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ABSTRACT

Since 2015, residents in Europe have responded to the so-called “refugee crisis”
by undertaking bottom-up activities in which they engage with newcomers.
These resident responses—both supportive and restrictive towards refugee
reception—apply pressure on governments to change protection regimes. In
the Netherlands, for example, “ordinary people” join anti-migrant patrol
groups that target refugees, or assist border-crossers and accommodate
refugees. In this article, I study grassroots movements in which residents
undertake practices focused on refugee reception in the Netherlands, and
discuss the democratic potential of these undertakings. In the wake of
extensive neoliberal processes that seek to “craft good citizens” and emerging
forms of public action that bring perceived injustices to light, this article
investigates the cracks and continuities between practices of care and control.
It does so by analysing and comparing two explanatory mechanisms that
prevail in recent literature to account for grassroots movements: active
citizenship and counter-powers.
ARTICLE HISTORY Received 1 August 2019; Accepted 28 July 2020
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Introduction
Bottom-up mobilizations in response to the so-called “refugee crisis” (cf. De
Genova 2017) in Europe have been receiving increasing scholarly attention.
Ataç, Rygiel, and Stierl (2016) present several studies on “political mobilizations by refugees, irregularized migrants, and solidarity activists”, and Feischmidt, Pries, and Cantat (2019) edited a volume on “refugee protection and civil
society”. Youkhana and Sutter (2017) attend to the role of “civil society initiatives” that challenge the European border regime, and Baban and Rygiel (2017)
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investigate “community-based initiatives” led by citizens who open communities to “newcomers.” In the Netherlands, scholarly attention includes a
focus on “community initiatives for refugees” (Rast and Ghorashi 2018), “spontaneous volunteering and grassroots movements” (Boersma et al. 2018), and
“local communities, faith-based organizations, volunteers and refugees in the
refugee reception process” (Rast et al. 2019). These studies link bottom-up
mobilizations to protest, activism and resistance, as well as to debates on
(active) citizenship and democratization.
Some of this literature addresses movements that express solidarity with
refugees in relation to populist and right-wing responses, yet conceptions
of the nature of this relation diverge, and the ways in which solidarity with
refugees and populist and right-wing responses are temporally and spatially
conﬁgured and inﬂuence one another often remain implicit. Youkhana and
Sutter (2017, 2) note that “civil society actors and groups […] range from a
lived culture of solidarity and humanitarian support to a new political
right”—and thereby consider both positions as part of such “civil society
actors and groups”. Ataç, Rygiel and Stierl (2016) do not employ such an overarching rubric and instead write that “acts of solidarity have occurred despite
growing populist and right-wing responses to migrant arrivals” (528, emphasis
added). A similar approach is implied in an article by Baban and Rygiel (2017),
who point to the “simultaneous rise” (105, emphasis added) of far-right parties
against a “backdrop” (98, emphasis added) of the solidarity initiatives. Another
perspective is suggested by Rucht (2018), who conceives of mobilizations
against refugees as a “social movement” (231) and considers “leftist and antifascist groups” as “counter-movements” (241, emphasis added).
In the Netherlands speciﬁcally, the leader of a political party summoned
Dutch residents to stand up and put up resistance against the arrival of
migrants and against the “naive political establishment”, both on social
media (#kominverzet) and in parliament. At the same time, to the participants
in a case study (Boersma et al. 2018, 735) of mobilizations supportive to the
arrival of migrants, “one of the main reasons for becoming involved was a frustration with the top–down approach adopted by the formal administrations”
(Boersma et al. 2018, 735). As such, not only do mobilizations against the
arrival of migrants counter the national government; mobilizations that
support the arrival of migrants also express “general political dissent” (Feischmidt and Zakariás 2019, 64) with national governments, epitomize a “modality
of revolt and a means of acting against politics” (89), and counter the “logics of
oﬃcial national protection regimes” (Cantat and Feischmidt 2019, 388/389).
Another feature that both mobilizations share, is that they both emerged in
a political climate that encourages active citizenship, a republican-liberal discourse that appeals to residents’ responsibility, participation and voluntary
commitment and community engagement (BZK 2009; SCP 2012).
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My contention is that the appeal to be an “active citizen” (Newman and
Tonkens 2011; Van Houdt and Schinkel 2013) combined with the appeal to
“stand up and resist” (Gattinara 2018; Nonini and Susser 2020) motivate
both kinds of resident mobilizations – those that support refugee reception
and those that want to restrict it – and that these mobilizations put pressure
on the Dutch government to change its conduct. My aim in this article is to
scrutinize the agonistic democratic potential of this grassroots’ engagement
with refugee reception (Mouﬀe 2005, 2018; Rancière 2000, 2010). I do so by
analysing this pressure in dialogue with the notion of “active citizenship”
(Schinkel and Van Houdt 2010; Wijdeven, de Graaf, and Hendriks 2013; Verhoeven and Tonkens 2013) and the notion of “counter-powers” (Rosanvallon
2008).
This article assesses the agonistic democratic potential of resident mobilizations by studying the relation between resident mobilizations and the government, as well as the relation between resident mobilizations and refugees.
Provided that resident mobilizations are mediated by the appeal to be an
“active citizen” combined with the appeal to “stand up and resist”, I problematize the assumption that supportive responses can be equated with “care” and
restrictive responses can be equated with “control”. Although practices of care
and control do not exhaust the spectrum of positions with respect to
responses to migration—because, for example, the imaginaries advocated
by those who argue for “no borders” or freedom of movement contest
state practices more fundamentally (Jones 2019; King 2016)—they introduce
discursive extremes that can be used to describe grassroots’ actions and attitudes. To Dijstelbloem and Van der Veer (2019), “care” refers to practices that
seek to relieve discomfort, inequality, or insecurity, and “control” refers to
practices of containment, surveillance, policing, conservation, enforcement,
and repression (6). Whereas practices of control are axiomatically exclusive
towards refugees (cf. Haselbacher and Rosenberger 2018), I show how practices of care may similarly be premised on exclusions, and how this has implications for the agonistic democratic potential of such practices.
Consonant with scholarship that seeks to “rethink protection” (Cantat and
Feischmidt 2019, 382) this article departs from the observation that the
complex interconnections and responsibilities of actors that are engaged
with refugees should be studied (Feischmidt and Zakariás 2019, 62). In this
context, I argue that the relation between populist and right-wing responses
vis-à-vis solidarity and/or protest movements requires more analysis. In this
article, I show that combining two explanatory mechanisms that can both
account for residents’ engagement with refugees—i.e. summoning active citizens and appealing to citizens to put up resistance—exposes a fuzzy boundary between “healthy dissent” and “populist reactive temptations” whilst also
revealing an ambivalent terrain between the autonomy of resident responses
and the power of governance.
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The empirical examples in this article come from news websites, documentaries, written media, court ﬁles and policy documents that have addressed,
documented and portrayed residents’ initiatives and movements that
engaged with migrant reception during 2015 and 2016 in the Netherlands.
As the object of my analysis is not media representation in itself, my focus
is not the framing and journalistic interpretation per se—although I take in
to account the narrative and the proﬁle of each source. Rather, I draw on
media examples to highlight what occurred and the (documented) ways residents reﬂected on their actions. Thus, the theoretical argument that I develop
does not emerge from a selected sample of media outlets; rather, media fragments are used to ﬂesh out elements of the theoretical argument.

