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ABSTRACT: In this paper | argue the new urban question tarbeld one for three reasons. First, urban
development patterns may have changed over of buhéhe major question remains: how is urban space
(best) used? In this line, | explore contrastingpidgical agendas for the use of urban space: bladkwvhite

vis & vis anti-squat and squatting. Second, the/\neban question is explicitly an urban questiahijch
conflicts with global capital and national statdifies. Third, the proposed new bill to illegaliaguatting
serves as good example to demonstrate that Dutthefwrbanism is likely to be an old, regressive
restoration of the past.
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1 INTRODUCTION

After the great depression and the world wars,tahlgt city development is in severe crisis, again.
Although Mike Davis proclaimed a “Planet of Slums"and one billion squatters — in 2006, the current
global credit crisis is about to excel this stagee crisis has reached the Western world affeativigonly
labor- but housing markets whilst leading to (régiation of cheap labor and forced evictions at dgle.
Here, it is important to note that it was precistig neoliberal working mode of the capitalist hogs
market to start the overall crisis. The real estasgket has produced prices ordinary people calomger
meet dedicating their labor power only. According WS real estate agents that have specialized in
foreclosure management (e.g. Housing PredictorealtigTrac) ten millions of US households are exgect
to be foreclosed until 2012 (2,3 million in 2008¢ing eviction and tent city life. While theseipsitions
are still subject to speculation and further arigjjthe US Mortgage Bankers Association statesiire 2009
that “5.4 million mortgages are presently delinguanin the formal stages of foreclosure, whichatgs to
12% of all U.S. mortgages. An estimated 16-millmrrowers are under-water or owe more on their lfome
than what they could fetch in today’s markettttp://www.housingpredictor.com/foreclosureforedashl,
August 28 2009). Due to the association’s own survey oneobthiree Americans says that “if home values
continue to fall they'll walk away from their moatges, which could set up a worst case scenaritédd.S.
economy, triggering an economic calamity” (ibid.).

In this line, the crisis may count kememade. It has been actively produced by neoliberal unbalitics
and planning to promote privatization and transf@eople’s homes (formerly known as social goods) in
commodities leaving the distribution to the freerddonarket. “[T]he trigger of the crisis was thauotbling
of the housing mortgage market as a result of ihie tisk lending practices, the so-called subprioams ...
[W]hen the real estate bubble burst and mortgagekehatarted to default the crisis in housing ficen
spread to the entire financial system becauseeobtier-exposure of lending institutions and thesurers.
With the largest financial institutions in a statetechnical bankruptcy that forced massive govemmm
intervention to bail them out, lending stopped &tirpractical purposes. And this is the root of thisis
because consumer demand has largely been fueleddyycredit, and consumer demand accounts, both in
the U.S. and in Europe, for over two thirds of GigBwth” (Burkhalter, Castells 2009)his in mind, it was
not a market failure or failure of regulation taggrer the urban crisis, the market has worked yreeid
properly. The failure, as Peter Marcuse put it,rnts the failure of regulation ... it is a failure thfat which
needs to be regulated” (Marcuse 2008).

While this is alarming and some democratic US sasagncouraged residents to resist evictions (and
partly promoted squatting) in the Netherlands te#dgeist is quite the contrary. In a recent pubkaring in
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May 2009 conservative members of the Dutch natipaaliament argued the right to squatting (when the
house is vacant for more than one year) to be taddaiming to abolish the squatting policy (kraetood)
by the end of 2009. Regardless of scientific rased&n prove the social reason and function of st
police statistics to demonstrate that violenceasthe issue at evictions, and the major concerthefbig
four Dutch cities, how to deal with real estatecspation and the provision of affordable housingtba
urban level, national policy makers push the amtiag bill (kraakverbod) forward. Attempting to fiya
establish full state protection of private properights, conservative parties rally against theistice of
“gratis” living to end “the romance of squatting’his is remarkable. If squatting and/ or social $ing is
romantic, what does this reveal about capitalisaarreality and neoliberal market justice then?

