, 
and so on. The multiplicity of redundancy, the too-muchness of claims 
over legitimate power, is intimately connected to the transnational 
networks in which many of these agencies and movements are 
implicated and of which they are a part. 

P34 How is a new "ecology of expertise" being shaped by 
emergent organizational forms like the Alliance, what you call a 
"deep democracy"? 

AA This is a very central question to my own research. Movements like 
the Alliance, which I have studied in Mumbai, are doing what similar 
movements have done for some time, which is change the relationship 
between those in power and those outside of it, in particular to make a 
powerful knowledge claim, sympathetic to the thought of people like 
Paulo Freire. This Alliance brings together a nongovernmental 
organization called SPARC (Society for the Protection of Area Resource 
Centers), a grassroots women's organization called Mahila Milan, formed 
by former sex workers in one of the toughest parts of Bombay, and a 
national organization called NSDF (National Slum Dwellers Federation). 

The poor know a great deal about their own experiences and about 
the conditions of their experiences. Those who claim to be concerned 
about poverty and improved equity in cities and societies as a whole 
need to make room for the expertise of the poor. Those mobilized 

populations among the poor who have become explicitly politicized in 
terms of urban and social governance are now making it a central part of 
their own ideological and practical strategies to say that they are looking 
not for knowledge but for an even playing field on which to exercise the 
knowledge they already have. This takes many forms, the most general 
being the cynicism in many pro-poor movements about all forms of 
technical expertise that are brought to them, on the grounds that it is, 
first, far removed from their own life, second, usually unilaterally imposed, 
and, third, proven to be technically worthless, for example, in relation to 
very concrete matters like water or housing. 

Based on this, a new logic is being put into place. These pro-poor 
movements, including the ones I have studied, are seeking to become 
active partners in defining, for example, what it means to be a skilled 
builder. Rather than saying, "Don't tell us anything, we know everything," 
which would be a very simpleminded reversal, the answer is: "We would 
like to become players in the question of how you build adequate 
housing for the poor in a city like Bombay. We have ideas about finance, 
about design, about structure, about sewage, about drainage." At first 
glance, this looks like a kind of vague populist position, but it is actually a 
subversive position, because it calls into question the entire architecture 
of knowledge on which the post-World War II development machine is 
founded. 

Depending on the context, depending on the project, depending on 
the issue in question, these contestations are restructuring what it means 
to have specialized knowledge. To take on one deep implication, there is 
a virtually complete divorce of the idea of effective knowledge and the 
idea of research among many of these pro-poor movements. That single 
matter completely changes the conditions under which expertise is 
defined. If you say "I am interested in reliable knowledge, but I really have 
no interest whatsoever in what you call research," we have the 
beginnings of the kind of debate in progress today. It is not just a matter 
of a contest over power and knowledge. It is a debate about the deep 
protocols that surround the production of knowledge. 

THE POLITICS OF THE 
VISIBLE 
P34 You have said that the urban poor in Mumbai are "citizens 
without a city." What is the politics of becoming visible for the 
poor in Mumbai? If it is not merely living in the geography of the 
city, what is it that makes one a citizen in a city? 
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AA Actually, to reverse the terms of the question, what the poor in many 
cases are seeking is the privilege of being invisible. They suffer from a 

surplus of visibility, as I have tried to suggest in some of my other work. 
One of the troubles with being poor, and certainly with being homeless, in 

Bombay is that you are on permanent view. A very large part of the 

production of locality, of the work of the imagination, of the labor and 
vision of social reproduction for the disenfranchised, for the homeless, 
the poor, in places like Bombay is how to cope with being permanently 
and inescapably on view. A lot of physical arrangements, including many 
of the arrangements that we would call temporary (pieces of cloth 
between rooms, strung-up plastic pieces over your head), have to do 
with insulation, from the wear and tear of natural forces, from noise, from 

pollution, but very often from the gaze of other classes, especially the 
middle classes, and of the state. In a way, what the poor often seek in 

places like Bombay is the privileges of invisibility. 
From this point of view, citizenship is the ability to exercise effective 

power in the city in invisible ways, behind the front stage, by having 
access to people and relations to resources that do not have to be 
advertised. In a funny way, transparency is the baneful, unchosen 
condition of the poor. Although it's considered a virtue in the high-minded 
discourse of many governments, philanthropies, multilaterals, and so on, 
in fact it is a condition without a choice; it is a prison for the poor. They 
live in transparency. In short, this is the fishbowl kind of transparency. The 

power of people who are truly citizens in a place like Bombay is the 
power to-not necessarily corruptly but simply invisibly-have social 
effects in relation to their own social projects. 