Resident mobilizations: restrictive and supportive practices
From the “long summer of migration” (Kasparek and Speer 2015) onwards, a
range of grassroots activities directed at refugees have emerged in the Netherlands (Rast and Ghorashi 2018; Boersma et al. 2018; Rast et al. 2019). This
public engagement in refugee reception proved massive and received vast
media attention. Some examples: the website “I want to do something for a
refugee” (“Ik wil iets doen voor een vluchteling”) listed a multitude of platforms encouraging residents to accommodate refugees, to collect or deliver
goods for them, or to send them supportive postcards. Boat owners sailed
to the Mediterranean to set up rescue operations and encouraged others to
do the same (VPRO Tegenlicht, October 22, 2015). A resident of Utrecht
drove two refugees to a reception center in Ter Apel (RTV Utrecht, October
16, 2015) and residents of Amsterdam launched the initiative “Hospitable
East” (“Gastvrij Oost”) by turning an empty building into an improvised reception center (Brandpunt, February 23, 2016). In December 2015, the number of
registered volunteers reached 47,000 (de Volkskrant, December 1, 2015). In
the town of Kapelle, a waiting list for volunteers had been set up (De Correspondent, November 2, 2015); a few hours after the municipality announced
that 200 Syrians would arrive, 150 citizens had signed up to help (Omroep
Zeeland, October 23, 2015). In September 2015, the telephone operators of
the Central Agency for the Reception of Asylum Seekers (Centraal Orgaan
Asielzoekers) were swamped with people making known their readiness to
act, and had to request citizens to register online (NOS, September 3, 2015).
The same happened in Ootmarsum (Twente FM, August 25, 2015) and OudBeijerland (AD, October 10, 2015), where volunteers outnumbered refugees.
At the same time, in 2015, a group of self-proclaimed “concerned citizens”
launched the platform AZC-alert, an initiative that noted on its website that it
sought to channel and use the assumed will to protest against the realization
of asylum seekers’ centres (de Volkskrant, September 18, 2015). In the same
year, residents in a Dutch town, Oranje, prevented buses with people
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seeking asylum from reaching the reception center in this town (NOS, October
6, 2015). By July 2015, Soldiers of Odin—an international collective of antiimmigrant vigilantes—had established a following in numerous Dutch provinces and cities (de Volkskrant, March 17, 2016). In January 2016, a national
newspaper reported 41 occasions of “resistance” to reception and asylum: 12
against (intended) reception centres, 12 against government oﬃcials or city
halls, eight against asylum seekers (either accepted or awaiting processing),
and nine “other actions” (de Volkskrant, January 23, 2016). In March 2016, residents from Oss hung a banner on a house assigned to refugees, proclaiming:
“we are coming Soldiers of Odin” (de Volkskrant, March 17, 2016). In Windschoten, in July 2016, this patrol group beat up someone they perceived as
an asylum seeker whom they accused of harassing women (de Volkskrant,
March 17, 2016).
These responses can be contextualized by a changing consensus regarding
immigration as well as political shifts regarding what is expected from Dutch
citizens. In 2009, the Ministry of Interior Aﬀairs and Kingdom Relations distributed a brochure titled “Responsible Citizenship”, articulating what was
expected from Dutch citizens, which included sections on “voluntary commitment” and “participation” (BZK 2009). In 2012, a “new model of responsibility”
was recognized by the Dutch Social and Cultural Planning Agency (SCP 2012).
At the same time, anti-immigrant mobilizations in the Netherlands grew, and
gave rise to stricter and more assimilationist migrant policies (Vasta 2007). This
culminated in a consensus that immigration was harmful to nation states
(Lucassen and Lucassen 2015; Lucassen 2018). Populist parties asked, rhetorically, “how could the state welcome refugees and oﬀer them beneﬁts, while
ignoring their own citizens” (Lucassen 2018, 402)? In the Netherlands in
2014–2016, xenophobic, Islamophobic and apocalyptic reactions by radical
right-wing parties resonated broadly and were adopted in part by mainstream
parties (Lucassen 2018).