In this sense, the new urban question is an oéd loow is urban space (best) used? How? Where? Why?
By Whom? The consensual Dutch approach to urbatigsahnd planning has served the right to houfing
a long time now and can be viewed as internatigretteptional or socially progressive. Nowhere étse
the world is vacancy a valid argument vs. the ¥iotaof property rights. The continuous neoliberation,
which is also framed as urban progress, howeveratlger in line with what Bourdieu (1998) coined a
“regressive restoration of the past”. Drawing oa Brutch housing market and squatting policy, | argure-
think the crucial relationship between the useugplof space and the (exchange) interest of tHeestate
market. Thus, the urban question is about thelikxi of neoliberal capitalism and the responsiwif its
urban institutions to adapt to existing social reeck.g. as Right to the City (Lefebvre 1996) — sedrch
for attempts of (further) institutionalization, tr expect radicalization.

2 THE URBAN QUESTION

The urban question is a social question, it is &tipal, economic, juridical and beyond this an
ideological question. Although Manuel Castells nrajrame the urban question in a less structuralist
Marxist language today, it describes past, preaedt (very likely) future urban developments veryilwe
“Space, as a social product, is always specified liefinite relation between the different instanoé a
social structure, the economic, the political, ideological, and the conjuncture of social relasidimat result
from them. Space, therefore, is always a histoealjuncture and a social form that derives its mmea
from the social processes that are expressed thritlig/Castells 1977: 430). In times of increasing
neoliberalization, privatization and the aspiredhomodification of all social relations this can tlestrated
by examples of privatizing basic social goods (lamdter, healthcare, education etc.). In this l@giouse is
not a house but a commodity. It may not simply beduby (local) people in need for housing buttisaded
on the (global) housing market searching for cust@mvho can afford the price. The use (value) bhaar
space therefore is once again contested.

This being said, it is quite interesting to focus the Dutch urban question and to find conservative
members of the Dutch national parliament arguirgvbrld to stand upside down. It is true that Duidban
policy is internationally exceptional but upsideanth® If people living in houses, instead of streetshile
houses are vacant — is upside down, we may wainigtore into the foundational principles for thepep
side and then focus on the consequences whatntpiges for local people on the ground. By interoasl
standards the Dutch legal structure — to use usgpace — does not differ in kind but in degree.réngs
rights to property owners and residents but hasmdadhis to specific conditions. ,In 1971, the Dutch
Supreme Court decided that the ,house right’, whiobtects homes from being entered against theodill
the occupants, applies to squatters. From that mgritebecame illegal for landlords to evict sqaeestand
squatting was no longer considered to be illegadyided that the building was neither in use nange
worked on“ (Pruijt 2003: 146). This policy is emlded in an old tradition of Dutch regulation anchtigins
to private property, which were never valued ands@euted as strict as in other nation states Jibithe
sanctity of home (§ 138 criminal code) is no longencerned, if the house is empty for more thanyeas
(8 429 criminal code). The use value therefore dateis the exchange value under certain conditions.
times of a strained housing market (when demandegssupply), up to ten year long waiting listssfocial
housing the legal system grants people the righsétf help: to detect vacant housing and to appat®it
for housing purposes. Squatters are seen as useguat to tenants — and are protected by the basic
constitutional right to housing (8§ 12 basic lawheTownership of the property is not contested ah.siis
soon as the owner has developed a more profitalbléian, the state grants full persecution and gution
of that property right.
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Though the tense situation on the housing markétsiortage of affordable housing has not changed
significantly over time, conservative members eQfristian Democrat, Jan ten Hoopen (CDA) have
repeatedly tried (2003, 2006) to amend the lawpforciple purposes and ban the instrument of sipggit
favor of market and (local) state control. In Aug@608 Ten Hoopen is accompanied by members of the
Liberal Party, Brigitte van der Burg (VVD) and Cétian Union’s Arie Slob (CU) to join forces and pubke
anti-squat regulation (kraakverbod) forward. Togetthey proposed a bill to parliament, which airas t
criminalize squatting and persecute squatters byiral law. The major concern is a “matter of the
principle” (van der Burg, NRC next 10.09.09) aneértdfore an ideological question: squatting violates
property rights and therefore is theft. This istcasted by the squatter's movement, who are likelyiew
property as theft and claim their right to the cltythe following, therefore the contrasting viearg briefly
portrayed and analyzed for what this urban quessi@tl about: to use or not to use urban space.

