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Introduction
Between politics and humanitarianism


Da steht es aber, da steht es wirklich, dort, wo auch wir stehen, sehen Sie uns denn nicht?, sehen Sie uns nicht dort liegen, wo wir gefallen sind?, wir liegen, es steht aber hier, da steht es, wir müssen das lesen, daß wir hier nicht liegen dürfen, vielleicht woanders, aber nicht hier.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Fragment from ‘Die Schutzbefohlenen’ by Elfriede Jelinek] 

	
(English translation)
There it is, it’s really there, where we are, you don't see us? Don’t you see where we are, where we have fallen? We are, that’s what it says, because we need to read it, that we may not be here, perhaps somewhere else, but not here.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Translation mine] 




Three German actors stand on stage reading this German text to the audience. The mostly Dutch audience reads the Dutch subtitles from the screens at both sides of the stage. In the background of the stage a row of around 20 chairs is lined up suggesting that we are still waiting for people to enter the stage. The text they read to us is written from the perspective of refugees trying to seek refuge in Fortress Europe, but as an audience we are well aware that we are looking at three German men. This theatrical arrangement - where actors pose as, or at least speak on behalf of, refugees - is not strange to us, we accept this since it is the actors’ profession to engage us in the story; whether it is his or somebody else’s. It is the chairs that make the arrangement weird. Everybody in the audience knows who is coming, we all read it in the programme; we are waiting for the so-called ‘choir of refugees’ consisting of twenty undocumented refugees from Amsterdam. This disturbs the theatrical arrangement that we are so habituated to in that as soon as the refugees enter the stage, while the actors keep telling us the refugees’ stories, we see a certain hierarchy unfolding. This leaves the audience with discomfort and with many questions. Why are the actors telling this story? Why not the refugees themselves? Are refugees playing a role of invisibility, where their role is merely illustrative for the larger political discussion this theatre piece relates to? Such questions are trying to look for legitimization of this hierarchy, making it easier for the audience to cope with this discomfort. 

But this performance of Die Schultzbefohlenen, I saw in June 2014 at the Holland Festival in Amsterdam, does everything to make the audience fully experience this unease by structurally pointing out the gap between Western values and the supposed experiences of refugees.  Refugees’ situation is visualized and presented as a humiliation of human rights; which is something the ‘West’ claims is inhumane, but allows to happen anyway. As illustrated in the quote from the theatre text, the West solves this by acknowledging that everybody has the right to flee, but preferably not to Western countries.  It is in this debate about undocumented refugees, which balances between politics and humanitarianism, that my thesis is situated.  




Academic and societal debate
The undocumented - also referred to as irregular migrants (Broeders 2007), non-status people (Nyers 2010) or illegals[footnoteRef:3] - have been a challenge for policy makers for a long time. The discussion on the position undocumented refugees in the nation-state is often framed in terms of citizenship, which points to a fundamental difference in discourse. Van der Horst (2001) focuses on these discursive differences by comparing the underlying logic of these discourses and argues that the marginal position of migrants, refugees, and asylum seekers in the Netherlands can be explained in terms of these ‘clashing’ logics. The discourse of the nation-state is focused on the collective and how and why collectives have access to a state’s social services; one important requirement is the construction of a collective identity that establishes inclusion and exclusion. This automatically presumes a non-member - or non-citizen - who does not have access to these privileges; therefore it limits individual rights and privileges to the members of a social contract between government and its people. On the other hand the human rights discourse is based on individuality and universality; human rights apply to all individuals regardless of their position and where they are in the world.  [3:  The term ‘illegals’ is not widely used in academia, however in Dutch media and popular language this is still a regularly used term. ] 


These discursive tensions become more apparent in light of recent changes in Dutch asylum policy, where increasing internal migration control has contributed to criminalization and marginalization of undocumented refugees. This can be put in a larger trend, since the 1990s the presence of undocumented aliens has increasingly been considered a social problem (Engbersen et al 2002) and immigration policies are focused on and legitimized by security issues. Many European countries have adopted more restrictive policies regarding immigration and asylum and urged the need for strict control and management of immigration because a large influx of migrants might put stress on the existing public order. Herein, a significant policy shift is that from external border control to the ‘ growing importance of  internal control on irregular migrants in the Netherlands’ (Engbersen and Broeders 2007: 870); which is, in other words, indicative of a shift from ‘Fortress Europe’ to the ‘Dutch Donjon’. Another related and frequently used argument for the need to limit immigration and the legitimacy of immigration policies is the fair distribution of social and public benefits. In welfare states – like the Netherlands – the idea that public welfare provisions serve as a ‘migration-magnet’ has been a major issue in political debates (Bloch and Schuster 2002). ‘As a consequence a number of measures have been taken to combat irregular migration, such as employer sanctions, excluding immigrants from labour and public services, linking (immigration and public service) databases, and introducing biometrics to identify immigrants’ (Engbersen en Broeders 2007: 869). Such measures are part of the so-called Dutch ‘discouragement policy’ (Van der Leun 2006) that aimed to deter ’bogus asylum seekers’ and economic refugees and, in doing so, ensuring the stability of Dutch society. Furthermore, as part of these discouraging policies, ‘illegal’ immigration has been increasingly criminalized  (Stumpf 2006 and De Grauw, Janssen & Leupen 2012). Detention of immigrants is the sharpest tool in the box regarding the regulation of migration. However, while detention is usually associated with punitive measures in criminal law, immigrants can be detained regardless of whether they committed a criminal act. Moreover as mentioned by Cornelisse (2008 and 2010) immigration detention is presented as a logical and necessary tool in the control of illegal stay of immigrants.

However, the other side of the coin is that discouragement policies, as an emerging regime of control, restrict refugees’ room for manoeuvre within the formal institutions of the state.  Here studies focus on humanitarian issues emanating from marginalization and criminalization; one of the major concerns is refugee’s access to health care. Such studies point to the discrepancy between international human rights conventions on the one hand, and refugees experiences on the other (Schroever et al 2010), where due to fear of deportation people are discouraged to make use of (care) institutions. This relates to the argument of Engbersen and Broeders, who argue that governmental monitoring has led the undocumented to erase their tracks by avoiding ‘ the production of knowledge about their activities, by making them either unobservable or indeterminable’ (Engbersen and Broeders 2007: 868). They suggest that exclusion from public institutions combined with criminalizing measures has forced undocumented refugees to go ‘underground’. Borren (2008) comes to a similar conclusion by saying that the undocumented have developed strategies of self-obscuration; making themselves invisible, moreover she argues that it is ‘due to strategies of self-obscuration, (that) illegal aliens are almost dead to the world, since they neither appear as a ‘ who’ (citizens), nor as ‘what’ (‘man’) (Borren 2008: 233). This implies an ambiguity, where discouragement policies place the undocumented in a marginalized position of invisibility, but at the same time the undocumented reconstitute themselves as invisible by not appearing in public life. 

In light of this discussion of the responses and strategies of undocumented refugees themselves, what becomes interesting is that recent developments in the Netherlands show an opposite strategy where refugees have organized themselves into collectives and have publicly protested their marginalization by visualizing themselves. One of the most prominent examples is that of the We Are Here group in Amsterdam, that in the fall of 2012 put up a  tent camp at an abandoned piece of land in the Osdorp neighbourhood of the city. The tent camp was in itself the embodiment of their message that ‘they are here’, and that they did not want to remain invisible. This type of political engagement of undocumented refugees that ‘represents an important moment of claim making and rights taking by non-citizens’ (Nyers 2010: 128) was a relatively new development in the Netherlands; and therefore relates to the argument of Versteegt and Maussen that ‘ now that the effects and outcomes of stricter asylum policy are becoming visible, old and new voices of protest develop’ (2012: 20). However, these developments raise questions on how undocumented refugees can act politically from a position of invisibility since their non-status ‘denies (them) the opportunity to express themselves as a political being’ (Nyers 2010:129). This contradiction is the main playing field of this thesis; in studying how undocumented refugees in the Netherlands protest their precarious position I will use Tilly and Tarrow’s (2006) work on contentious claim making as an analytical frame to better understand the way refugees in the Netherlands organize and stage their collective claim making. According to Tilly and Tarrow, all forms of contention require a certain theatrical staging in order to communicate contention; people make contentious claim through words and deeds; making contentious claim-making performative in itself (Tilly and Tarrow 2006:12). Moreover, contentious performances also link the claimant and the object of claims. This focus on performativity allows analysis focussed on how protests communicate their contention. Such an analysis is especially interesting in the Dutch case where we see refugees being supported in their claim making by advocates. These advocates are usually volunteers that possess the Dutch nationality, moreover they support and facilitate undocumented refugees through ‘the process of identifying with and representing a person’s views and concerns, in order to secure enhanced rights and entitlements. (Henderson and Pochin 2001 in Cambridge and Williams 2004: 98). This implies a relation between refugees and their advocates, and how to two relate to each other. Consequently this raises questions like; what kind of claims are made by - or through- advocacy groups and how is this claim making performed? 

Furthermore this brings up questions about understandings and performances of solidarity, morality and caring. In it’s most simple form this question can be phrased by asking ‘why do we care for others?’. Here I will use Chouliaraki’s (2013) conceptualization of the humanitarian imaginary to make theoretical sense of this question. Chouliaraki argues that humanitarian communication makes use of a theatrical arrangement where the encounter between ‘us’ and a suffering ‘ other’ can mobilize people into performing acts of solidarity through stagings of so-called ‘spectacles of suffering’ (Chouliaraki 2013:28). This implies that by analyzing the performativity of protest - or in Tilly and Tarrow terms: contentious performances - we can gain a more profound understanding of the notion of solidarity underlying these performances. So Chouliaraki argues that ‘by analysing the spectacles of human vulnerability available in the theatrical structure of solidarity we may be able to say something important about transformations of solidarity in our time’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 27). I will discuss Chouliaraki’s argument and reflect on how it relates to and complements the framework of Tilly and Tarrow in more detail in chapter one, 


Relevance and objectives
In light of the debate outlined above the relevance of this thesis comes from the provided insight into the recent developments of protest initiative by and for undocumented refugees in the Netherlands from a social sciences perspective. As discussed in outlining the academic debate, research regarding undocumented refugees in the Netherlands tends to focus on either legal aspects or policy issues. Although Versteegt and Maussen (2012) have already explored the discursive strategies in resistance and protest against asylum policy in the Netherlands, their study does not take refugees subjects in account as active agents in these practises but instead focusses on the contention voiced by NGOs, political actors and media. Leaving the aspect of self-organized refugee protest initiatives in the Netherlands severely under researched. 