The democratization potential of residents’ engagement with
refugees
Processes of arrival are largely dealt with at the local level (Doomernik and
Glorius 2017; Geuijen, Oliver, and Dekker 2020) and include forms of resident
participation. Generally, resident participation is widely celebrated for its
democratization potential (Cornwall 2008; Fung and Wright 2003). In the
Netherlands, inﬂuential policy research institutes note that the participation
of citizens contributes to ﬁxing problems of legitimacy (PBL 2011, 25) and
that the moral appeal to responsible citizenship is centred on serving the
democratic constitutional state (SCP 2012, 192).
Regarding the democratic potential of civil society mobilizations that
respond to migration, Ataç et al. highlight acts that “challenge dominant
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systems of authority” and “enact alternative imaginaries” (2016, 530). Stierl
points to the “crucial moments and movements through which the political
can, and must, be thought” (2019, 4), and, in their suggestion to read
migrant activism through the lens of citizenship, Nyers and Rygiel draw on
Rancière to articulate the necessity to motivate “a language of alternative
futures” through citizenship (Nyers and Rygiel 2012, 11). Fleischmann and
Steinhilper (2017), who similarly embed their work “in a Rancièrian tradition”
(20) that values the “altering, reforming, or contesting existing hegemonic
structures towards a more egalitarian societal order” (22), conclude that volunteer initiatives that seek to help refugees carry a “possibility for political
transformation” – provided that they overthrow “the powerful myth of ‘apolitical’ help”.
This literature largely draws on a post-political understanding of agonistic
democracy. Agonistic democracy diﬀers from more conventional understandings of democracy, including deliberative and collaborative perspectives.
Whereas deliberative models of democracy (Cohen 1989; Dryzek 2002) are
interested in just procedures regarding constructive public discussions to
arrive at prudent solutions, agonistic democracy is “deconstructive, rather
than constructive” (Norvall 2014, 77; cf. Dean 2018, 182). Collaborative perspectives (Bingham 2006; Newman et al. 2004) in part draw on such deliberative procedures (Ansell and Gash 2008). But whereas collaborative
perspectives emphasize the importance of creating more inclusive decisionmaking processes and reaching consensus decisions that overcome conﬂict,
agonistic perspectives instead emphasize the importance of challenging
such consensus decisions and recognizing the constitutive quality of conﬂict
(Dean 2018, 182).
Agonistic democracy takes seriously the exclusions that necessarily
underpin any democratic decision-making and highlights the prominence
of continuously renegotiating these exclusions (Dean 2018, 182). Building
on the work of Mouﬀe (2005; 2018) and Rancière (2000; 2010), this perspective uses the democratic pillars of equality and popular sovereignty
as its theoretical starting point. Instead of reducing the political to its institutions, Mouﬀe (2005) creates a space for activism by distinguishing politics from the political and altering the limits of what counts as politics. In
her recent book (2018), she calls for resistance against “the establishment
of elites” in order to recover and extend democracy. Rancière (2000; 2010)
conceives of democracy as dissensus, i.e. “a sudden confrontation” that
“creatively disrupts the status quo” and as such is “disruptive and exceptional” (Hewlett 2007, 106–108).
In tracing how community initiatives that seek to help refugees may lead to
a “deepening of democracy,” Rast and Ghorashi (2018) build on the notion of
“created” or “claimed spaces” (e.g. Arnstein 1969; Gaventa 2006; Ghorashi
2014) to assess how these initiatives succeed in including previously excluded
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actors and thereby “deepen democracy.” Although their analysis not explicitly
engages with literature on agonistic democracy, they do highlight the importance of challenging neoliberal policies on refugee reception, altering established positions and structures, unsettling power positions, and suspending
normalizing processes. Moreover, in emphasizing the need to oppose “structures and discourses that undermine community initiatives’ aims” (189), these
authors perceive of relations as oppositional and thereby subscribe to an
ontology of participatory agonism (Dean 2018, 183).
In line with these literatures on the democratic potential of society mobilizations that respond to migration, this article draws on agonistic perspectives to
democracy to assess the democratic potential of the “pressure” residents’
mobilizations apply. As said, I do so via the lens of active citizenship and
counter-powers. Active citizenship and counter-powers share similarities in
how they are organized. Both can be conceptualized as capillary power networks that permeate civil society. Because of this “capillarity”, counterpowers are “disseminated throughout society” (Rosanvallon 2008, 8), and
active citizenship reaches out through the capillaries of society to set citizens
in motion. Regarding their characterization as “power networks”, both active
citizenship and counter-powers require the capacity of citizens to act on the
government outside of the procedures established by representative democracy. The two concepts, moreover, supplement each other: as Dean (1999)
says, “citizens are to become self-managing, to enter into political
participation and to demand actions from governments” (170). However,
active citizenship and counter-powers also describe opposite directions of
inﬂuence: whereas counter-powers mark the power ﬂow from civil society to
democratic institutions – that is, how citizens seek to exercise power over governments outside of the ballot box – active citizenship emphasizes the inverse:
how governments seek to exercise power over citizens beyond policies and
legislation.
In what follows, I interrogate the pressure – both restrictive and supportive
– that resident mobilizations apply via the lens of active citizenship as well as
via the lens of counter-powers. By doing so, I investigate what each lens
reveals with respect to the agonistic democratic potential of these movements – both with reference to the relation between resident mobilizations
and the government, and the relation between resident mobilizations and
refugees. What will become clear is that the assumption that supportive
responses can be equated with “care” and restrictive responses can be
equated with “control” does not hold.

Active citizenship and democratization
This section interrogates the agonistic democratic potential of resident mobilizations that engage with refugee reception via the lens of active citizenship.
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After introducing the notion of active citizenship, I draw attention to the limits
of the pressure that these mobilizations may pose and show how practices of
care and control are intertwined in citizens’ mobilizations. Then, I show how
supportive mobilizations may also be premised on exclusions, and that therefore, supportive responses cannot be unproblematically be equated with care.