The poor have the least optimal relationship between visibility and 
power: too much visibility, too little power. What they seek is to reduce 
their visibility-not in the political sense of the term as a metaphor for 
voice, but direct visibility-in terms of the gaze, in the interests of affecting 
what has been called the nervous system of power in a city like Bombay. 
A bad mix of visibility and effective power defines the citizenship of the 
poor, and what they seek is to change that mix: less visibility, more power. 

HOUSING AND THE POLITICS 
OF PATIENCE 
P34 In "Deep Democracy" you state, "Housing can be argued to 
be the single most critical site of this city's politics of citizenship." 
What are the different causalities and relationships at work that 
make housing such a nexus of issues (ethnic violence, power 
inequalities, real-estate speculation, class proximity) in Bombay? 

AA Housing, perhaps more than any other single dimension of life in a 

place like Bombay, brings together issues of what others have called 

recognition and redistribution. It is the place where questions of dignity, 
questions of equity, and questions of security come together. Housing 
allows you to pick the conditions of your own visibility. It doesn't make 
you invisible, it doesn't make you over-visible, it gives you a say in whom 

you are visible to, in who is visible to you, and under what conditions. The 
effort to combat the tyranny of the temporary is substantially addressed 
in a place like Bombay through housing. 

What it means to be wealthy is intimately tied up with what it means 
to have "secure tenure." We used to think of tenure as being land tenure, 
and largely as an agrarian issue. It is now a profoundly urban issue 

through which the urban poor are seeking to make their spatial existence 
legally recognized. 

Housing is also the place where key forces tend to crisscross on 
another dimension in which, like redistribution and recognition, it catches 
a maximum tension: in relation to technical and cultural matters. Housing 
is a place where infrastructure meets the living routines of social life. It is 
unlike sewage, drinking water, electricity, and many other absolutely 
critical forms of infrastructure. It is the place where such infrastructure 
meets issues of dignity, of style, of social standing, of all the things that 
make humans humans. No single other arrangement stages the complex 
and visible negotiation going on between technical and cultural features 
in social life. Given its nature, housing can always vanish, even for people 
who are economically very well off. For people who aren't, it often doesn't 
exist in the first place. 

It is this tension, where these two axes meet, in which housing 
dwells. One is the recognition and redistribution axis, and the other is the 
axis, as far as urban morphology and design and materiality go, between 
the technical and the cultural dimensions of social life. 

P34 How have the poor's needs to define their own space through 
what you refer to as a "politics of patience" and "deep 
democracy" rubbed up against the more abstract designs of 
planners, developers, and state authorities in Bombay? 

AA A major issue in the politics of housing in Bombay is the question of 
relocation and rehabilitation for homeless populations that have been 
living along the railroad tracks. These populations have been at the 
center of the politics of the state versus the poor and also face the rage 
of middle-class commuters whose trains have been slowed down by 
shacks close to the tracks. Families live, in some cases, in temporary 
shacks two, three, four feet from where commuter trains run. Regularly 
people are injured or killed, and as a result these slum populations have 
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been slowing the trains down, sometimes stoning trains, causing 
damage, etc. This is a hot issue. These railway-track dwellers were being 
forcibly removed with tractors brought in by the city government and the 

railways to demolish homes. 
One of the major triumphs of the Alliance is its success in breaking 

logjams that arose in negotiations among the Indian railways, the Indian 

government, the government of the city of Bombay, various municipal 
authorities, and the World Bank (which has a major transportation project 
in Bombay). The Alliance managed to make its way into this incredibly 
complex local, national, global politics by showing that it has the ability to 