The objective is this thesis is twofold; the main objective is to identify patterns and relationships by looking into how contentious claim making regarding undocumented refugees takes place from society’s margins, and, in so doing, providing a theoretical contribution to Chouliaraki’s theorization of the humanitarian imaginary. And it aims to fulfil these objectives by answering the following research question:

How do the contentious performances of Toevlucht and We Are Here communicate a public conception of morality?

Moreover the theoretical contribution of this thesis builds on Chouliaraki’s conceptualization of the humanitarian imaginary. She uses a global North/South  (or West/South) divide to explain how the West is mobilized as a potential benefactor for a distant other. However with its focus on undocumented refugees in the Netherlands, this thesis will use the humanitarian imaginary to illustrate how an audience is invited to act on suffering of an ‘other’ that -instead of distant - is very close; and how this proximity is used as a strategy of moralization. 



Methodology
I have gathered empirical material by looking into two case studies, Toevlucht in Utrecht and We Are Here in Amsterdam and I conducted this research over the course of two months in both Utrecht and Amsterdam. These case studies were selected because at the time of my field research they had a certain level of exposure, which was a necessary requisite for this research because it focuses on the protest campaigns which to a large extent implies visibility. Toevlucht is a church-based civil initiative organized by a collective of protestant churches in Utrecht that from December 2013 onwards provided a night shelter for undocumented men. In the spring of 2014, Toevlucht was waging a visibility campaign in Utrecht, demanding Utrecht’s city council to take (financial) responsibility for the shelter. During the campaign they put up posters and stickers; distribute flyers; had an online petition,  a social media campaign and lastly they organized a demonstration at Utrecht city hall mid-May 2014. My second case study, the We Are Here group, caught public attention since their initiation in 2012, however during my time in the field approximately 150 members of We Are Here resided in the Vluchthaven, which was a pilot project for accommodation of undocumented refugees in cooperation with the Amsterdam city council. Both selected cases struggled with the issue of housing and were facing eviction, both coincidently on the 1st of June 2014. This coincidence allowed me to see what contentious claims are formulated and how they were performed in both cases, while being confronted with a similar issue. 

The research was qualitative in nature, and I used interviews, and ethnographic methods of observations and participant observations as main data collection techniques. I first got in touch with both We Are Here and Toevlucht through registering as a volunteer, which proved a valuable stepping-stone for observational data gathering. However the two case studies required a different approach in data gathering, whereas in Amsterdam I was able to get in touch with refugees quite easily, which enabled me to select my research sample by means of non-probability sampling acquired through a snowballing technique, in Utrecht this proved to be significantly more difficult. At Toevlucht I communicated with and through the organization, and here my access to refugees was limited to my work as a volunteer for Toevlucht. The organization was quite reluctant to grant me access in my role as a researcher, which limited my possibilities to observatory techniques. During my time with Toevlucht I observed interactions between volunteers and refugees, and had informal conversations with some volunteers about their motivations for and experiences with their active involvement with Toevlucht, which provided data on the making and production of contentious claims. Moreover, since Toevlucht was waging a protest campaign I was able to use their campaign material for a visual analysis to examine the performativity of contention. This material, in combination with an interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee provided me with sufficient and interesting data.

The largest part of my research data was acquired through interviews and all conducted interviews where semi-structured. All interviews were recorded with consent of the interviewees; and they were conducted in Dutch or English, depending on the interviewees’ preference. The translations of the quotes from Dutch interviews that are used in this thesis are all mine. Regarding interview structure, all interviews were based around three themes; claim making, claim production; and performativity of claims. The fluid framing of the semi-structured interview allowed me to explore the perceptions, opinions , feelings and thoughts of the interviewees towards each of the three themes. Consequently, since this research is based on a limited amount of interviews, no claims towards generalization can be made. However through combining evidence and theory, it does allow for some inferences how the contentious performances of both We Are Here and Toevlucht communicate a certain notion of solidarity. 

In sum, this research is focused on protest initiatives regarding undocumented refugees in the Netherlands and how contentious claims are produced in these initiatives. As outlined above this is puzzling because of the precarious position undocumented refugees hold in Dutch society.
In chapter one I will outline the theoretical foundation of my analysis by exploring and synthesizing the works of Tilly and Tarrow and Chouliaraki by discussing the theatricality of both contention and humanitarianism. In chapter two I will introduce the reader to the two case studies by analysing the processes of contentious claim making and production. Here I will argue that different organizational and relational structures in my case studies produce different sorts of contentious claims. After that, in chapter three the focus will be on the performativity of contention. Here - using Hannah Arendt’s theoretical concept of the space of appearance - I will discuss how the issue of visibility influences both how modular performances are adopted to the local or social context and the role of advocates and supporters in the performances. Lastly, in chapter four I will use Chouliaraki’s conceptualization of the humanitarian imaginary to gain insight in how the performances analysed in chapter three communicate a public conception of morality, and, in so doing, providing a deeper, more philosophical layer of analysis. But first let us consider how to approach this theatre piece and turn our gaze to the theoretical framework guiding this story. 






























1. Theoretical framework
The Theatricality of Contention and Humanitarianism



Tuesday July 1, 2014

Hello,
there tomorrow demonstrations in front of parliament in Den Haag to demand the rights of Refugees and stand against the expulsion is expected to Vluchtmarket and Vluchthaven and I ask everyone to come in order to demand our rights. The bus will move from Vluchthaven time: 15:00. And will reach Den Haag Time:16:00 to 20:00. 
And I ask everyone to come. To show his solidarity.
Action group 
We Are Here


The message quoted above was posted on the We Are Here Facebook-page on the first of July, 2014. It is one of many updates that where posted on We Are Here’s social media, but for me this one stood out because it is such as clear illustration of what I will be outlining theoretically in this chapter. This quote contains both a contentious claim and a request for participation grounded on the idea of solidarity. The reason I think it is illustrative is that it shows the performativity of contentious claims and communicates a particular moral appeal. 

The recent developments regarding refugees protest movements in the Netherlands shows refugees stepping out of society’s margins, into the arena of public life, and seeking attention and an audience for their cause through contentious claim-making. With the mentioning of claim making I refer to the vocabulary used in the work of Tilly and Tarrow. In their work on Contentious Politics (2006) and in Tilly’s later work on Contentious Performances (2008) they explain the role of claim making in collective action. According to Tilly and Tarrow, in order for claims or collective action to become contentious it is either  ‘used by people who lack regular access to institutions, act in the name of new or unaccepted claims and behave in ways that fundamentally challenge others. Contention thus involves making claims that bear on someone else’s interests’ (2006: 4)

I argue that in the case of undocumented refugees in the Netherlands their claim-making, and performance, is contentious because they lack access to institutions due to their legal status – or lack thereof. But this in combination with their marginalization is also precisely why this is such an interesting case study. How can a marginalized group, that had been rendered invisible for a long time, make contentious claims demanding ‘their’ rights in a society that for a large part does not recognize their presence? How do they do it? 

In this chapter I will outline the theoretical framework I will be using to analyse refugee protest initiatives in the Netherlands. I will use Tilly and Tarrow’s (2006) theorization of contentious claim-making, contentious performances and contentious repertoires to map how claims are produced by and for marginalized groups. This will enable me to gain a more profound understanding of the relation between refugees and their advocates; what is drawn from so-called ‘shared scripts’; and how modular performances are adopted to the local and social context. Additionally I will use Chouliaraki’s conceptualization of the humanitarian imaginary to gain insight into how these performances communicate a public conception of morality and how people are invited to act on that. 

Claim-making from the margins: refugees and advocates
In examining how collective claim-making takes place we must look at two concepts; contentious performances and contentious repertoires. Contentious performances are ‘relatively familiar and standardized ways in which one set of political actors makes collective claims on some other set of political actors (Tilly and Tarrow 2006: 11). ‘All forms of contention rests on performance, but performances range from direct assaults on others to theatricals staged for nearby or distant audiences’ (Tilly and Tarrow 2006: 12).
Contentious performances can thus be defined as political actions that challenge representations of events by the authorities by offering contentious alternatives to these portrayals in a performative way. Thus they always link two actors; the claimant and the object of claims. People can make claims through words and actions and in doing so they perform their claim-making, meaning that claim-making is performative in itself.

In his book Contentious Performances Charles Tilly (2008) uses that same duality of similarities and differences to explain why in contentious collective action claim makers choose particular ways of voicing collective claims (2008:4). The answer to this question lays in both variations and regularities, Tilly argues that ‘collective contention (is) a product of learned and historically ground performances’ (2008:4), meaning that in a certain place and time people learn and get acquainted with a limited set of claim-making performances, and they will draw from such ‘shared scripts’ when engaging in claim-making. For example when thinking of protest, one might quickly associate demonstrations and public gatherings as appropriate performances instead of more violent types such as suicide bombings or hostages. This does not mean that these scripts are static; over time - however slowly – the content of scripts change. Particular performances that are specific to their particular claim can over time be adopted and adjusted to fit different kinds of claims; in this process they can evolve into modular performances. Tilly and Tarrow define modular performances as: ‘performances that could be adopted and adapted across a wide range of conflicts and sites of contention by a broad range of actors’ (Tilly and Tarrow 2006: 12). Such performances are both generic, in their capacity to be meaningful to potential performers of contention and to be useful in different situations, and specific, because a generic form of performance can be embedded with very context-specific features to make for effective claim-making (2006: 13). Meaning that variation or improvisation plays a big role in determining the form of performance. 