Active citizenship
The appeal to “active citizenship” has been common in the Netherlands since
the 1970s (Schinkel and Van Houdt 2010) and has taken several shapes since.
Whereas a discourse on emancipation encouraged residents to participate in
decision-making in the early 1970s, this discourse shifted towards the 1980s
and came to include the idea that the Dutch welfare state would foster passivity (Wijdeven, de Graaf, and Hendriks 2013). To remedy this alleged passivity, the Dutch government emphasized residents’ obligations and desired
forms of behaviour (idem). Throughout the 1990s, these ideas progressively
materialized in decision-making processes – in which residents were increasingly incorporated (Lenos, Sturm, and Vis 2006). From the new millennium
onwards, the prominence of resident initiatives became manifest (idem).
As an image of what is considered good citizenship, “active citizenship” is
sustained by particular forms of “social imagination” (Schinkel 2013) that
encourage citizens to participate in vigilant (Van Houdt 2014) and aﬀective
(Verhoeven and Tonkens 2013) communities. It is embedded in the move
for an “activating welfare state,” in which processes of “responsibilization”
make “individuals, private sector and community responsible for public
tasks” (Schinkel and Van Houdt 2010, 699). In this so-called participation
society, “governments appeal to citizens’ civic responsibilities and local community engagement” (Rast and Ghorashi 2018, 188). Within the ideal of active
citizenship, self-reliance and being empowered by and from the government,
there is no such thing as good dependency (Dean 1999, 60) and the qualiﬁcation of being a scrounger is applied to those considered incapable of bearing
the responsibilities and freedoms of good citizenship (Dean 1999, 146), including the requirement of being an active citizen.
In the Netherlands speciﬁcally, Verhoeven and Tonkens (2013) found in
their comparative research on the ways in which the Dutch government promotes active citizenship that blaming fellow citizens (30–32) and harbouring
negative feelings of wariness (33) towards those who do not fulﬁl their social
duty (36) is appropriate. These images of moral citizenship, based on the
diﬀerentiating criterion of active (good) versus passive (bad), are thus
invoked by state actors—and, increasingly, non-state/state-like actors (De
Koning, Jaﬀe, and Koster 2015)—to steer the formation of certain types of
subjects that the government needs in order to achieve its purposes and
objectives (Dean 1999, 155; Van Houdt and Schinkel 2013, 13–14).
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Active citizenship, democratization and the government
Insofar as resident mobilizations that engage with refugee reception are
mediated by the appeal to be an “active citizen,” there are limits to the
pressure that residents may put on the government. This sub-section shows
how the appeal to active citizenship reinforces an entanglement between
resident initiatives and governmental actors as well as between practices of
care and control—particularly via the concept of risk. These entanglements
obstruct democratization, as active citizenship presupposes a connection
between resident initiatives and liberal governance and therefore fails to
account for autonomous dissident practices. Moreover, the appeal to active
citizenship incites supportive resident initiatives to foster exclusions from
the by subverting pity into risk (cf. Aradau 2004).
Regarding resident initiatives’ limited capacity to apply pressure, Rast and
Ghorashi (2018) have noted that “community initiatives should reﬂect on the
ways in which their views on active participation […] might be inﬂuenced by
liberal governance” (195–196) and point out that, in “the Dutch participation
society […] one needs to question whether active citizenship can be equated
with autonomy at all” (189). Fleischmann and Steinhilper (2017) too note that
such initiatives “are entangled with governmental actors” (22) and “might
reinforce the established order by reproducing hegemonic discriminations
and exclusions and thus contribute to the survival of a migration regime in
crisis” (20). The terrain between the autonomy of resident responses and
the power of governance is thus ambivalent and there are therefore limits
to the pressure that active citizens can put on the government.
Moreover, active citizenship reinforces an entanglement between practices
of care and control. Although being recognized as “at risk”, the ﬁgure of the
asylum seeker and refugee simultaneously embodies “high risk” – what
Aradau, in her study on traﬃcked women, calls the “symptomatic subversion
of pity into risk” (2004, 254). In the Netherlands, this is manifested in a plethora
of alleged future risks that asylum seekers and refugees allegedly pose to the
receiving state. To Van Houdt and Schinkel (2019), programmes that call for
the participation of those who are “deemed risky” (146) are informed by an
incentive to “protect the community” and to contain the alleged risks that
“non-western immigrants” (141) pose to “proper Dutch norms and values.”
Moreover, Karakayali (2019) pointed out that “by helping refugees [..] citizens
can prevent to be eventually confronted with the troublesome results of what
[…] is often coined as ‘failed integration’” (235).
The alleged risks inherent in the ﬁgures of the asylum seeker and the
refugee have implications for the prescribed conduct of “responsible” citizens.
“Good” citizens ought to be “constantly on the look-out for “suspicious” or
“risky” subjects” (Vaughan-Williams 2009, 64). They are encouraged to
monitor and categorize people (68) in terms of their suspiciousness. As
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Coaﬀee and Rogers (2009, 102) note, “increasing attention is now being paid
to how individuals and a broad range of communities might become more
responsible for their own risk management”, a trend the authors relate to
what they call responsibilization (113). In this sense—next to mobilizations
that are restrictive towards the reception of asylum seekers, motivated by
the alleged risks posed by both asylum seekers and refugees—mobilizations
that are supportive could similarly be perceived as containing future risks
latently present in the ﬁgure of the asylum seeker or refugee. In their
eﬀorts to overcome the negativity of media coverage and migration politics
(Boersma et al 2018; cf. Hamann and Karakayali 2016), mobilizations may
invest in humanitarian representations of “people at risk” and seek to
prevent them from lapsing into “a risk” by oﬀering help. In doing so, these
mobilizations reinforce the notion that “images of refugees as a threat to
national security and culture” and may subvert “images of refugees as weak
victims” (Rast and Ghorashi 2018, 190). As such, despite the fact that
studies concerning the responsibilization of citizens in the ﬁeld of criminality
and security have largely developed separately from studies on citizens made
responsible for engaging in the provision of healthcare and social services to
fellow citizens (Dijstelbloem and Van der Veer 2019, 8), care and control are
inherently intertwined in citizens’ actions as they are prescribed by the
appeal to active citizenship.

Active citizenship, democratization and refugees
Another way in which the appeal to active citizenship obstructs democratization can be found in its exclusionary logic that condemns those who do not
live up to the ideal of active citizenship as scroungers. This logic is particularly
salient for refugees, who often appear as inherently dependent – that is, they
are portrayed as helpless victims reduced to a bundle of material needs (Nyers
2006). The depiction of refugees not as self-determined individuals but, rather,
as passive recipients that are incapable of improving their own situation and
who lack desires, actions and speech (Rast et al. 2019; Fleischmann and Steinhilper 2017) is clearly inconsistent with the ideal of active citizenship.
The obvious problem with appeals to active citizenship is that the seemingly inherent dependency presented in the ﬁgure of the refugee is a fundamental threat to the “participation society” that is supposed to comprise
agentive actors capable of self-care. In the face of the ideal of active citizenship, which applauds active self-entrepreneurs enacting individual responsibility, the disregard for migrant agency may invigorate the divide between
active citizens, on the one hand, and asylum seekers and refugees on the
other. This disregard inhibits a perception of migrants as being agentive
actors and allows the unwanted migrant, in particular, to be seen as a
threat to the ideal of the self-reliant and active citizen.
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The exclusionary logic that underpins active citizenship obstructs democratization, for it condemns those who do not live up to its ideals and who are
considered to be scroungers. Whereas the identiﬁcation of such exclusionary
logics wouldn’t come as a surprise given the restrictive responses faced by
refugees, responses that seek to support refugee reception may also (re)produce subject categories grounded in the normative distinctions that underpin
active citizenship – i.e. independency and dependency; activity and passivity.
As such, although such mobilizations may pursue practices of care, they also
draw on subject categories that are premised on control and that sit uneasy
with democratization. In his question concerning the democratization of
borders (2004, 108), Balibar makes a similar point: democratization can only
take place when practices of exclusion and forms of apartheid towards
those who are labelled “undesirable” are abolished (Rumford 2009, 10).

Counter-powers and democratization
This section interrogates the agonistic democratic potential of resident mobilizations that engage with refugee reception via the lens of counter-powers.
After introducing the notion of counter-powers, I demonstrate how restrictive
responses may appear as “disruptive and exceptional” moments of democracy, and how the discomfort this storyline reveals points to the diﬃculty of
disentangling “healthy dissent” from “populist reactive temptations”. Then, I
show how decisions regarding selection and admission eventuate and how,
therefore, the agonistic democratic qualities of supportive responses cannot
be presumed analytically.

Counter-powers
Residents may employ counter-powers to challenge institutions outside of the
established procedures of representative democracy. To Rosanvallon (2008),
these powers take the form of powers of oversight, forms of prevention,
and the testing of judgments. Concretely, these powers refer to practices in
which residents block or hinder a certain policy (14), demand political
accountability through accusation (16), are watchful to the actions of the government (33), uncover scandals (43), and provide sophisticated judgments of
the government’s conduct (52). To Dean (2018), these counter-powers can be
understood as a framework to explore new ways for citizens to “adopt agonistic relations to institutional actors” (182). On the one hand, counter-powers
resonate with both collaborative and deliberative democracy (Della Porta
2009, 265). On the other hand, given the dominance of collaborative and
deliberative perspectives to democracy, scholarship provides “little guidance
on how citizens can engage in agonistic practices” (Dean 2018, 185). Rosanvallon’s work on counter-powers can “address this lacuna” (Dean 2018, 181).
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The notion of counter-powers expresses an appreciation of the democratic
role played by protest movements that are dissatisﬁed with the functioning of
democracy (Della Porta 2010). At the same time, counter-powers may radicalize, resulting in a “populist reactive temptation” – deﬁned as the claim to a
uniﬁed, homogeneous people that rejects “whatever it assumes to be inimical
to such unity and homogeneity” (including elites, “foreigners”, immigrants
and minorities) and celebrates “the people” as pure and undivided (Rosanvallon 2008, 266). For instance, vigilance – one of the counter-powers through
which residents scrutinize the government’s conduct – may become a “compulsive and permanent stigmatization of the ruling authorities, to the point
where these authorities are seen as radically alien powers” (286). And denunciation – that is, “to denounce a scandal” and “to make public of what has
been hidden” – may become a “nihilistic stigmatization of the authorities,
which were always suspected of corruption” (42–43).