persuade these slum dwellers to move to temporary quarters, in some 
cases built by the Alliance members, in other cases by the state. The 
Alliance intervenes on behalf of the urban poor, saying, "We will get these 

people to voluntarily move if you provide reliable housing, in a reliable 
manner, through our good offices-and we will promise that those homes 

you provide, in particular parts of the city, will not be abused, sold, put 
back on the market, etc. We will guarantee that we know who these 

people are family by family; we'll place them in a reliable way in the 

spaces allotted to them." They have peacefully persuaded the slum 
dwellers to demolish their own houses-which is revolutionary because 
demolition is usually what's done to them-on the promise of relocation. 

This is possibly one of the great crises and dramas of urban 

governance involving housing in Bombay. It's an example of where the 

people who dwelled on these tracks were dealing with one of the cruel 
forms of temporariness, where trains are whizzing by two feet from your 
three-year-old child. They have shown patience in waiting for a better 
solution, and indeed that has been delivered by the Alliance, through its 

very complex forms of political negotiation and deliberation with other 

agencies. 
The Alliance itself has shown its own forms of patience in the face of 

emergency. It has built up its political assets through patience in dealing 
with city politics, developers, the World Bank, and multiple other players. 
It has deployed all of that capital, which is itself built on the politics of 

patience in the face of emergency, to persuade these slum dwellers on 
the tracks to demolish their own homes, to bid good-bye to secure forms 
of temporary housing in exchange for uncertain forms of permanent 
housing. These slum dwellers had to be convinced that what is at the 
other end won't be taken away from them. That's at least an example of 
the play, the deep play, and the multiple levels of play, between different 

temporalities, different senses of emergency, and different forms of 

patience in the politics of housing. 
The "rubbing up" of these two kinds of visions would be much more 

brutal, much more unproductive, much more sterile, much more violent, 
and much more zero-sum were it not for the negotiation by groups like 

the Alliance of the different urgencies and emergencies of the state and 
other agencies in relation to the urgencies and emergencies of the poor. 
The Alliance has managed to find points of mutual productivity, therefore 
preventing the kind of brutal frictions that often happen when these kinds 
of visions bump up against each other. 

EXPERTISE AND RESEARCH 
P34 The apprehension in believing in architecture's and 
urbanism's capacity to effect social change could perhaps benefit 
from a thorough understanding of how people imagine and 
understand their urban landscapes-how they negotiate the 
terms and conditions of the city's various economies. Could you 
comment on the difficult translation between how people imagine 
and produce these urban landscapes and how researchers and 
architects "read" these processes? 

AA One of the things that poorer people do to negotiate the complex 
realities of the tensions between the temporary and the permanent, and 
so on, is constantly seek to be informed about the social forces at play in 
their environment. Everybody is doing this, but poorer people are doing 
this especially, seeking to amass as much knowledge as possible about 
who is who, what is what, who's related to whom, and why. For example, 
a newspaper boy who is dropping a newspaper at your place will see you 
talking to somebody else, and he will either ask somebody else or, if he 
can, ask you who that person was, or what she was doing, or why she 
was there. At first sight, it seems (a) irrelevant, (b) impertinent and rude, 
but what is happening is a constant archiving. In a general way, what the 

poor seek to do in cities like Bombay is to constantly renovate this 
archive of knowledge, of people, of relations, of resources. That in itself is 
a laborious process, but it is done all the time. You do not know what will 
become relevant at a particular point, when something temporary 
becomes even less than that, or threatens to disappear, or something 
unattractive becomes permanent: for example, you are totally without 

housing, and it looks like you will be that way forever. The relation of actors 
of this type, and their visions of who they are, what they are doing, and how 

they survive, to researchers and architects is very important, and I think it is 
at the heart of many of the crises we are all concerned with. 

One point I began to articulate when we talked about expertise 
earlier is that as the urban poor become more politicized in places like 

Bombay, they are redefining the terms of the relations between key 
elements that we take to be associated, like research, theory, testing, 
hypothesis, intervention, and so on. We on the academic side tend to 
have a naturalized protocol between the relations of these things. The 
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poor are now in a position to begin to systematically disaggregate those 
things and to say, "To do A, why do we need B?" 