Performing contention is rarely confined to just one form of performance, much like how an actor on stage plays different emotions to tell us the story of his character; in contentious action actors use various sorts of performances to tell us their story. This is what Tilly and Tarrow call repertoires of contention; where contentious performances clump into repertoires of claim making routines that ‘apply to the same claimant-object pairs’ (2006: 16). Like individual performances these repertoires show both variety and continuity; ‘the theatrical metaphor calls attention to the clustered, learned, yet improvisational character of people’s interactions as they make and receive each other’s claims’ (2006:16).

In my thesis I will use Tilly and Tarrow’s conceptualizations of both contentious performances and contentious repertoires to analyse how claim making takes place in refugee protest movements. By studying refugee claim making as a contentious performance I will show how and what is drawn from so-called shared scripts and how modular performances are adjusted to the local and social context of contemporary Dutch society. In so doing I aim to gain a more profound understanding of how marginalized groups – like undocumented refugees – make claims from the margin of society and from a position of invisibility. 
 
But there is more to this story, and in order to fully understand the process of refugee claim making in the Netherlands we must look at the other characters in this story too.  Since undocumented refugees have no legal status which cuts off their access to institutions and, moreover, in a political climate that has criminalized illegal residence refugees are denied access to the stage of Dutch public and political life. So what makes the Dutch case especially interesting is that refugees are being supported in their claim making by advocacy groups, these group make claims on behalf of refugees, giving them the opportunity to let their voices be heard despite their difficult and silenced position. However, for analytical purposes it is important to note that this implies a relation between refugees and their advocates (or groups that claim to be advocates), which requires analysis of how the two relate to each other. Here we should focus our attention on the production of contentious claims. What kinds of claims are made by and through advocacy groups and how is this claim making performed? But even more important is the role refugees play in this advocacy structure of claim-making and how, if at all, they play a role in the performance. 

Furthermore, the (assumed) relation between refugees and advocates brings up questions about understandings and performances of solidarity, morality and caring. In its most simple form this question can be phrased by asking ‘why do we care for others?’ Put in more theoretical terms why might ask: what notion of solidarity is underlying the contentious performances of advocacy groups? But moreover the question of solidarity also refers to issues of responsibility; what is society’s obligation towards undocumented refugees? Why should we help these people? Or why do we feel we should?  It is to a theoretical grounding of such questions that I will now turn.



Why we care for others: the Humanitarian Imaginary
In understanding the imagining of solidarity underlying refugee claim making, Chouliaraki’s (2013) conceptualization of the humanitarian imaginary is useful because it theoretically binds together both how representations - or spectacles as she calls them - that present and habituate a public with a certain way of imaging and feeling, and how they invite people to engage in action for vulnerable others. She states that ‘by analyzing the spectacles of human vulnerability available in the theatrical structure of solidarity we may be able to say something important about transformations of solidarity in our times’ (2013: 27). 

The broader claim in Chouliaraki’s work is that there has been a fundamental shift in the communicative structure of humanitarianism; one that moves away from the theatrical but instead focusses on the new emotionality of the mirror where the encounter with human suffering is reduced to ‘narcissistic self-reflection that involves people like ‘us’’ (2013: 4). She begins her argument by noting that over the last decades a change in the content and meaning of solidarity has occurred and attributes this to three different but related dimensions of communication: the instrumentalization of humanitarianism, the postmodern retreat of grand narratives, and the technologization of communication.

For the purpose of this thesis I decided to outline the influence of the collapse of grand narratives on the content of notions of solidarity today because it is in light of this discussion that Chouliaraki presents important – and very useful – theoretical concepts that I will use in my analysis. She starts by distinguishing two variations of the meaning of solidarity: solidarity as salvation, and solidarity as revolution. ‘Whereas the former is associated with humanitarianism ‘proper, in that it was born as a moral response to the atrocities of war and aspired to save lives and comfort suffering humanity, the latter is associated with a social critique of the conditions of suffering and aspired to change the social relations of economic exploitation that made suffering possible in the first place’ (2013: 10). Although both notions refer to a duty to care and are based on similar universal norms of morality, they differ in their stance towards politics. Solidarity as salvation is specifically and explicitly apolitical, ‘grounding humanitarianism on the principle of neutrality, impartiality and independence’ (2013:11), whereas solidarity as revolution is a politicized and Marxian social critique that wishes to change the current world order that is supposedly structurally causing inequality and replace it with one that is ‘not regulated by self-interested markets but by the just redistribution of resources across social groups’ (2013:11). The latter is therefore considered to be a more of a political struggle for justice, articulating a political vision of emancipation. 

However, in a postmodern time and - intellectual - landscape, where grand narratives have collapsed and no Truth exists, a ‘critique of authenticity’ has come into being that challenges the limits of both solidarity as salvation and solidarity as revolution and problematizes their relation to politics. This shift places new political focus on the a suffering self as a ‘generalized pathology of all systems of power’ (2013: 14) 

‘What this move from justice to authenticity suggests is that solidarity as a vision of a suffering-free society is now replaced by a humbler vision of simply managing the present, in a non-heroic pursuit of pleasure of the self (…) The instrumentalization of the solidarity of salvation (..), may today be combined with an equally forceful instrumentalization of solidarity of revolution, where self-interest and individual pleasure take precedence over the demand for justice’
 (Chouliaraki 2013: 14) 

What Chouliaraki suggests here is that solidarity today does no longer focus on saving lives or changing society but nonetheless asks its audience to act on the suffering of distant others. However what is changing it that solidarity seems to be based on a self-oriented morality, ‘where doing good is about how I feel and must be rewarded by minor gratifications of the self’ (2013: 4) This type of solidarity, one that is a-political and situates the pleasure of the self at the heart of moral action is what Chouliaraki calls ironic solidarity; where other-oriented moralities are replaced with an individualist morality of ‘feel-good’ activism (2013: 14).  Here irony refers to ‘a disposition of detached knowingness, a self-conscious-suspicion vis-à-vis all claims of truth, which comes from acknowledging that there is always a disjunction between what is said and what exists – that there are no longer ‘grand narratives to hold the two together’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 2). 

This irony makes for a spectator that is sceptical towards all moral appeals to solidarity, but in being confronted with the spectacle of suffering, is still open towards acting on human suffering. She argues that ‘the publics of solidarity, too, are today called to enact solidarity as an individualist project of contingent values and consumerist activities – ironic solidarity being precisely a solidarity that, in recognizing the limits of its own legitimacy and efficacy, avoids politics and rewards the self.’ (2013:15)

Central to the issue of how to invite a public to perform solidarity is the way human vulnerability – or human suffering - is communicated to us. Here Chouliaraki turns our attention to the theatricality of humanitarian communication. She states that  ‘the communicative structure of the theatre that functions as a form of moral education in the West, by mundanely mediating the foundational moral claim of solidarity through a variety of spectacles of suffering. And it is (..) by analysing these spectacles of human vulnerability that we may be able to say something important about transformations of solidarity in our time (..)’(2013: 27). What this argument suggest - and why it is relevant in terms of analysis for this thesis - is that by looking at the way in which Toevlucht and We Are Here stage or perform the spectacle of suffering, we can disclose underlying perceptions of morality and solidarity.

Like Tilly and Tarrow, Chouliaraki also draws her argumentation from a theatrical metaphor; she discusses theatricality as the communicative structure of humanitarianism. According to Chouliaraki, humanitarianism is theatrical in the sense that it depends on the staging of the spectacle of human suffering, communicating its moral message through the staging of such spectacles and mobilizing the public as potential benefactors. However, the theatre also acts as a separator, ‘separating those who watch at a distance from those who act on the spot’ (2013: 28). ‘Rather than inviting these publics to engage in direct action, which is inevitably impossible, theatrical communication invites us to engage in performances, that is, staged images and stories about action and thereby, enables us to imagine ourselves as citizens who can act at a distance, by speaking out (through protest or petition) and by paying (through donation) in the name of a moral cause’ (2013:28). This refers to what Chouliaraki theorizes as the humanitarian imaginary which is ‘the repertoire of staged images and stories about distant suffering that comes to legitimize the imperative to act on vulnerable others as the moral order of modernity’ (2013:28)

The humanitarian imaginary, as already suggested in its name, puts a lot of emphasis on the concept of imagination and the ‘power of the theatre to imaginatively engage us with someone else’s position that renders imagination a pedagogical catalyst in the theatrical experience’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 44). It is through the staging of images and language that represent suffering that we can imaginatively identify with it, and it is this sympathetic identification that may lead us to engage in action. But not simply every form of staging triggers the right emotionality that results in sympathetic identification. 

‘The realm of the imaginable, and hence the thinkable or the affect-able, cannot (thus) be exhausted to a description of any singular visual culture, but needs to be conceptualized as a socially instituted sphere of communicative practices that uses ‘imaginal’ cultures, with their own aesthetic possibilities, in order to regulate the production of particular moral imaginations at particular historical moments’
(Chouliaraki 2013: 44)

In other words, the imaginary is not simply a way of visualizing and recognizing particular figures and images - its empirical manifestation - but it is at the same time the very condition of the possibility of thinking, for the emergence of thought, and in so doing it is constituting our reality. In this sense it does have a normative function, but Chouliaraki emphasize that the imaginary does not refer to an authoritative morality that prescribes how people should feel or act. Rather, the imaginary works performatively, meaning that ‘it draws upon familiar practices of aesthetic performance so as to engage with images and stories about our world and, thereby, to socialize us into those ways of feeling and acting that are legitimate and desirable in our time’(2013:44). This shows similarities with Tilly and Tarrow what have called the shared scripts of contentious performances that I have discussed above, where actors draw from certain familiar sets of performances available to them. The obvious difference being that Chouliaraki emphasizes that these familiar practices contain emotional and moral appeals that have habituated us into a certain way of feeling and acting towards human suffering.   