The black book — claiming property rights

The black book starts as follows: Imagine you dedi use public transport for a while. As gas ice
rise you think of the environment and are fed ughwiaffic jams. Furthermore, you then go on vawafior
some time. All this time your car is unused. Yomeoback and note that others have been using ywur ¢
When calling the police to remove the other user 3@ told that they cannot do so, since you havdeen
using it for a certain time, so the police canmb¢ivene by legal means” (van ‘t Wout 2008, tratitatb).

In other words: Imagine your house is a car. Thisvhat the Black book is most concerned about: that
houses are not treated like any other commoditiass) and not fully protected by private properghts

and state power. While such an argument sounddlismess as usual from a Non-Dutch perspectivs, it
still worthwhile to follow the rationale to find dmore about the very idea and working mode of Dutate
interventions in urban developments.

The description above suggests alternatives to usdyone car vis & vis one house. If we now leave o
the vacation option (and hotel use) alternativesrie house would always imply to own more than one
house. Rephrased this way, we get a picture abbmutntotivation and clientele the VVD is primarily
advocating, the upside of society, who feel turdedvn by the Dutch state (legislative, executive and
judicative). The black book is an attempt to drasoanection to middle class residents that owrr theine
and a car but foremost seeks justice for peoplie mibre than one house and most likely also mone tina
car. It is a good example to illustrate the speclaracter of a house (as a home) compared to other
commodities such as cars. It reveals a cruciakuffice — and Dutch legal recognition — betweencbasi
human needs and political interventions to geteh#vhile there are alternatives to satisfy the nieed
mobility (trams, bikes, walking) the alternativer foousing would imply a sofa-, tent-, street-life,leave
town or stop breathing. On the following 36 pages Ban ‘t Wout makes primarily 3 points — violence,
foreigners, disruption — and offers 24 examplesregaquatters. It reads much like a personal agend is
full of aesthetic dislike and moralist criticisnge.‘riffraff” (tuig) the middle and upper class reto be
protected from.

The proposed bill for re-regulation of “squattingdavacancy” (kraken en leegstand) by the Christian
Democrats (CDA), Liberals (VVD and Christian Uni¢@U) aims for just that: the perceived injustice or
self justice by squatters, which violates the ptive of private property rights. According to thdl is
“squatting in the 2L century no longer an activity that is related tshartage of housing ... Even in urban
agglomeration areas is housing availabl@iw{v.woonbond.nl September *1 2009). Though explicit
research on the range of activism and scale oftsggas not available, the bill insists: “A smatoup of
squatters does no longer eschew criminal practicelgnce and intimidation” (ibid). According toetbill a
future violation of property rights (squatting) wés in a fine up to 7.500 Euro or/ and up to tveans and
eight months in jail.

The white book as Right to the City

The white book (Witboek Kraken), on the other hasekks to portray squatting activism in an urban
context and emphasizes on the right to housingaasc lright. On 132 pages the white book offers 80
examples from 20 cities highlighting the interredas of urban movements and the neighborhood (Riedac
Witboek 2009). Major subjects of the squatter mosetnare urban struggles with real estate specuolatial
the conflicting use of space, Uitermark has elseatieamed as urban injustice: “saving the city’nfro
(modernist) urban renewal, the “uncomprising hogighortage”, squatting as “free place” and consecge
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the breeding place policy for urban (sub-)cultuditdrmark 2004a). Besides many empirical exampbes t
demonstrate the benefits of urban activism thedhapter seeks to “break open the discussion” aiitegs
squatter’'s advocates and academics to argue forighe to use urban space (Redactie Witboek 2009).
Among other aspects it predominantly challengesttipedown perspective of the proposed bill to fully
protect universal property rights (and speculatishen rejecting local needs for affordable housingl
social cohesion. When addressing social housingtlaadlis-empowerment of local residents and squatte
the “speculation research collective” (SPOK) askss:the future search for housing solved by state
paternalism and the philanthropy of real estatedpéors (ibid.)?

The right to housing and squatting comprises ctams@ections to the Lefebvrian concept of the right
the city, as it was only recently discussed by msterdam in April 2009. “Right to the City — Whaiuid
this mean?”, a squatter collective (Kraakgroep Pasked. The right to the city is like a cry andesmand
(...) a transformed and renewed right to urban lifefébvre 1996: 158). The right to the city contaiws
basic rights: 1) the right to appropriate urbancepand 2) the right to participate centrally in greduction
of urban space. In contrast to capitalist city deweent that is built upon private property rightsfebvre
proposes a right to “full and complete usage” (befe 1996: 179) of urban space on the ground oemer
inhabitance. Instead of the exchange value of coditite — such as social goods and space, which in
expectation of the valorization of the commodifjpofits) often leave buildings empty — it is theewalue
of urban space that is central here.