Counter-powers, democratization and the government
In assessing the democratic potential of both supportive and restrictive residents mobilizations via the lens of counter-powers, it is important to point
out that, despite their contrasting claims, both mobilizations put pressure
on the government and its conduct. Those who are supportive of migration
blame the government for not doing enough to welcome and protect
asylum seekers and refugees, therefore engaging in such undertakings themselves. Those who are critical of migration blame the government for not
doing enough to deter asylum seekers and refugees, therefore deciding to
take “justice” into their own hands.
Government authorities in the Netherlands tried to cope with that pressure
by regulating the landscape of grassroots movements. The Central Agency for
the Reception of Asylum Seekers demanded citizens’ initiatives to be subjected to a screening (RTL Nieuws, September 7, 2015). It put a stop to the
initiative “Groningen Welcomes Refugees,” which organized activities for
asylum seekers, on the grounds that it hindered processes of reception (RTV
Noord, April 12, 2016). It did not allow people to reconstruct their houses in
order to shelter refugees (RTV NH, November 22, 2015). Nor did it respond
enthusiastically to a resident from Amsterdam who considered turning an
empty building into a reception center—although the municipal authorities
did not object (Brandpunt, February 23, 2016). Municipal authorities generally
did not meet the demands of most petitions or demonstrations (RTL Nieuws,
October 16, 2015). The police, in applying article 197A of the Criminal Code to
persons who transport migrants without proﬁt, arrested a person from Utrecht
who wanted to drive two refugees to the reception center in Ter Apel (RTV
Utrecht, October 16, 2015) and prosecuted two people from Leeuwarden
and Zaandam for “traﬃcking” Syrians (Rechtbank Overijssel 2016).
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Parliamentary questions were also raised in response to a patrol group
beating up an alleged asylum seeker and handing him over to the police
(de Volkskrant, July 19, 2016).
When understanding residents’ mobilizations and the pressure they apply
through the lens of counter-powers, democratic as well as undemocratic
elements of mobilizations that question practices of reception and asylum
may become evident. On the one hand, there is a democratizing element in
residents’ mobilizations, as they may politicize practices of reception and
asylum (cf. Feischmidt and Zakariás (2019) on the “politization of charity”
and the “charitization of politics”). For example, as a reaction to the abovementioned penalization of people that “traﬃcked” refugees, residents
started petitions and crowdfunding campaigns to signal that they disapproved of the intended penalization, supported those convicted and were
willing to help cover eventual ﬁnes. As such, they may set the agenda of
the public debate, help deﬁne the political arena and establish government
priorities, and help to regulate political decision-making.
On the other hand, it seems that counter-powers might generate “disruptive and exceptional” (Hewlett 2007, 108) moments of democracy – as when,
for example, residents cause the “complete escalation” of a city council
meeting concerning reception and asylum in Purmerend (de Volkskrant, September 25, 2015), assail the city hall in Geldermalsen by throwing projectiles
and injuring police oﬃcials (de Gelderlander, December 16, 2015), and bawl
and scream at a public meeting concerning the advent of a reception
center in Steenbergen (RTL Nieuws, October 21, 2015). And what should we
make of AZC-alert, an initiative that asserted on their website, in 2015, that
its aim was to obstruct the construction of asylum seekers’ centres and
thereby to “put pressure on the authorities” in order for them to be “held
to account and judged with determination”? The initiators said that they
were motivated by the need “to inform the people about the factual impact
of reception centers,” “to uncover disagreeable information,” and “to make
sure authorities cannot obscure negative eﬀects [of reception centers].” The
tipping point of the normatively-coded, positive understanding of counterpowers seems illusive. Discomfort with this story line exposes the intricate balancing act of neither romanticizing grassroots participation nor ﬂirting with
justiﬁcations of populism and emphasizes the diﬃculty of disentangling
“healthy dissent” from “populist reactive temptations”.

Counter-powers, democratization and refugees
Whereas restrictive responses to refugee reception challenge the social
inclusion of refugees by deﬁnition (cf. Haselbacher and Rosenberger 2018),
resident mobilizations that seek to support refugee reception may also
produce subject categories (Vandevoordt and Verschraegen 2019, 106).
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Even if these mobilizations seek to challenge “lines of exclusion that are drawn
by policy makers” (ibid., 103) and rework the “subject categories produced by
the migration apparatus” (ibid., 106), decisions of selection and admission
eventuate. In this regard, the question “who is now able and willing to
grant protection, and how does this aﬀect whom can access protection”
(Cantat and Feischmidt 2019, 383) is of vital importance.
One of the initiators of “Hospitable East” (cf. Boersma et al. 2018; Rast et al.
2019) – a “bottom-up community initiative” that aimed to create “an alternative and welcoming way of receiving refugees” (Rast et al. 2019, 2) in collaboration with local government oﬃcials (10) – had an “uncomfortable”
experience with selecting people to admit to the initiative. In a television
broadcast, she explained that she went to reception centres herself and deliberately selected speciﬁc people for her project, resulting in a group of political
scientists, architects, economists, artists and a professional basketball player.
She said: “Of course it is uncomfortable. There are 3,000 people there, and
eventually I am the one who says: you are in, you are out. My concern is
that I really want this project to succeed” (Brandpunt, February 23, 2016).
This example points to the fact that questions that normally belong to
the responsibility of institutions may be answered and acted upon by residents at their own discretion. Provided that resident mobilizations
“mobilize societal resources in favour of some while seeking to exclude
other sections of the population” (Rumford 2009, 8), the agonistic democratic qualities of supportive responses cannot be presumed. In much the
same way as literatures on contentious politics, acts of citizenship and the
autonomy of migration cannot presume the political nature and political
motivation of these practices (Vandevoordt and Verschraegen 2019, 102),
the agonistic democratic qualities of supportive responses are an empirical
question rather than an analytical one.
As I have already said, agonistic perspectives on democracy recognize that
every decision favours some whilst excluding others and forecloses some possibilities at the expense of alternative possibilities (Dean 2018, 182). So even if
the exclusionary subjectivities that underpin active citizenship (section 4) may
be overcome, exclusions are inevitable and de facto function as practices of
control. In order to live up to the demands of agonistic democracy, these
exclusions are then to be “constantly renegotiated” in order for the
“ongoing process of confrontation” (idem) that deﬁnes democratization to
continue.