That is one site of debate, but the other is something even more 
central. It is the subject of another paper that I have just written in the 
context of a collective exercise undertaken by the World Bank in regard 
to relations between anthropologists and economists, between culture 
and development in relation to poverty, called "The Capacity to Aspire." 
The essential point here is that in the kind of dialogue of the deaf 
between anthropologists and economists, or people on the culture side 
and people on the economic side, anthropologists have essentially 
handed over the entire business of the future to economics. Culture itself 
is substantially, by however sophisticated a definition, seen as a kind of 
rearview mirror, habit, tradition, norm, etc., but always looking back. The 

question of the future-of people's wishes, choices, projects, visions, 
etc.,-has been more or less handed over to the domain of economics, 
of individuals' choices and preferences, and so on. What we in 

anthropology need to do, and I will come to architecture in a second, is 
first of all to recognize that there is a whole way in which the future itself is 
culturally formed as much as the past is. People in communities always 
have visions, expectations, plans, wants, and these are not just 
disaggregated, individual things; these are also formed collectively. We in 

anthropology by and large, with tiny exceptions here and there, have 
totally failed to catch this, and we end up therefore in this standoff with 
economists, saying, "You don't understand how people operate," and 
"You are too individualistic." That is all fine, but what have we done about 
it? Very little. 

Within that general framework I have tried to argue that one of the 
capacities (in the language of capacity building that has now become 
standard in respect to the poor) is what I call "the capacity to aspire." The 
effort is to recognize that poor people have visions for where they would 
like to go, for hope itself, but aspirations need to be seen as more 
complex than simply isolated desires or wishes. This capacity, I argue, is 
not simply a generalized good but something that is unequally 
distributed. "Poverty" could be defined as having a bad place in the 
distribution of the capacity to aspire. I argue that this capacity is 
improved the more chance you have to exercise it. In that argument the 
recommendation is that we need to look carefully at how the capacity to 
aspire is distributed and why the terms of recognition are always skewed 
against the poor. It's not a cultural poverty argument saying that the poor 
don't have visions or hopes, but rather that this capacity develops only 
through use. Those who use it more, obviously, develop it more. And if 
you do not have the occasion to use it a lot, it is going to suffer. 

This brings me to the business of architecture and urban planning 
and these kinds of disciplines, in that they rarely take into account this 

aspirational faculty. They rarely take into account that the homeless, or 
the poorly housed, or the under-housed, or the disenfranchised have 
projects, have visions, have strong ideas about where they would like to 
live and how. More important, they have a particular place in this 
economy having to do with the capacity to aspire. In relation to housing 
and issues of built form and space, practices that architects and urban 
planners are involved in, they should not just add this understanding in 
but place this concern at the center of their work. So when you say "the 
difficult translation between how people imagine and produce these 
urban landscapes and how researchers and architects 'read' these 
processes," I would say that by and large researchers tend to precisely 
read the forms, but I don't think they adequately read the reader. 

To put it simply, architects and planners often do not recognize that 
the people whose concerns they are seeking to address have very 
complicated aspirational maps, in which spatial issues play a part. The 
issue is not to cut straight through to get the quickest road from the 
designer's head or mandate or professional context to delivering the 
house, the road, the shopping mall, the train station, but to figure out 
where those elements actually might fit more fruitfully into strengthening 
what I call "the capacity to aspire." 

Whether it is architecture, or urban planning, or a softer discipline 
like anthropology, which is simply trying to make an interpretive 
contribution, engaging that capacity, its distribution, and the forms it 
takes-that is the central challenge. In short, we need to be newly alert to 
the danger that in pursuing the aspirations of urban planning or the 
fantasies of architects, we might neglect the central asset we need to 
recognize: the capacity to aspire of the urban poor. Such aspirations 
centrally include the ways in which the poor might wish to shape their 
spaces. This fact should compel a new humility about the techniques and 
technologies of the expert. 
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