Fully realized, the right to the city would nec¢sts a profound reorganization of current socikdtiens.
The loose usage in the literature, however, untlerates the fundamental implications of Lefebvrielsa.
The right to the city becomes diluted as it iscttal to a variety of movements, while only few @eéming
a right to the city as Lefebvre presented it (Plr2@08). Demanding radical changes in city deveiept
squatter movements appropriate urban space by ¢#amsrmof mere inhabitance and the use value of space
and thus can be viewed as close to the Lefebvpanoach: contesting the exchange value, the righeal
estate speculation, the right to vacancy and nowement in capitalist city development. Squatter
movements — as urban social movements — may beasestimulus and driving force from the inside iofic
society demanding alternatives and movement in @éyelopment. For users, the city is a creative and
collective human project, one that thrives on domiteraction, cooperation and affective relatioR®er
capital, the city is a strategic site for accumiolat(Castells 1977). It is this challenge that reéa be
challenged by urban movements and is in line widtst€ll's “City and the Grassroots”: ,Without social
movements, no challenge will emerge from civil sbgiable to shake the institutions of the stateubh
which norms are enforced, values preached and pyopeserved” (Castells 1983).

3 BREAK OPEN THE URBAN (DISCUSSION)

While these two poles represent highly antithetmaditions, black and white, upside and downside, a
possible understatement is very likely to look like present Dutch urban regulatory framework. &foee,
it will be worthwhile to analyze existing data aexperiences with respect to conceived ideologigetidns
(capital, state, civil society) and discuss thdedént perceptions of the conflict. This, howeMewill do
with predominant respect to the urban scale aretlliexperiences of the local users as well as thanur
institutions involved.

Why has the interventionist Dutch model failed? Hdailed? It has not failed, says Staf Depla fribra
governing PvDA: “Violence, disruption and destroatiare well covered by the existing legislationheT
recent initiative for a new bill he views as “goexiimple of superfluous Den Haag regulations” (HebBl,
11.09.09). There is “no necessity” and “no urgenty"amend existing regulations now, researcher Piet
Renooy (Regioplan) adds in a recent documentaryiemmvthe issue. In the same documentary Amsterdam
chief police commissioner, Leen Schaap, even spafa&kswin-win” situation: “There is no hardening the
squatter’'s movement and this may stay so. We disfied, no victims on both sides, and we are happy
about that” (quoted in van Dijk et al. 2009). Thbuthe police commissioner triggered the debate of
increasing squatter’s resistance and violence @Y Z0se of booby-traps), which serves the consee/atll
as major argument, today he experiences the situatuch eased and would rather want to concerdrate
“catching real criminals” instead of squatters (ak® Het Parool, 10.09.09). Due to research estmathe
eviction of squatters is being dealt with 50 : 50dsiminal vis & vis civil code. The legislative \asbry
board estimates 300 — 450 civil court cases per tgeavict squatters (Regioplan 2008yw.woonbond.n|l
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September 1 2009). Meanwhile, it appears to be common sendepaactice that squatters are long gone
when special police forces arrive to clear the epac

While the critique of the proposed bill and bladok primarily derives from urban institutions thial
with the issue on local ground harsh criticism a0 articulated by the Dutch state advisory b¢Rahd
van State), which serves as an expert consultandy for national policy making — appointed by thee@n.
The State advisory board asserts that the propmbes “not based on valid facts”. Therefore tlange and
“scale of the problem are not clear”. The statesady board has “no evidence of an increase oremang
of the squatting movement and related problemsfthéumore, the board lacks substantial informatiaat
existing regulations and instruments are insuffici@ he board expresses serious doubts on theeeiic
and feasibility of proposed alternatives for the nicipalities to tackle vacancy (www.woonbond.nl,
September 12009, translation tb).