Spectacles of suffering therefore depend on the performativity of the humanitarian imaginary in mobilizing its audience as a potential benefactor. It is because the humanitarian imaginary uses the communicative structure of the theatre that we can imagine solidarity in our world. It is the so-called ‘virtue oriented morality of the imaginary’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 45), that by communicating certain images and language in a theatrical way, constitutes the public as a moral actor. Put more simply, it is by being confronted with the spectacle of suffering that ‘we’ as an audience can imagine ourselves as fulfilling/exercising our moralizing potential. And it is the fact that we are addressed as an audience, which separates us from the suffering, that makes us aware of the role we play in the theatre. As mentioned above, the theatrical communicative structure thus works as both a separator and a mobilizer, and moreover ‘it is this arrangement of separation that tends to organize the social relationships of humanitarianism around a theatrical conception of communication’; meaning it produces social relationships and constitutes the social (Chouliaraki 2013:49). 

There are different strategies that can be applied to invite spectators to perform solidarity. Chouliaraki discusses two dimensions of humanitarianism that  focus, respectively, on the sufferer – with what she calls ‘empathetic imagination’- and the spectator – with so-called ‘reflexive imagination’. Because empathetic imagination is concerned with ‘setting up an affective relationship of identification between spectators and vulnerable other’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 50) and therefore urging the analysis towards the authentication of the representation of suffering; my analysis will be oriented towards the latter, which focusses on how performances constitute the spectator as a moral actor. Reflexive imagination aims to establish ‘a normative relationship between the spectator and the public we (supposedly) belong to’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 50) and therefore puts analytical focus on strategies of moralization. It focuses on what the boundaries of the public are, who the public is, and therefore looks at self-perception of the public. In analytical terms this means that Chouliaraki’s framework, with its focus on theatrical communicative structures will enable me to see how performances function as a medium through which voices can be made audible, messages spread and above all how such a medium communicates a particular moral appeal.

In the following chapters, using the theatricality of both contention and humanitarianism I will examine how in the case of Toevlucht and We Are Here the spectacle of suffering is staged and how they enable spectators to imagine themselves as moral actors. Having outlined the theoretical framework that will guide my analysis throughout this thesis, we can now turn to the empirical. 






2. The Production of Contentious Claims
The relational structures underlying claim-making processes




The purpose of this chapter is three-fold; first of all it aims to provide the reader with  a sufficient background of both case studies, secondly I will discuss how in both cases  contention is claimed - in other words; what contentious claims are made? Here I will use the theatricality of contention presented in Tilly and Tarrow’s  (2006) framework to determine who is the claimant and who is the object of claims. Moreover, throughout this chapter I will link particular types of claim making to notions of solidarity as presented by Chouliaraki (2013). And lastly I will use the underlying logics of these notions to examine how such types of claim making imply certain relational structures. Thus providing a more profound understanding of how contentious claim making takes place from society’s margins. This last part entails analyzing the relation between refugees and their advocates; or advocates and their refugees. Through these analytical steps, in this chapter I will explore how the different organizational or relational structures in my case studies relate to different sorts of contentious claims.  

Toevlucht: a Church-based Civil Initiative
Established on December 20, 2013 Toevlucht – which literally translates to ‘refuge’- started as a night shelter for undocumented men in the city of Utrecht. Initiated by members of different churches in Utrecht, Toevlucht intended to provide a temporary shelter during the cold winter months. They have done this ‘under protest’, meaning that although they – both as citizens and Christians- are providing a temporary solution for this local humanitarian problem are not supposed to do it. They feel it is simply not their task.

For over six months Toevlucht has provided shelter and assistance for a group of approximately thirty undocumented men. The reason Toevlucht only shelters men is a very practical one; according to the organization the city of Utrecht provides assistance for homeless and undocumented women and children, meaning that undocumented men fall outside of regular and other available social care[footnoteRef:4].  [4:  Author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014] 


In accordance with the municipality and the fire department, Toevlucht housed in an old gymnasium located in the Tuindorp neighbourhood in the northeastern part of the city. The gymnasium has very little facilities; no heating or showers, and the men sleep on mattresses on the floor, making it a very sober and basic accommodation according to the organization itself.[footnoteRef:5] In order for Toevlucht to get permission from both the municipality and the fire department to start their shelter, they had to comply with certain fire safety requirements. One of the conditions was that two volunteers should be at the shelter every night as a night watch (nachtwachten in Dutch).[footnoteRef:6] This means that the nachtwachten take turns staying awake and watching over the sleeping men. Moreover the nachtenwachten make up a large part of Toevlucht’s volunteer network and have also played a significant role in Toevlucht protest campaign. I will return to this later in this chapter when discussing contentious claim production.  [5:  Ibidem]  [6:  As stated in a letter from Utrecht municipality to the Toevlucht Foundation (Stichting De Toevlucht Utrecht) on 23 December 2013] 


Initially, Toevlucht had permission to provide shelter for a group of 30-40  men on that location until June 1, 2014.  Right from their start in December 2013 Toevlucht started its lobbying process with the Utrecht city council, asking them to take on the shelter and provide a solution for undocumented men in Utrecht. When this lobbying process did not get the desired results Toevlucht aired its visibility campaign. Their campaign was strategically launched around the local (municipal) elections, requesting the local political parties to take a stand regarding this issue, but at the same time the campaign aimed to engage the city’s citizens to take the ‘homeless-refugee-question’ in mind determining their vote and pressuring the city council through their vote. I will discuss this matter in more detail in chapters three and four, where I analyze the performativity of contention and the imagination of solidarity presented to the spectator through contentious performances in the Toevlucht campaign

The campaign climaxed with a demonstration in front of Utrecht’s city hall on May 15, 2014, roughly two weeks before the initial deadline of June 1, where approximately 150 people raised their voice for their less-fortunate fellow townsmen. Finally, after months of campaigning, the city council agreed to take financial responsibility for the shelter and provide Toevlucht with a new location. Although the city would be responsible, they still wanted a close cooperation with Toevlucht in day-to-day operations, using Toevlucht’s experience, expertise and its volunteer network. At the end of June 2014, Toevlucht left their Tuindorp gymnasium to move to their new location at the Utrecht division of the Salvation Army where they are allowed to stay until at least September 2014.


Toevlucht claim making: It is simply not our task

“We feel that what we’re doing is the government’s task. We are providing shelter because the city isn’t. But we are citizens, and we should not be responsible for other people’s housing”  [footnoteRef:7] [7:  ‘Succesvolle demonstratie Toevlucht: opvang asielzoekers verlengd’, 16 May 2014 (on http://www.duic.nl/nieuws/67815/succesvolle-demonstratie-toevlucht-opvang-asielzoekers-verlengd/)] 


It is not their task. This claim is underlying Toevlucht’s contention in all of its aspects. They are caring for unfortunate others although they feel it is not their responsibility to do so. With this short but very straightforward claim the organization presupposes that the city of Utrecht has the duty to care for its citizens and is therefore responsible for their well-being. But according to the organization, to date, Utrecht has been negligent in taking up this responsibility. Therefore Toevlucht’s task is to pressure the municipality into taking on the refugee shelter and they do so by pointing out the paradoxes in local care policy. Two lines of argumentation stand out: one that emphasizes the shortcoming of the policies and one that emphasizes the commonness of the undocumented men and their membership of the ‘Utrecht community’ and consequently pointing out that because they are part of our community the city has a duty to care for them.

The arguments for the shortcomings of municipal policies refer to the city’s current care system. The city of Utrecht presents itself as a ‘social city’ that takes care of its citizens, sometimes even regardless of national policies.[footnoteRef:8] Utrecht provides assistance to citizens in need according to Dutch Social Care Law (in Dutch: Wet Maatschappelijke Ondersteuning (WMO)), which places responsibility for the provision of social care with the municipalities instead of the national government. These provisions focus on different categories of ‘vulnerable people’ meaning; the homeless, the physically ill, psychiatric patients, those suffering from addiction, and also undocumented women and children (Gemeente Utrecht 2011). Most undocumented men do not fit any of these categorizations and therefore do not qualify for any of these shelters. According to Toevlucht this is largely due to the so-called ‘regiobinding’, a region clause that conditions that homeless people can only use institutions for social care in Utrecht, if they are from the Utrecht region (Gemeente Utrecht 2011:3). Moreover Toevlucht argues that undocumented men lack documents of identification and therefore do not qualify for the region clause and are thus excluded from Utrecht’s regular social care institutions. [footnoteRef:9] Toevlucht’s claim focusses on the absurdity emanating from this policy by saying that:  [8:  Gemeente Utrecht, ‘Notitie Maatschappelijke Opvang van ‘buitenlandse’ daklozen’ (2011:10)]  [9:  As stated in author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014: “These people don’t have a region clause, they don’t even have a passport”] 


“(..) these men are too well-behaved, they don’t cause any trouble. The moment they suffer from addiction they would get shelter from the Salvation Army. So it’s all very strange. You would almost advise them to do something wrong so they get shelter. Then you get a bed.” [footnoteRef:10] [10:  Author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014] 


According to this claim, what requires attention is that these ‘good’ men, who are healthy, well-behaved and don’t cause trouble, are refused assistance solely because they do not have a passport or residence permit. Being a human being in need is not a valid enough reason for the local government to help them. In the current policy, in order for undocumented men to receive assistance from the city they have to lose more than just a roof over their heads, they need to lose their health first. Therefore, in this line of argumentation, the object of contention is Utrecht’s local policy.