Discussion and conclusion
This article has used the lens of active citizenship to show that there are limits
to the pressure that residents mobilizations may put on the government and
that this state of aﬀairs hampers the agonistic democratic potential of such
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mobilizations. Provided that the appeal to active citizenship casts refugees as
inherently risky and renders resident mobilizations as an expedient that can
prevent such risks, practices of care and control appear intertwined in citizens’
actions as they are prescribed by this appeal. Moreover, because active citizenship largely disregards migrant agency, the lens of active citizenship is premised on reductive subject categories that are grounded in control and sit
uneasy with democratization. Via the lens of counter-powers, I showed how
restrictive responses – although most of us would be tempted to label such
responses as exclusionary practices of control that thwart democratization –
may appear as rare moments of disruptive agonistic confrontation. I also
showed how the eventuation of decisions regarding selection and admission
in supportive responses function as de facto practices of control, thereby
inevitably fostering exclusions. Instead of analytically presuming the agonistic
democratic qualities of a particular supportive response, these qualities can
only be understood empirically in the context of ongoing confrontations
and renegotiations of exclusions.
Instead of presupposing inherent “cracks” between care and control, this
article showed how “continuities” between these practices may also be
exposed. The appeal to be an “active citizen” and the appeal to “stand up
and resist” share a breeding ground, allowing us to see how practices of
both care and control put a similar pressure on the Dutch government. I
propose that the process that engenders these continuities should be
focused on both analytically and methodologically, instead of discussing predeﬁned categories (Lamont 2014) and pinpointing deﬁnitive criteria and
deﬁnitions for where “good” participation ends and “bad” participation
begins. “Groups” that engage in supportive/restrictive initiatives, or “groups”
that are active citizens/activists/populists and so on, are not just pre-constituted cohorts of people who can be easily categorized. Instead, such
“groups” overlap and are amorphous. As I have showed in this article, the conceptual and empirical viability of claims that grassroots movements could (or
could not) advance democracy are aﬀected by the nexus of active citizenship
and counter-powers and by the unstable boundary between “healthy dissent”
and “populist reactive temptations.”
In understanding the complex interconnections and responsibilities of
actors that engaged with refugees (Feischmidt and Zakariás 2019, 62), I
drew attention to the intertwinement of practices of care and control and
argued for a deliberate modesty concerning the possibility of clear-cut knowledge about the limits and democratization potential of either practice. Subsequent research is needed to more thoroughly understand residents’
mobilizations in response to migrations, both in relation to governmental
agendas and as a manifestation in their own right. When doing this research,
we need to take the cracks and continuities between the ways in which residents’ practices of care and control exert pressure on governments into
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account. At the same time, we should abandon the presupposition that these
mobilizations unproblematically oppose the government, as it nulliﬁes the
mechanisms of active citizenship.

Acknowledgements
I acknowledge Huub Dijstelbloem, Jeroen Doomernik, and John Grin for their helpful
suggestions on earlier versions of this article. Many thanks to Flávio Eiró, Martijn
Koster, Willem Schinkel, and Anick Vollebergh for their smart and constructive comments. Thanks are also due to the anonymous reviewers for their generous and
thoughtful feedback.

Disclosure statement
No potential conﬂict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding
This work was supported by European Research Council: [Grant Number Grant 679614
(BROKERS)].

ORCID
Lieke van der Veer

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3264-7621

References
Ansell, Chris, and Alison Gash. 2008. “Collaborative Governance in Theory and Practice.”
Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 18 (4): 543–571. doi:10.1093/
jopart/mum032.
Aradau, Claudia. 2004. “The Perverse Politics of Four-Letter Words: Risk and Pity in the
Securitisation of Human Traﬃcking.” Millennium – Journal of International Studies 33
(2): 251–277. doi:10.1177/03058298040330020101.
Arnstein, Sherry R. 1969. “A Ladder Of Citizen Participation.” Journal of the American
Institute of Planners 35 (4): 216–224. doi:10.1080/01944366908977225.
Ataç, Ilker, Kim Rygiel, and Maurice Stierl. 2016. “Introduction: The Contentious Politics
of Refugee and Migrant Protest and Solidarity Movements: Remaking Citizenship
from the Margins.” Citizenship Studies 20 (5): 527–544. doi:10.1080/13621025.2016.
1182681.
Baban, Feyzi, and Kim Rygiel. 2017. “Living with Others: Fostering Radical
Cosmopolitanism Through Citizenship Politics in Berlin.” Ethics & Global Politics 10
(1): 98–116. doi:10.1080/16544951.2017.1391650.
Balibar, Étienne. 2004. We, the People of Europe: Reﬂections on Transnational Citizenship.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Bingham, Lisa B. 2006. “New Urban Governance: Processes for Engaging Citizens and
Stakeholders.” Review of Policy Research 23 (4): 815–826. doi:10.1111/ j.1541-1338.
2006.00234.x.