The bill does recognize vacancy as the other protdad acknowledges recent research by Regioplan
(2008) to list contemporary vacancy rates of officéldings 4,5 million square meters (3,1 millioquare
meters vacant for more than 3 years), approxim&®§,000 vacant apartments etc. (Regioplan 2008). T
conclusion, however, is not to let people in negel that space but to delegate the managementrefising
vacancy to a higher body of the municipality. Majsoponent Ten Hoopen (CDA) does not get tired to
discredit “the instrument of squatting” and to deeh&ureaucratic state solutions for managing vaspate
(quoted in van Dijk et al. 2009). It is the (locatate that is responsible for this important pukbdisk and
may not be left to residents, which the bill netdess arbitrary. In a technocrat manner he theza®vives
the regressive top-down structures, where expexsvibest when the common good is concerned and what
people really need.

This delegation of the public task — away from dirpublic access — to city administrations is hlyavi
rejected by the respective local city councils. Dig cities Amsterdam, Utrecht, Rotterdam and DeradH
(G4) as well as Nijmegen and Groningen have ardghecdexisting squatting regulation to be sufficient
urban practice. The same may count for a greatditiom of municipalities G 30, the Association Diitch
Municipalities (VNG) and the tenants associatiom@nbond). These institutions are rooted on therurba
level and are foremost concerned with vacancy aadl eéstate speculation. Squatters, in this respeet,
often recognized to contribute the social mix, wat diversity and liveability of a neighborhoochély may
not always be welcomed but tolerated. Deputy maylararten van Poelgeest, argues pro existing sqgatti
regulation and is deeply skeptical about the offer@nservative alternative to tackle vacancy. tfagting is
criminalized the municipalities have to build up ewn bureaucratic structure to research and manage
vacancy, while this is recently done voluntarilyagratis, he says (Het Parool, 09.09.09).

Anti-Squat

One question that has been left out so far andhwikiby far underestimated by all parties is thekwmia
answer to squatting: anti-squat (anti-kraak). Asgfirat is an interesting and very popular phenoméoaon
demonstrate the use of space. Anti-squat makestlsatespace is used, so squatters do not appreptiat
Anti-squat offers temporary use contracts but atdlime time offers no (tenant) protection or leiggits to
stay put. Recent estimations suggest that themenismber of 20 anti-squat agencies that manag®@6-0
50.000 anti-squatters and a multiple number morepleeon waiting lists (Heijkamp 2009a, 2009b,
woonbond.nl). Anti-squat agencies primarily sefve dwner of the building and require from userkeep
the property in representative shape at all tif@mspotential customers). Therefore inspectors klwtthe
personality of potential users and control howuke is carried out on a regular basis (e.g. evepetdays
and without prior notice for the user). Anti-squagulations comprise: no parties, no children, atspno
smoking, no guests overnight, no vacation (permissgquired to leave the house for more than ttiags),
maintenance of house and garden, no contact tprdss. After two warnings the contract can be détte
within two weeks. Users do not pay rent but a uaesvance, which can be up to 300,- Euro. Compéoed
market rates this amount is fairly low but is gdminess for the agency, which basically has neresgs at
all (Priemus 2009, Heijkamp 2009b).

The user allowance is highly problematic, sincadaghts, such as the sanctity of home and petsona
rights, are violated. Director, Ronald Paping, bé ttenant’'s association “woonbond” states: “Though
without an explicit solution for the problem, weedketo state that we cannot continue the contemyporar
practice. Nothing against anti-squat as such bat rétent practice is no such thing. If continued, |
recommend so-called anti-squatters to make uséhaif tenants rights” vwww.woonbond.nl 26.08.09).

215



While anti-squat has started to temporarily provitieap working space for artists in the early 1880it
has developed into a major alternative for reghlamnsing that is affordable. In this sense, antiasdgs
demanded by users as alternative to rental coatbattwithout any tenants rights and legal prodectAnti-
squat advocates speak of a free choice to sigmimachd. Users are offered a cheap bargain andreeetd
accept the conditions they are provided with. Adewy to documentary filmmaker Abel Heijkamp (20Q9a)
who has done intensive research on the issuejshiter mockery: “The private housing market serve
people with a high and stable income. Waiting listssocial housing are even in smaller cities sgwears
long and increase up to 10 years in cities like femam or Utrecht. Waiting lists do not decrease bu
increase, since the provision of social housindies. Anti-squat agencies capitalize these cirdantes
and the weak position of individual residents” (jemp 2009b, translation tb).