So although the arguments used to support Toevlucht’s claim are based mostly on Utrecht’s care policy and its paradoxes, Toevlucht also presents its cause as a very local humanitarian issue. Their contentious claim specifically concerns a local problem of a group of undocumented men that tries to survive in the streets of our city, which is something that concerns ‘us’ as citizens of Utrecht. This assumes that this protest initiative is not about the large influx of migrants that according the Prime Minister Rutte is going to disrupt Dutch society in the very near future[footnoteRef:11], but what requires our attention instead is this group trying to survive in Utrecht. Moreover, because of the local focus on this small-scale issue Toevlucht’s claim making moves away from the national debate about refugees, asylum and migration.  [11:  Bhikhie, Avinash, ‘Rutte: instroom asielzoekers ontwricht draagvlak samenleving’, 16 May 2014 in De Volkskrant (accessed via http://www.volkskrant.nl/vk/nl/2686/Binnenland/article/detail/3656363/2014/05/16/Rutte-toestroom-asielzoekers-ontwricht-draagvlak-samenleving.dhtml)] 


“There are a lot of different opinions amongst the volunteers, some think all borders should be open (..) while others might have a more pragmatic opinion. They don’t think that everybody should get a residence permit but the idea is that when you’re here, whether legally or illegally, you’re entitled to basic things like bed, bath and bread. The European Court of Human Rights, or whatever, has criticized the Netherlands for that. You can agree on that even if you are critical about the asylum policy. Or if you agree with Teeven (Dutch State Secretary of Justice). Most people agree that nobody should sleep on the streets.” [footnoteRef:12]
 [12:  Author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014] 

This quote shows that Toevlucht’s appeal is thus not focussed on the larger political debate on refugees and asylum seekers, but rather it is grounded on a humanitarian appeal of basic human necessities. It presumes that such an argument is appealing to people with different political opinions, it doesn’t approach people is their role as a political being (homo politicus) but it appeals to people as people, highlighting a common humanity and dignity. Therefore Toevlucht’s contentious claim is detaching itself from the larger political discussion by de-politicizing the refugee-question and instead presenting it as a humanitarian issue. This refers to what Chouliaraki (2013) has conceptualized as solidarity as salvation, where acting on a vulnerable other is specifically a-political and humanitarianism is a moral response to  human suffering (2013: 10)

Toevlucht claim production: I am an advocate and a citizen
As mentioned above Toevlucht’s initiators came from different churches in Utrecht who came together and decided that it was their duty as Christians to offer aid to a group of undocumented men. The daily management of the organization is executed by the initiators themselves - the so-called initiatiefgroep – who coordinate all daily affairs, including financial matters and the coordination of volunteers. This same group has also been devising and executing most of Toevlucht’s protest. According to my respondent, who is a member of the initiatiefgroep herself, the idea for the visual campaign came from the management; they decided what they wanted to do, what resources they had available and how those resources were supposed to be used.[footnoteRef:13] However, volunteers have also played a significant role in the campaign. The demonstration was initiated by cooperation between volunteers and management: [13:  Author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014] 


“We specifically asked the night watch volunteers what protest related things they wanted to do, because we really wanted it to be a shared effort, make it an ‘us’-thing. And the volunteers really have a story to tell because they stay up every night. Then it’s citizens saying they’re unhappy with current affairs and that they’re getting inpatient” [footnoteRef:14] [14:  Ibidem] 


Here we see who are perceived to be the claimants (e.g.) the makers of contentious claims: the citizens of Utrecht. I will argue that in the Toevlucht case the production of contentious claims is two-fold; it is based on an advocacy structure where initiators and supporters speak on behalf of refugees; while on the other hand it is also based on supporters’ own claims as concerned citizens of Utrecht. According to my data Toevlucht claims it has taken up the initiative to speak on refugees’ behalf firstly because refugees have little knowledge about the political and social context of the Netherlands and therefore do not have the tools to wage a campaign themselves, and secondly because their marginalized position in the Dutch political system and Dutch society restricts their access to basic provisions such as food and shelter, which leaves them preoccupied with survival instead of protest. 

“There's just no energy left to wage their own campaign. They hardly know how things work here, let alone they'd know how to run a campaign.” [footnoteRef:15] [15:  Ibidem] 


This passage illustrates both arguments; first of all this quote shows the assumption that the refugees would not have been able to wage their own campaign, at least not the way Toevlucht had organized it. Secondly, it is due to their lack of knowledge about the Dutch political system and its cultural customs; and to their undocumented or ‘illegal’ status, which places them outside Dutch society, cutting them off from access to institutions and furthermore their categorization as illegal removes them from civil society. Moreover, due to the fact that undocumented men fall outside regular care institutions, their time is consumed by finding food and shelter. However, this does not mean refugees are not involved in the campaign at all: 

“(..) we’ve had brainstorming sessions with them, where we explained what we were doing because it concerned them, it was about them. Making sure they are involved and aware of what we were doing for them.”

“If we facilitate something they can participate in it. We take the initiative, but because they know it’s their cause they can take action for their own future.” [footnoteRef:16] [16:  Both quotes from author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014] 


The role of refugees in the claim making process is very limited. The organization has always informed refugees about their ideas and the goals of their campaign, because the work Toevlucht does is about and for them. Moreover the organization has always asked refugees for input and engagement with the protest and the campaign. However Toevlucht claims that the men themselves where very reluctant to step out of the margins, which is – as explained by Toevlucht – due to fear of immigration detention and lack of context-specific knowledge. 

My data has shown that Toevlucht’s claim production process was not only concerned with advocacy of refugees and their claim to basic human necessities, the protest is also claimed by members (and volunteers) of the organizations as concerned citizens of Utrecht. 
Related to this argument is the claim that ‘we are all Utrechters’ (citizens of Utrecht) and are entitled to aid when we are in need due to the city’s duty to care for its citizens. However I argue that this argument differs from the before-mentioned duty to care argument because it focuses on challenging the rules of membership. In a letter from one of Toevlucht’s night watch volunteers to the mayor of Utrecht this is illustrated by posing the rhetorical question: are they not Utrechters to?[footnoteRef:17] A question that does not require a direct answer but that is asking us to critically reflect on the meaning of local citizenship in both the political and humanitarian sense. In other words, the answer to the question ‘who is part of ‘us’?’  automatically answers the question ‘ who deserves our care?’. This raises questions about who or what this protest is really about, and since this implies a certain contemplation this refers to what Chouliaraki calls reflexive imagination; where spectators engage in self-reflexion and thus aims to establish a normative relation between the spectator and the public they belong to (Chouliaraki 2013: 50). I will elaborate on this problematization when discussing the humanitarian imaginary in chapter four.  [17:  Letter W. Poutsma to mayor of Utrecht, February 4, 2014] 


We Are Here: a Refugee-based Protest Initiative

“Here in the Netherlands, our existence is structurally denied. But this does not mean that we do not exist. We are here. We are living on the streets or in temporary shelters. We are living in a political and legal vacuum – a vacuum that can only be filled by the recognition of our situation and our needs”

· We Are Here Manifesto (2013)

We are here. Is it with this statement that a group of undocumented refugees caught the gaze of the Dutch general public after establishing a temporary tent camp in the garden of the diaconate in Amsterdam in September 2012. While the initial camp consisted of seven refugees, the group expanded rapidly, evolving into ‘a continuously expanding collective, aided with the support of citizens who provided donations in the form of food and clothing’ (Staal 2013: 14). Because of the group’s rapid growth they had to look for a new space, leading them to put up camp at an abandoned piece of land at the Notweg in the Osdorp neighbourhood of Amsterdam until the group was evicted by the authorities in November 2012. Afterwards the group, in cooperation with both Christian activists and the squatter community, took shelter in a squatted church; the Vluchtkerk (Church of Refuge). While staying in the Vluchtkerk it became clear that ‘We Are Here was more than just a loose collection of individuals, but rather a political organization’ (Staal 2013: 14). Over the last two years the We Are Here group has been forced to move to different places in Amsterdam. From the Vluchtkerk to the Vluchtflat (Flat of Refuge), the Vluchtkantoor  (Office of Refugees) and most recently the Vluchtgarage (Garage of Refuge), Vluchthaven (Port of Refuge) and Vluchtmarkt (Market of Refuge). 

The We Are Here movement is a collective of undocumented refugees who protest their marginalized position in Dutch society and the Dutch asylum policy. In its current form, the group consists of approximately 300 members who live in different location around Amsterdam. As mentioned in the introductory chapter; for my research I have focussed on the group living in the Vluchthaven because during my time in the field, the Vluchthaven got considerable media exposure, which enabled me to gather different types of data on the contentious performances in the Vluchthaven. 
  
Established on December 2, 2013, the Vluchthaven is a temporary housing facility for undocumented refugees in Amsterdam.  The Vluchthaven – which literally translates to Port of Refuge- is located in a former correctional facility in the Havenstraat in Amsterdam-South and was provided by the Amsterdam city council in response to a growing demand for shelter from the We Are Here movement. 

The Vluchthaven housed approximately 150 refugees in its former cells and all of them are members of We Are Here. The Vluchthaven project was designed as a pilot, which was to run until June 1, 2014 and after this deadline the refugees were supposed to leave the building. One of the main objectives of the pilot was that it could help facilitate the repatriation of rejected asylum seekers or help people to re-apply for asylum - if this was a legal option  (Gemeente Amsterdam 2014). However, in response to the rejection of the Amsterdam city council to either help find a new housing facility or to prolong the pilot project at the Havenstraat, We Are Here made a stand on May 31, 2014: they were not leaving the building. In a press release, written in cooperation with their supporters, We Are Here stated that the main reason they were staying was the untimely expiration of the pilot project (Vrijwilligers Vluchthaven 2014). Most people were still in the middle of their procedure to either obtain a residence permit or were working on their repatriation. For many of the Vluchthaven’s residents their procedure and counselling only started a few months after the starting date of the project. Therefore, in their evaluation report the volunteers conclude that Amsterdam (city council) has not kept their promise to assist refugees in building and planning their future, as was the main objective of the pilot. Furthermore, in We Are Here’s view, an unfinished or interrupted pilot project can never be effective: more haste less speed (Vrijwilligers Vluchthaven 2014). 