384

L. VAN DER VEER

Boersma, Kees, Anastasiia Kraiukhina, Robert Larruina, Zsoﬁa Lehota, and Elham Omar
Nury. 2018. “A Port in a Storm: Spontaneous Volunteering and Grassroots
Movements in Amsterdam. A Resilient Approach to the (European) Refugee
Crisis.” Social Policy and Administration 53 (5): 728–742. doi:10.1111/spol.12407.
BZK (Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations). 2009. Verantwoord Burgerschap: Een
Kwestie van Geven en Nemen (‘Responsible Citizenship: a Matter of Give and Take’). The
Hague: Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations.
Cantat, Celine, and Margit Feischmidt. 2019. “Conclusion: Civil Involvement in Refugee
Protection-Reconﬁguring Humanitarianism and Solidarity in Europe.” In Refugee
Protection and Civil Society in Europe, edited by Margit Feischmidt, Ludger Pries,
and Celine Cantat, 379–399. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.
Coaﬀee, Jon, and Peter Rogers. 2009. “Rebordering the City for New Security
Challenges: From Counter-Terrorism to Community Resilience.” In Citizens and
Borderwork in Contemporary Europe, edited by Chris Rumford, 101–118. London
and New York: Routledge.
Cohen, Joshua. 1989. “Deliberation and Democratic Legitimacy.” In The Good Polity:
Normative Analysis of the State, edited by Alan Hamlin, and Philip Petit, 17–34.
Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
Cornwall, Andrea. 2008. “Unpacking ‘Participation’: Models, Meanings and Practices.”
Community Development Journal 43 (3): 269–283. doi:10.1093/cdj/bsn010.
De Genova, Nicholas. 2017. “The ‘Migrant Crisis’ as Racial Crisis: Do Black Lives Matter in
Europe?” Ethnic and Racial Studies 41 (10): 1765–1782. doi:10.1080/01419870.2017.
1361543.
Dean, Mitchell. 1999. Governmentality: Power and Rule in Modern Society. London: Sage
Publications.
Dean, Rikki John. 2018. “Counter-Governance : Citizen Participation beyond
Collaboration.” Politics and Governance 6 (1): 180–188. doi:10.17645/pag.v6i1.1221.
Della Porta, Donatella. 2009. “Democracy in Movement: Some Conclusions.” In
Democracy in Social Movements, edited by Donatella Della Porta, 262–274. New
York: Palgrave Macmillan.
Della Porta, Donatella. 2010. “Democracy and Distrust: A Discussion of CounterDemocracy: Politics in an Age of Distrust.” American Political Science Association 8
(3): 887–895.
Dijstelbloem, H., and L. van der Veer. 2019. “The Multiple Movements of the
Humanitarian Border: The Portable Provision of Care and Control at the Aegean
Islands.” Journal of Borderland Studies, doi:10.1080/08865655.2019.1567371.
Doomernik, Jeroen, and Birgit Glorius. 2017. “Refugee Migration and Local
Demarcations: New Insight Into European Localities.” Journal of Refugee Studies 29
(4): 429–439. doi:10.1093/jrs/few041.
Dryzek, John S. 2002. Deliberative Democracy and beyond: Liberals, Critics, Contestations.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Feischmidt, Margit, Ludger Pries, and Celine Cantat. 2019. Refugee Protection and Civil
Society in Europe. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.
Feischmidt, Margit, and Ildikó Zakariás. 2019. “Politics of Care and Compassion: Civic
Help for Refugees and Its Political Implications in Hungary—A Mixed-Methods
Approach.” In Refugee Protection and Civil Society in Europe, edited by Margit
Feischmidt, Ludger Pries, and Celine Cantat, 59–100. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.
Fleischmann, Larissa, and Elias Steinhilper. 2017. “The Myth of Apolitical Volunteering
for Refugees : German Welcome Culture and a New Dispositif of Helping.” Social
Inclusion 5 (3): 17–27. doi:10.17645/si.v5i3.945.

ETHNIC AND RACIAL STUDIES

385

Fung, Archon, and Erik Olin Wright. 2003. Deepening Democracy: Instutional Innovtions
in Empowered Participatory Governance. London and New York: Verso.
Gattinara, Pietro Castelli. 2018. “Europeans, Shut the Borders! Anti-Refugee
Mobilisation in Italy and France.” In Solidarity Mobilizations in the “Refugee Crisis”,
edited by Donatella Della Porta, 271–297. Palgrave Studies in European Political
Sociology. doi:10.1007/978-3-319-71752-4.
Gaventa, John. 2006. “Finding the Spaces for Change : A Power Analysis.” IDS Bulletin,
doi:10.1111/j.1759-5436.2006.tb00320.x.
Geuijen, Karin, Caroline Oliver, and Rianne Dekker. 2020. “Local Innovation in the
Reception of Asylum Seekers in the Netherlands : Plan Einstein as an Example of
Multi-Level and Multi-Sector Collaboration.” In Geographies of Asylum in Europe
and the Role of European Localities, edited by Birgit Glorius and Jeroen
Doomernik, 245–260. Cham: Springer.
Ghorashi, Halleh. 2014. “Routed Connections in Late Modern Times.” In Revisiting
I. M. Young on Democracy, Inclusion and Normalisation, edited by Ulrike M. Vieten,
49–67. Houndmills: Palgrave Pivot.
Hamann, Ulrike, and Serhat Karakayali. 2016. “Practicing Willkommenskultur : Migration
and Solidarity in Germany.” Intersections. East European Journal of Society and Politics
2 (4): 69–86. doi:10.17356/ieejsp.v2i4.296.
Haselbacher, Miriam, and Sieglinde Rosenberger. 2018. “Protest Against the Reception
of Asylum Seekers in Austria.” In Protest Movements in Asylum and Deportation,
edited by Sieglinde Rosenberger, Verena Stern, and Nina Merhaut, 247–272.
IMISCOE Research Series. doi:10.1007/978-3-319-74696-8.
Hewlett, Nick. 2007. Badiou, Balibar, Rancière: Re-Thinking Emancipation. London and
New York: Continuum International Publishing Group.
Houdt, Friso van. 2014. “Governing Citizens: The Government of Citizens, Crime and
Migration in the Netherlands.” PhD diss., Erasmus University Rotterdam.
Houdt, Friso van, and Willem Schinkel. 2013. “Crime, Citizenship and Community:
Neoliberal Communitarian Images of Governmentality.” Sociological Review 62 (1):
47–67. doi:10.1111/1467-954X.12115.
Jones, Reece. 2019. Open Borders: In Defense of Free Movement. Athens: University of
Georgia Press.
Karakayali, Serhat. 2019. “The Welcomers: How Volunteers Frame Their Commitment for
Refugees.” In Refugee Protection and Civil Society in Europe, edited by Margit
Feischmidt, Ludger Pries, and Celine Cantat, 221–242. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.
Kasparek, Bernd, and Marc Speer. 2015. “Of Hope. Hungary and the Long Summer of
Migration.” Translation by Elena Buck. Accessed 11 March 2020. http://
bordermonitoring.eu/ungarn/ 2015/09/of-hope-en/.
King, Natasha. 2016. No Borders: The Politics of Immigration Control and Resistance.
London: Zed Books Ltd.
Koning, Anouk de, Rivke Jaﬀe, and Martijn Koster. 2015. “Citizenship Agendas in and
beyond the Nation-State: (En)Countering Framings of the Good Citizen.”
Citizenship Studies 19 (2): 121–127. doi:10.1080/13621025.2015.1005940.
Lamont, Michèle. 2014. “Reﬂections Inspired by Ethnic Boundary Making : Institutions,
Power, Networks by Andreas Wimmer.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 37 (5): 814–819.
doi:10.1080/01419870.2013.871312.
Lenos, Steven, Pieter Sturm, and Ronald Vis. 2006. Burgerparticipatie in Gemeenteland
[Citizen Participation in Municipal Lands]. Quick Scan van 34 coalitieakkoorden en
raadsprogramma’s voor de periode 2006 - 2010. Amsterdam: Instituut voor Publiek
en Politiek.