If the proposed bill passes parliament the sigaifce of anti-squat will increase (Priemus 2009).aAs
solution to the urban question — how to use urlgate — anti-squat may not be confused with temporar
rental contracts, since it centrally aims to undeemienant’s rights. Designed as an explicit respdio the
squatting option, as a squat-guard (kraakwachtynfare social tension on the future housing macket be
expected, if the central motivation for anti-sqsfjuatting) does no longer apply. According to Hugo
Priemus, the anti-squat controversy has not beait déh adequately by the proponents of the nellv bi
Substantial research is needed to evaluate theingoaptions for up to 50.000 anti-squatters. “Ifeon
considers to illegalize squatting, alternative opsito deal with vacancy must be developed” (Pree2009).
The question at stake therefore is: institutior@ian or radicalization of anti-squatters vis & stgiatters.
On national scale the potential for greater honseless and social unrest is by far underestimatadh®
movement side the politicization of anti-squattisrsvelcome and well on the agenda. However, theze a
certainly voices amongst the movement that are tioesubstitute the urban question, while the nussa
the struggle for decent housing — does not reasfidar group of residents, anti-squatters and tendrdr
Amsterdam, squatting agency “KSU Oost” meanwhid¢est that 50.000 people are on waiting lists forado
housing and estimates a potential number of 100p@0fle in need for decent housing.

Is the institutionalization inevitable? For squegtéthe question of institutionalization — posedHgns
Pruijt (2003) — may soon be asked anew, if the eaadive bill is passed and squatting is illegapdssed,
squatters will leave the institutional framework f@od, regardless to what extent they have beesptad
by neoliberal politics and planning before (Uiternd004b). While the core group of squatters iseexgd
to continue squatting the attention, however, slilift towards anti-squatters, the many artistsjestis and
precarious residents, to deal with the new sitmasiod eventually raise their voice. The substitutib the
urban question by squatters — to demonstrate the@alae of urban space and appropriate it by daetibn
— reveals vital insight into the condition of theban movement. The current re-politicization of §iog
(squatting and anti-squat) has led to a recovery @écreasing urban movement and stimulated widadpr
public attention. This recovery, however, is mudhacstabilization to stop the process of insigmifice.
According to Eric Duivenvoorden the Dutch squattesvement has decreased from 40.000 squatters in
1980ies to 5.000 squatters in 2009 (NRC next, 1099

4 (REVANCHIST) CONCLUSIONS

Dutch urban politics and planning have gained r@gonal recognition to be socially progressive smo
prominently pointed out by Harvard’s Susan Faims(8001, 2008). With regard to social justice ipitalist
city development primarily Amsterdam has servededsrence point for the just city. At the same time
however, urban developments in Amsterdam do nat fAce protected from global urban restructuring.
Consequently, much of what happens in Amsterdamiraiide Netherlands today is conform to neoliberal
market procedures, which gained significance inctharse of the 1990s to dismantle the Dutch weltaite.
Social housing has been increasingly restructeneddcanverted to market-rate housing, welfare measur
relating to education and social services haveedsed, programs and projects geared at attracighg h
income households and business investments, suitte aalidas, have come to dominate the public polic
agenda (BAVO 2008, Oudenampsen 2008) — along withgentrification of inner-city neighborhoods. “The
story of gentrification in Amsterdam is the stofystate involvement in the land and housing markibis
relaxation of state controls which precipitateduahr of private investment, and broad, sometimekenip
political opposition to state and private desigmsrdiousing” (Smith 1996: 172).
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In the course of neoliberalization Amsterdam hat swsrendered all of the qualities for which it has
been praised. Mayer and Novy therefore are skémlwaut too much “just city” enthusiasm and conelud
that: “(a) the Amsterdam of yesteryear never wagmabodiment of utopia in the first place, sincespre
conflicts and problems did not emerge overnight] én) that Amsterdam is subject to the same palitic
economic and social restructuring processes as oities in the advanced capitalist world and dedth
them in much the same way. Differences between émiaim and other cities are thus of degree andfnot o
kind” (Mayer and Novy 2009). With respect to thdlgdives of local residents, these differencesesur
matter as the city’s development continues to bdiabed through its social-democratic tradition amel still
evident achievements of the social movements ofLt8#)s and 1980s, as well as by what remains of the
Dutch welfare state, and by the ongoing struggldésaal activists who claim a “right to the city”.