Most recently, on July 9 2014, the We Are Here group left the Vluchthaven after losing the court case against the Amsterdam municipality regarding the eviction. The group is now awaiting their appeal from their new location – the Vluchtopvang – in Amsterdam-East. 


We Are Here claim making: We demand recognition of our existence

“What is actually stands for is the humiliation of human rights, of our own human rights and the corrupt asylum policy that has been in this country from many years”
[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Author’s interview with spokesperson of We Are Here on 3 June 2014] 


As is illustrated by the statement above, We Are Here’s contentious claim focuses on the injustice inherent in Dutch asylum law. In the We Are Here Manifesto they state their aim is to ‘place the injustices with which we have been confronted on the forefront of the political agenda’ (We Are Here Manifesto in NWA Reader 2013). They refuse to let their injustice go unnoticed any longer. Their situation is real; it exists, even if their existence is structurally denied. They are here, even if people do not see them. Or choose not to look. The contentious claims made by We Are Here connect the current events at the Vluchthaven to a broader claim to the universality of human rights and the fact that undocumented refugees are denied access to these rights. The argument made here is that Dutch politics should look for a structural solution, making Dutch asylum policy the object of their contentious claims.

“(..) I really tried to talk to Van der Laan (mayor of Amsterdam) and said that within these six months this problem cannot be solved. We will still have this problem. Because it has not been solved in twenty years and it cannot change until it is recognized that this asylum policy has to and can be changed” [footnoteRef:19] [19:  Ibidem] 


The Vluchthaven project was intended to be an example of possible alternatives to the current policy by presenting personal guidance and provision of basic needs as means to make room for nuance in such a complex and strict policy (Vrijwilligers Vluchthaven 2014). Providing refugees with basic provisions and personal guidance to work on their future was supposed to show that humane solutions for the Dutch asylum policy exist and furthermore that such solutions can be effective. This is highlighted by frequent use of the words ‘structural solution’ in the interviews and (non-recorded) informal conversations I had with residents and volunteers of the Vluchthaven. Asking for a ‘structural solution’ implies that the issue they raise and visualize is bigger than just them and the current events at the Vluchthaven; what they problematize in their contentious claim is the way national Dutch policy regulating asylum structurally violate human rights. In other words, as illustrated in the above-mentioned quote, We Are Here argues that without revision of the asylum policy everything the municipality – and We Are Here itself – is doing will be nothing more than damage control. Such statements - where the current political structures are perceived to be structurally causing injustice - suggest that We Are Here formulates their contention as a political struggle for justice. This means that contrary to Toevlucht, We Are Here explicitly situates its protest in the national political debate about migration and asylum; by saying that the current policy causes injustice and suffering through the humiliation of human rights. 

But even though We Are Here’s claims are situated in a larger societal debate, my data shows that these contentious claims can follow two different lines of argumentation; one political, with a focus on the ‘gap’ in Dutch asylum policy; and one humanitarian, with a focus on assistance. In case of the former this is formulated in the question: ‘why does it have to be this way?’ [footnoteRef:20] emphasizing the so-called ‘asylum gap’ where rejected asylum seekers are literally placed outside the gates of asylum seekers centres (asielzoekerscentrum (AZC) in Dutch) and are supposed to await repatriation on that side of the gate. The asylum gap is a political vacuum where people are stripped of their rights and identities, where they vanish into nothingness and  lose their visibility and opportunities. Stripped down to their bare humanity, the vacuum places the refugee beyond the reach of political actors. However, as illustrated in the aforementioned quote, their political argument suggest that We Are Here refuses to believe that policies are static and unchangeable, they strive for a more transparent and humane asylum policy that will close the asylum gap that has supposedly brought them suffering. In other words these arguments are pushing for political change. This political problematization refers to what Chouliaraki calls solidarity as revolution; where solidarity is based on a political struggle for justice that seeks to counter a larger political structure that is supposed to be inflicting suffering (2013: 11) [20:  Author’s interview with spokesperson of We Are Here on 3 June 2014] 

. 
The other line of argumentation uses a more humanitarian jargon, emphasizing the need for assistance formulated in the question: ‘can you give us a hand?’ [footnoteRef:21] This articulates a humanitarian appeal, it is a cry for help from people who are struggling to make ends meet; it is a question for assistance.[footnoteRef:22] These appeals are directed to people as human beings, in a depoliticized role appealing to particular sense of morality, where people care for fellow people simply because they are people. Here the object - or receivers - of the claims  are Dutch citizens, near bystanders and fellow human beings. This humanitarian appeal, because it is a moral response to human suffering and aims to comfort suffering humanity, relates more to the concept of solidarity as salvation. However I argue that although We Are Here’s claim making does contain a strong humanitarian appeal, their main argument remains the injustice inherent in the Dutch asylum policy. Their injustice is caused by the political vacuum - that is the asylum gap in these policies; and because the policy has pushed them in this position, it is the policy that needs to be changed. [21:  Author’s interview with two residents of Vluchthaven on 27 May 2014]  [22:  Ibidem] 


“We are just saying, what can you do for us as a human being?” [footnoteRef:23] [23:  Ibidem] 


According to my respondents, the help they ask can take many different forms and shapes. Very practical things such as laundry, cooking, cleaning, and social activities in the basic form of company are very well appreciated. Interestingly these activities of ‘humanitarian assistance’ are all considered to be part of the protest and therefore are assumed to contain a decent amount of contention in itself. According to this logic, everybody involved with the We Are Here group participates in the protest:  

‘You all know this beautiful lady who does our laundry – she’s protesting with us. And this old man who comes every now and then to bring bread – he’s protesting with us. The mother who comes over to chat and asks us how we are doing – she’s also protesting with us’ [footnoteRef:24]
 [24:  Speech Yoonis Osman Nuur, 9 March 2013 (edited version of the speech as printed in the NWA reader (2013))] 

Therefore, according to this quote, supporters can also be claimants in We Are Here’s contentious claim-making. But more importantly, supporters can also help the We Are Here movement by providing a network. We Are Here’s supporters are lending their social and professional network to the refugees by connecting them to relevant people and organizations that can help facilitate their claim making and spread their message. This implies there is close cooperation between We Are Here and its supporters, which is – as I will argue below – central to the way contentious claims are produced. 

We Are Here claim production: A unique political structure
This close cooperation between refugees and their supporters is central to the way contentious claims are produced within We Are Here. Since the group has grown quite large over the last two years, they installed an organizational and political structure to represent the voices of all its members. As I will show below, this structure in large part determines the claim production process. 

The organization’s members come from a variety of countries and speak a variety of languages. Therefore We Are Here consists of different groups divided by language. In order for the group to present itself as an entity instead of a collection of individuals, communication within the group has to be clear. We Are Here’s internal structure is organized along a representation structure where every group has chosen its representative. This makes communication more practical because within every group there was always someone who spoke English or another international language; the representatives thus also function as interpreters. And moreover it allows for a democratic decision-making model:

“After every proposal, the group leaders would consult their fellow countrymen to discuss and gain support on various issues, and through this back-and-forth approach we were able to arrive at an overall consensus-based decision-making.”[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Jonas Staal’s interview of Yoonis Osman Nuur on 20 August 2013 (Published in NWA reader(2013))] 


 According to my data We Are Here claim production is always negotiated within the group before it is communicated to the outside world. The group representatives sit down together, brainstorm, make decisions and report back to their group. And it is through this process that the large part of We Are Here’s contentious claims is formulated. But moreover, this approach also enables the organization to regulate the network of volunteers surrounding the group.[footnoteRef:26] The group representatives discuss with the supporters, exchanging ideas, possible solutions, and coordinating their actions accordingly. [26:  Ibidem] 


But this structure also goes the other way around; supporters – with their knowledge of the political and social context of the Netherlands – can point to certain opportunities, possibilities and help adopt certain claims to the local and social context. Here, supporters function as context-matter-experts who can advise on ideas refugees have – and assess its possibility or effectiveness – and bring in their own ideas. Furthermore, supporters can mobilize their network the find someone to help facilitate an initiative and connecting them to the refugees.

My observations of the recent events at the Vluchthaven illustrate this decision-making structure; with the end date of the project rapidly approaching the Vluchthaven residents were forced to look for a solution since chances were that the municipality was not going to prolong the project or provide an alternative. As mentioned in the opening quote of this chapter, We Are Here together with its supporters decided they were not leaving the building at the Havenstraat. This decision came about through meetings and negotiations between representatives from WAH, the movements’ volunteers and their lawyer. Throughout the day, their discussions were about refugees stating their needs and their experiences during the pilot project, while volunteers assessed the possibilities - what options did the group have, where could they go and what could they do? - in accordance with the lawyer’s advice, who provided a legal basis for their possibilities and their argument. In other words, the lawyer assisted the group and the volunteers in determining whether staying in the Vluchthaven was a legal option. This means that in practice this means that claim production come from both sides and is always negotiated. Contrary to Toevlucht claim production within We Are Here is thus not based on an advocacy structure – which implies ‘speaking on behalf of someone’- but a supporter structure that provides a foundation from where refugees can facilitate their protest. This can be linked to my earlier conclusion that We Are Here’s contentious claims articulate arguments consistent with Chouliaraki’s concept of solidarity as revolution. In the case of claim production I argue that because the logic of solidarity as revolution implies an emancipatory vision, this allows for a social structure based on equality where supporters and refugees combat injustice together as equals.  

Chapter conclusion 
In this chapter I have aimed to outline how in my case studies both the sorts of contentious claims and the organizational and relational structures differ. Throughout I have related the types of contentious claims to different notions of solidarity presented in Chouliaraki’s (2013) work. However my data does not allow for a definite determination of whether certain types of contentious claims produce certain relational structures, or that certain relational structures produce a certain type of contentious claim. Leaving the answer to this question of the chicken and the egg for further research, I will nonetheless argue that the underlying logics of Chouliaraki’s conceptualizations of both solidarity as revolution and solidarity as salvation do imply particular relations between the sufferer and the spectator. 