386

L. VAN DER VEER

Lucassen, Leo. 2018. “Peeling an Onion : The ‘Refugee Crisis’ from a Historical Perspective.”
Ethnic and Racial Studies 41 (3): 383–410. doi:10.1080/01419870.2017.1355975.
Lucassen, Leo, and Jan Lucassen. 2015. “Contemporary Issues in Historical Perspective
The Strange Death of Dutch Tolerance : The Timing and Nature of the Pessimist Turn
in the Dutch Migration Debate.” The Journal of Modern History 87 (March): 72–101.
Mouﬀe, Chantal. 2005. On the Political. New York: Routledge.
Mouﬀe, Chantal. 2018. For a Left Populism. London: Verso.
Newman, Janet, Marian Barnes, Helen Sullivan, and Andrew Knops. 2004. “Public
Participation and Collaborative Governance.” Journal of Social Policy 33 (2): 203–
223. doi:10.1017/S0047279403007499.
Newman, Janet, and Evelien Tonkens. 2011. Participation, Responsibility and Choice:
Summoning the Active Citizen in Western European Welfare States. Amsterdam:
Amsterdam University Press.
Nonini, Donald M., and Ida Susser. 2020. The Tumultuous Politics of Scale: Unsettled
States, Migrants, Movements in Flux. New York: Routledge.
Norvall, Aletta J. 2014. “Deliberative, Agonistic and Aversive Grammars of Democracy:
The Question of Criteria.” In Practices of Freedom: Decentred Governance, Conﬂict and
Democratic Participation, edited by Steven Griggs, Aletta J. Norval, and Hendrik
Wagenaar, 60–84. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Nyers, Peter. 2006. Rethinking Refugees: Beyond States of Emergency. New York and
London: Routledge.
Nyers, Peter, and Kim Rygiel. 2012. Citizenship, Migrant Activism and the Politics of
Movement. New York: Routledge.
PBL (Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency). 2011. De Energieke Samenleving.
Op Zoek Naar een Sturingsﬁlosoﬁe Voor een Schone Economie [The Vigorous Society].
The Hague: Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency.
Rancière, Jacques. 2000. “Dissenting Words. A Conversation with Jacques Rancière.”
Diacritic 30 (2): 113–126. doi:10.1353/dia.2000.0016.
Rancière, Jacques. 2010. Dissensus: On Politics and Aesthetics, edited by Corocan,
Steven. London and New York: Continuum International Publishing Group.
Rast, Maria Charlotte, and Halleh Ghorashi. 2018. “Dancing with ‘The Other’: Challenges
and Opportunities of Deepening Democracy through Participatory Spaces for
Refugees.” Social Inclusion 6 (1): 188–198. doi:10.17645/si.v6i1.1300.
Rast, Maria Charlotte, Younes Younes, Peer Smets, and Halleh Ghorashi. 2019. “The
Resilience Potential of Diﬀerent Refugee Reception Approaches Taken during the
‘Refugee Crisis’ in Amsterdam.” Current Sociology, 1–19. doi:10.1177/
0011392119830759.
Rechtbank Overijssel. 2016. 08/963510-15 (P). Accessed May 26 2016. http://uitspraken.
rechtspraak.nl/inziendocument?id=ECLI:NL:RBOVE:2016:206&keyword=Zaandam.
Rosanvallon, Pierre. 2008. Counter-Democracy: Politics in an age of Distrust. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Rucht, Dieter. 2018. “Mobilization Against Refugees and Asylum Seekers in Germany: A
Social Movement Perspective.” In Protest Movements in Asylum and Deportation,
edited by Sieglinde Rosenberger, Verena Stern, and Nina Merhaut, 225–246.
Cham: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-3-319-74696-8.
Rumford, Chris, ed. 2009. Citizens and Borderwork in Contemporary Europe. London and
New York: Routledge.
Schinkel, Willem. 2013. “The Imagination of ‘Society’ in Measurements of Immigrant
Integration.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 36 (7): 1142–1161. doi:10.1080/01419870.
2013.783709.

ETHNIC AND RACIAL STUDIES

387

Schinkel, Willem, and Friso van Houdt. 2010. “The Double Helix of Cultural
Assimilationism
and
Neo-Liberalism:
Citizenship
in
Contemporary
Governmentality.” British Journal of Sociology 61 (4): 696–715. doi:10.1111/j.14684446.2010.01337.x.
SCP (Social and Cultural Planning Agency). 2012. Een Beroep op de Burger: Minder
Verzorgingsstaat, Meer Eigen Verantwoordelijkheid? [An Appeal to the Citizen]. The
Hague: Social and Cultural Planning Agency.
Stierl, Maurice. 2019. Migrant Resistance in Contemporary Europe. New York: Routledge.
Vandevoordt, Robin, and Gert Verschraegen. 2019. “Subversive Humanitarianism and
Its Challenges: Notes on the Political Ambiguities of Civil Refugee Support.” In
Refugee Protection and Civil Society in Europe, edited by Margit Feischmidt, Ludger
Pries, and Celine Cantat, 101–128. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.
Vasta, Ellie. 2007. “From Ethnic Minorities to Ethnic Majority Policy : Multiculturalism
and the Shift to Assimilationism in the Netherlands.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 30
(5): 713–740. doi:10.1080/01419870701491770.
Vaughan-Williams, Nick. 2009. “Borderwork Beyond Inside/Outside? Frontex, the
Citizen-Detective and the War on Terror.” In Citizens and Borderwork in
Contemporary Europe, edited by Chris Rumford, 63–80. London and New York:
Routledge.
Verhoeven, Imrath, and Evelien Tonkens. 2013. “Wat de Overheid van Burgers wil: De
Framing van de Veranderende Verzorgingsstaat in Nederland en Engeland.” In De
Aﬀectieve Burger: Hoe de Overheid Verleidt en Verplicht tot Zorgzaamheid, edited by
Thomas Kampen, Imrath Verhoeven, and Loes Verplanke, 25–37. Amsterdam: Van
Gennep.
Wijdeven, Ted van de, Laurens de Graaf, and Frank Hendriks. 2013. “Actief Burgerschap:
Lijnen in de Literatuur.” Tilburg University. doi:10.1007/s12459-010-0141-z.
van Houdt, Friso, and Willem Schinkel. 2019. “Laboratory Rotterdam. Logics of
Exceptionalism in the Governing of Urban Populations.” In Coming to Terms with
Superdiversity: The Case of Rotterdam, edited by Peter Scholten, Maurice Krul, and
Paul van de Laar, 133–151. Cham: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-3-319-96041-8.
Youkhana, Eva, and Ove Sutter. 2017. “Perspectives on the European Border Regime:
Mobilization, Contestation and the Role of Civil Society.” Social Inclusion 5 (3): 1–6.
doi:10.17645/si.v5i3.1127.