The right to the city, as Lefebvre (1996) preseritesure is the counter-part to the full implensitn
of capital accumulation in the Netherlands. It famntally challenges capitalist urban reality amie
might argue, would turn the world upside down. Thiswever, is linked to a continuous struggle for
democratic rights and urban life and does not thkegiven hegemony of neoliberalism for grantedthis
sense property rights are simply “claims, not tramphey must be continually re-claimed and re-won
through political struggle. Neoliberalization cae een thus as a capitalist-class social moverhahhas
had great success claiming and codifying propegtyts” (Purcell 2008: 88). This perspective desesilthe
contemporary Dutch situation to ban squatting wihlough the institutional framework has been protwen
work well in urban practice — and violence and w@i$ion are no serious issues — a conservativena#iin
national parliament seeks to ban the self-detemhiappropriation of space for ideological purposes.
Demanding the full protection of private properights by all means this can be seen as a revemgbdo
development of worker's rights, tenant’s rights .etfter the social democratic era. “[R]evanchist
antiurbanism represents a reaction against the oseplp ‘theft’ of the city, a desperate defense of a
challenged phalanx of privileges, cloaked in th@ulist language of civic morality, family valuesdan
neighborhood security. More than anything the refgst city expresses a race/ class/ gender tesetbby
middle- and ruling-class whites who are suddeniglsin place by a ravaged property market, theathaad
reality of unemployment, the decimation of socivices, and the emergence of minority and immigran
groups, as well as women, as powerful urban ac{@siith 1996: 211).

The tension between the ideological stipulationgsked as rational moral consensus building
(protection of private property rights), and ref@ thallenges (right to housing for all) is contegtto what
Chantal Mouffe (2000) has identified as “democraicadox”. Mouffe convincingly argues that the fusi
of political liberalism and plural democracy — miegginto liberal democracy — is much of a paradsirce
both concepts are highly antithetical to one anoéimel result in quite contrary effects than hayingposed
before. In contrast to neoliberal advocates Motdises substantial doubt on the capability andralesity
of modern democracy to reach a long lasting masakensus, especially when it neglects power relstio
the ideal liberal search for a consensual ratiaeablution is misguided. “Such a search should be
recognized for what it really is, another attempinaulating politics from the effects of pluralisof value,
this time by trying to fix once and for all the nné@g and hierarchy of the central liberal-democratlues”
(Mouffe 2000: 93). Arguing against rational congenbuilding (and for radical democracy) leads Meuéf
openly acknowledge the conflicts in a plural soctéiat can be conceptualized as “conflictual coasstor
“agonistic pluralism” (Mouffe 2000: 103), which ather words is her proposal to meet the needspdbiral,
real civil society.

The democratic paradox reflects the Dutch situatiati. From an outer perspective it is impressive
what an empowered civil society effort can lookeliand what plural urban democracy can be all about.
Hereby, | think of the manifold discussions, dozesfs events, a book (white book squatting), 2
documentaries, a very interactive media coveragkaapetition with close to 17.000 signatures previd
good range of what an activist civil society carhiage. The only thing that's missing is a powerful
demonstration out in the streets. If the movement$ucceeded to only mobilize a quarter of the jgeoho
signed the petition this could have given the mtostreet credibility, make clear the very commitingf the
claim and again reach a wider public. The parligiagnresponse, on the other hand, is distressimg an
proves to be reluctant to criticism — repeatingnaniily one argument: squatting is a violation obpgerty
rights. In this respect, the current debate is nafcin ideological issue to be dominated by cajitirests
and state power. It supports Neil Smith’s (1996)arehist city thesis vis a vis Bourdieu (1998) that
neoliberal revolution is a neo-conservative restonaof the past. This new political culture mayoso
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challenge/ change the consensual Dutch approaadritan politics and lead to more attention of an
increasing division of state affairs and urbanitgalVhat has become clear though is: the urbarstipreis
an explicitly urban one, it has always been urbaa will be in the future — as the global competitiof
cities increases and urbanization continuous. Témsatters, as Uitermark (2004a) puts it, haveeteither
legitimate or strong.
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