Having analysed the Toevlucht case I argue that solidarity as salvation, where solidarity is performed on the basis of humanitarian arguments, implies a certain hierarchy where the fortunate aid the less-fortunate. According to Chouliaraki ‘ solidarity as salvation is reflected in a long tradition of humanitarian practice that today constitutes the operational infrastructure in the global South’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 11), where the separation between the benevolent West and the suffering populations of the global South is central. The evidence I have presented on the Toevlucht case in this chapter shows a similar separation; where concerned citizens of Utrecht help a suffering ‘other’  - that is the undocumented man in Utrecht - who is in need but unable to help himself, therefore Toevlucht has taken up the initiative to provide relief for this vulnerable other as a moral response to comfort suffering humanity. This logic justifies speaking on behalf of someone precisely because the sufferer is unable to speak or act for himself, establishing contentious claim-making along the lines of what I have called an advocacy structure.

On the other hand, with solidarity as revolution the imperative to act comes from a political struggle for justice, articulating a political vision of emancipation (Chouliaraki 2013: 11). This emancipatory vision invites people to rise against a suffering inflicting world order together as equals; therefore leaving more room for cooperation to combat marginalization as opposed to solidarity as salvation that reinforces separation between sufferer and spectator. As I have shown in the previous sections, in We Are Here claim making and production the cooperation between refugees and their supporters is very important. Not only are both considered claimants of contention but  their alliance provides refugees with the necessary stage in the theatre of public life. Therefore the relational structure in We Are Here claim-making that I have called a supporter-structure rejects the idea of advocacy and instead focuses on emancipation and empowerment.







































3. The Performativity of Contention of Suffering
How contentious performances visualize the invisible



		   


In this chapter I will outline the theatre of this story; the space where contention is performed. I will use Tilly and Tarrow’s conceptualization of contentious performances and repertoires to analyse what types of modular performances are used in the contentious campaigns of my case studies and how these performances are adopted to fit this particular type of contentious claims. In the process of particularization of modular performances are shaped by interactions between different actors; ‘participants improvise constantly in two different ways: figuring out how to shape the available routine to communicate the claims they are currently pursuing, and responding to other people’s reactions as they make claims’ (Tilly 2008: 12). Furthermore I will argue that the issue of visibility plays a large role in both how modular performances are adapted to the local and social context. With the risk of becoming eclectic, I will illustrate this by discussing the role of refugees in these performances by presenting the theatre as a ‘space of appearance’ as conceptualized by Hannah Arendt. For Arendt the space of appearances is a definition of the political world, where people can appear as a political being by displaying oneself ‘in the public sphere through words and deeds’ (Borren 2008: 221). I believe Arendt’s account contributes a valuable insight to this thesis because it presents a framework for understanding visibility - and invisibility – in and through appearance. I argue that Arendt’s focus on appearance assumes a theatrical structure that constitutes a relation between the ‘self’ (e.g. the one appearing) and the ‘other’ (e.g. the spectator):

“Nothing and nobody exists in this world whose very being does not presuppose a spectator. In other words, nothing that is, insofar as it appears, exists in the singular; everything that is is meant to be perceived by somebody. “ (Arendt 1978: 19)

Here we can draw up some similarities with the work of Chouliaraki that I have discussed in chapter one, where Chouliaraki argues that humanitarian communication uses a theatrical communicative structure that both separates and mobilizes the audience. Both Arendt and Chouliaraki discuss the importance of presentation or performance – what tell call respectively ‘appearance’ or ‘spectacle’- but where Chouliaraki argues that we can say something about the notion of solidarity by analyzing these performances, Arendt focusses on issues of (in)visibility in appearances. In this chapter I will use Arendt’s distinction between active and passive appearance to analyze the role of refugees in the contentious performances I discuss. In Arendtian terms passive appearance refers to mere appearance where bodies appear without any activity of their own in the unique shape of the body and sound of the voice (Borren 2008: 220). They are there only in their naturalness as a human being, as a body. On the other hand, active appearance implies making an appearance through acting and speech, which in Arendt’s conception makes an appearance public and reinforces their image as member of a political community instead of being just a homo sapien. Fundamentally, to act means ‘to display oneself in the public sphere through words and deeds, and subsequently, to be seen and heard by others (Borren 2008: 221)

With this theoretical distinction I believe Arendt can complement the theoretical framework I outlined in chapter one, and add a deeper layer to my analysis on refugee protest initiatives as contentious performances. Arendt’s account gives more insight into the politics of (in)visibility that underlie the performances of both Toevlucht and We Are Here, where visibility is such a central issue and concern. So in the following sections I will discuss the performativity of contention in refugee protest initiatives by analysing the Toevlucht campaign and the recent activities of We Are Here and the role of visibility therein.  


Toevlucht: Cross-media contention
In the Toevlucht case the contentious repertoire was a continuous balancing act between negotiation and protest. Their contentious repertoire consisted of various modular performances that had to pressure the city council into taking action but were also careful not to push them over the edge. Initially their contentious claim making was performed through lobbying, Toevlucht had close contact with city council members and wanted to cooperate and find a solution for the group of undocumented men they were sheltering. The lobbying process was their form of protest[footnoteRef:27], taking a very calm and diplomatic approach to convince the municipality to take responsibility for the shelter.  [27:  Author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014] 


Later, in mid-February when the political campaign for the local elections on March 19, 2014 started Toevlucht launched its visual campaign. One of the things they designed was a stemwijzer, a voting guide or voting advice application, which is a very popular tool at election time in the Netherlands for voters to establish their political orientation and ‘match’ their interests and preferences to a particular political party. Usually these are online applications where individuals are asked to indicate their personal opinions on political matters that are than compared with the positions of competing political parties (Louwerse and Rosema 2013). According to Louwerse and Rosema (2013) in recent elections between 20 to 40 percent of the electorate consulted a stemwijzer before casting their vote, making it a generally accepted tool. Toevlucht used this existing idea to create a stemwijzer of their own, focused solely on the issue of undocumented refugees in Utrecht. 

However, contrary to the regular application of voting guides, which are interactive online applications, Toevlucht presented theirs as a flyer. Titled ‘Utrecht has to provide care for the undocumented!’(in Dutch: Utrecht moet ongedocumenteerden opvang bieden![footnoteRef:28]) the flyer presents the stances of participating political parties by scoring them on different policy items related to undocumented refugees such us; immigration detention, financial assistance for supporting organizations and provision of basic human needs. As indicated on the stemwijzer these scores were based on the election-programmes, and past commitments and results of the concerning parties. The flyer was distributed both online of and in print, being shared on social media, and distributed in print in churches around to city but also placed in cafes,  to reach a larger audience outside of those who were already interested in their cause[footnoteRef:29].  [28:  See figure 1]  [29:  Author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014] 


What makes this especially interesting is the fact that Toevlucht used this type of modular performance – which in most cases is not meant to be contentious – and adjusted to their particular type of claim-making in such a way that it was transformed into a contentious performance. The stemwijzer was designed to draw people’s attention to the message that undocumented men are living on the streets of Utrecht, and this is an issue that requires our attention as voters. However, what illustrates the contentious claim on this flyer is the sentence at the bottom: ‘geef je stem voor hen die geen stem hebben’(in English: ‘give your vote for those who have no voice/vote’[footnoteRef:30]), which expresses a discontent for the position of a marginalized and silenced group. In this sense the stemwijzer is a guide to contention; at a glance we can see how high political parties score on the contentious spectrum, and determine our vote accordingly. This shows a clear invitation to act - directed to the audience, or spectator - this potential involvement of spectators as benefactors is also illustrated in the link to the website and the online petition. This refers to what Chouliaraki calls technologization of humanitarian action where use of ‘ the interactive affordances of the internet’ is used to invite spectators to perform solidarity in a very simplistic manner (2013: 15). I will return to the consequences of this type of engagement on the performance and meaning of solidarity in more detail in the next chapter, when discussing the humanitarian imaginary in these performances.  [30:  In Dutch ‘stem’ can refer to both ‘voice’ and ‘vote’; in this case the word stem is used in its double meaning, referring to both meanings to emphasize the marginalization of this specific group. ] 


Furthermore, the solution for marginalization is already given to us in the title of the flyer, ‘Utrecht has to provide care for the undocumented’ which articulates a significant amount of contention in itself. It also voices Toevlucht’s main claim – as outlined in chapter two – that the city of Utrecht has the duty to care and should take its responsibility. The voting guide thus visualizes the contentious claim made by Toevlucht, introducing people to their cause. However, this type of performance does not involve any kind of visual appearance of refugees themselves; we have not yet met ‘those who do not have a voice/vote’. So far, we only know that they are undocumented, are voiceless and are in need of shelter and other basic human needs. They do not appear in image, just in a textual description, which in Arendtian terms renders them invisible since they do not appear in the public sphere. This, in turn, raises questions about what and who this aims to address the contentious performances - and its underlying claim. The fact that the undocumented refugees are rendered invisible in this performance problematizes how we imagine them and their suffering since we are not visually confronted with it. In other words, what we should ask ourselves is; who is this performances really about? Following Chouliaraki’s analytical frame I argue that this implies a large role for the self-perception of the spectators, and I will elaborate on this argument in chapter four. 

Another contentious aspect in this type of performance is the confrontation for politicians, who were now confronted with their score on this issue. In some cases, this was a very sensitive matter and some politicians resented Toevlucht for making the voting guide and giving them a low score, since this might make them lose votes. Instead of letting this paralyze their lobbying efforts, Toevlucht used this commotion as a discussion starter by asking politicians what they were willing to do and what promises they were willing to make regarding the issue of undocumented men[footnoteRef:31].  [31:  Author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014] 


After the elections Toevlucht continued its visual campaign, with posters, flyers and stickers distributed in Utrecht’s city centre, an online petition, a Facebook profile picture action and a demonstration. In designing the campaign Toevlucht ran into the issue of visibility very quickly. In the beginning stage Toevlucht consulted people who were involved with the We Are Here group, asking them for advice on how to initiate their protest initiative. According to my respondent, what became clear was that because the We Are Here movement is a refugee-based protest initiative – as outlined in chapter two – the members of the movement do not fear visibility: 

‘What was different with them was that those men themselves wanted to squat that church (the Vluchtkerk in Amsterdam red.) and they had quite a strong group. While we thought we had to do something for our men ourselves’

‘They just took their men to the streets to demonstrate. And then we thought, well shit, our men don’t want that. They just want to hide. So that means we’ll have to take the streets ourselves, saying that we’re here, with an image instead of a picture of the entire group’[footnoteRef:32] [32:  Author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014] 


So contrary to the members of We Are Here, the men staying at Toevlucht were very hesitant to enter the space of appearance. This meant that the campaign had to find different ways of visualizing ‘the men of Toevlucht’; which in Tilly and Tarrow terms means they had to adjust the modular performance through innovation. According to Toevlucht’s PR employee, when they were asking the men if they wanted to be photographed for the campaign posters, everybody declined except for one. This meant they had to visualize their cause with one face, making it into a faceless face that had no identity and no right to be here. Furthermore, this anonymous and nameless face had to represent an entire group that did not want to be seen. Here the campaign used social media – specifically Facebook – to empower the image of the face by letting people lend their own identity to it. On social media, people could change their profile picture to the campaign poster[footnoteRef:33] so as to give a face to the ‘faceless’. Moreover, social media as a platform increases visibility and spreads contention claims, but it also provides people with the opportunity to show their engagement with the cause through the act of changing their profile picture. I will return to this issue in more detail in chapter four, when discussing the perspective of the spectator in contentious performances.  [33:  See Figure 2] 


 The campaign poster depicts the face of a man who looks us in the eye, his face well-lit against a dark background, giving the impression that the picture was taken by a professional who knows how to photograph. The picture is taken up-close giving it certain closeness and centralizing the human face in the image. The eyes stand out from the darkness of the background and make us stare right into them. At the bottom of the poster we see the following text:

Ik mag er niet zijn

In Dutch this sentence can have a double meaning, and in the context of this poster these two meanings together illustrate a discrepancy, leaving the audience with a disposition between image and text. Therefore, this aesthetic feature presents a semiotic juxtaposition; that is ‘the contrast between different elements of each appeal’s meaning-making system (Chouliaraki 2013: 65). Literally the text can be translated as ‘I am not allowed to be here’, which in the case of undocumented refugees refers to their non-status, the fact they do not possess the required documentation for residence on Dutch territory. However, as outlined in the previous chapter, Toevlucht’s contentious claim focuses not on the official or legal status – their status as non-citizens - of the undocumented men but on their need and rights as human beings regardless of their official status. The other meaning of the text refers to appearance, when someone looks good, nice or attractive in Dutch you can express this by saying ‘jij mag er wel zijn’. Since the text on the poster is phrased in the negative this would translate into ‘I am not attractive/I do not look good’ which would mean that we are looking at an unattractive person, which is not the case. In a way, the double meaning of the text dehumanizes the image by telling the audience that this person – or non-person - does not have the right to exist.  So although we are confronted with a human face this face belongs to no one, that is, somebody who is not recognized in his or her being and therefore is nobody. This disposition presented through the poster illustrates – and thus performs - Toevlucht’s contention precisely by visualizing the ‘nobody’, the non-human that is the undocumented man in Utrecht. 

In my opinion the campaign poster illustrates the approach Toevlucht chose for the visualization of their claim in their contentious performances without exposing ‘their’ men - who are reluctant to step onto the stage of public life. They let refugees serve as an illustration, playing the role of an extra in the contentious performance.  This, in a way, resembles what Arendt calls passive appearance - which is the mere appearance of the body - but at the same time problematizes the concept by transforming their appearance through use of semiotic juxtaposition; where the appearance of the human body is dehumanized by the accompanying text. Again, this teases out questions about the perception of the spectator and how they can act on solidarity when confronted with such a dehumanized and even de-emotionalized appeal? In other words, how do such representations of the spectacle of suffering inspire humanitarian action? I will return to this in the next chapter. 

The poster was not only used for the Facebook action, it was also put up throughout the city centre. Together with stickers with the Toevlucht logo the posters were put up both in the ’official’ and legal places where this is allowed - such as advertising pillars and notice boards – and also on some non-official spaces; on walls, lamp posts and traffic lights. According to my data this was justified in two ways; first and most important by gaining visibility by spreading the images across the city in the hope of reaching a wider audience, and secondly the way visual material was distributed was a form of contention in itself;  ‘It’s a bit like doing illegal things for illegals’[footnoteRef:34] [34:  Author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014] 


So far I have outlined examples of contentious performances that work through words and images, but as mentioned in the previous chapter the Toevlucht campaign climaxed with a demonstration held on May 15, 2014 in front of Utrecht’s city hall. A demonstration is a very visual form of contentious performance where people march or assemble in public space  (Tilly 2008: 73). Since demonstrations are gatherings of people the performance of the body is central in these manifestations and they furthermore require the appearance of the human body in the performance. Like We Are Here, Toevlucht took their protest to the streets; however unlike We Are Here’s protest Toevlucht’s demonstration was organized to voice the contentious claims of the night watch volunteers. In accordance with their contentious claim-making, where citizens of Utrecht are the claimants, in the demonstration contention was performed by volunteers of Toevlucht instead of refugees themselves. 

There were around 150 people participating in the demonstration. The central point of the gathering was the bed in front of city hall. Many names were written on the fitted sheet in different colours of pen; these were the names of the night watch volunteers. The bed was intended to be the visualization of Toevlucht’s argument that undocumented men are entitled to bed, bath and bread. By placing an actual bed (a very private item and place) into a public space they visualized the need for shelter, a place to sleep. Behind the bed a large petition was put up saying ‘We, the citizens of Utrecht, believe that in our city everybody is entitled to bed, bath and bread’, illustrating that the citizens of Utrecht share the contentious claim. There were two large banners, one with a statement in English: ‘We need help’, and one with a question in Dutch: ‘Hoe nu verder?’(What happens now?). Among the protesting audience two different types of posters are being held up; one is the campaign poster and the other is a variation on the green emergency exit sign where the arrow point the a question mark; illustrating the question of where the refugees should go when the shelter closes after the first of June. 

Moreover the bed was used as a stage, from where various speakers shared their ideas and arguments through the hollow sound of a megaphone; making the right to shelter the very literal foundation of their argument. The speakers are Toevlucht volunteers and local politicians - both members of the city council and aldermen.  Here we see again that refugees do not play an active role in the demonstration; instead they feature in their role as a human body. So although they do appear in the space of appearance, they do not appear actively which in Arendtian terms does not make them fully visible. Moreover, in a theatrical communicate structure this type of appearance does allow spectators to imagine them as a human being, a homo sapien, but not as a political being; a homo politicus. 



We Are Here: Mutually reinforcing performances
In the case of We Are Here at the Vluchthaven, contentious claims were performed in many different forms. In short, their contentious repertoire consists of roughly two different types of performance: demonstrations and connections. Put differently, We Are Here combines ‘loud’ forms of protest – such as demonstrations and banners – with an interpersonal approach to establish social relations. This repertoire is based on the idea that establishing social connections or lobbying gives sense to demonstrations, while demonstrations provide the necessary public exposure for successful lobbying. In the next section I will discuss some examples of We Are Here’s contentious performances and show how - contrary to Toevlucht - these performances show that refugees themselves are very visible in the performance, which in Arendtian term shows  a very active participation of refugees, enabling them to be seen as political actors in the space of appearances. 

After We Are Here started in 2012, the movement chose and performed forms of loud protest. Contentious performances mostly took place in the shape of demonstrations, rallies, gatherings and banners. The idea was that such performances would create visibility through the occupation of public space; they wanted to visualize their being in the space of appearances. During my time at the Vluchthaven, I observed that these loud forms of protest are still used in We Are Here’s recent contentious performances.. At the end of May, right before the pilot project was supposed to end WAH members and a group of supporters sat down together to draw up a plan de campagne. At the end of that day, when the group decided to stay at the Havenstraat, banners were made and put up on the fence in front of the building. One of the banners read:

The struggle is still going on
			       Help is needed
		Back to the street
			  Is it the solution?

As I have argued in the previous chapter, this banner illustrates both a humanitarian and a political argument. By mentioning ‘the struggle’ they refer to the political issues their protest is grounded on. And it is due to the injustice inherent in the political system that the residents of the Vluchthaven are put in a precarious position, therefore ‘help is needed’. Since banners are a commonly used performance in protests, the usage of this modular performance can easily be recognized by the public as being a contentious statement that is part of a protest. Moreover it presents their argument to the outside world and in a way it also claims the building. But although putting up banners helps to claim space, by putting it up on the fence the building at the Havenstraat is labelled as a site of protest. 

However, in evaluating the effect of these kinds of performances over the last two years, my data shows that while some members are quite positive others have been very sceptical about the progress. A We Are Here spokesman says the movement has created a lot of visibility with these forms of protest, through for example media attention, and therefore argues that the movement has been successful. However, some members of We Are Here claim that very little progress has been made because of the lack of political change. One comparison I came across in my interviews is that between We Are Here demonstrations and the Occupy Amsterdam protest:

 “It (Occupy Amsterdam) was a very small thing compared to the other countries. And it doesn’t have that much effect on the country also. So that the people are much quieter. Even when something is pushing them too much they don’t show it like other countries (..) I don’t know, I kind of feel that what is happening around the world is not really happening here comparing to other countries. So in my way I kind of think that demonstrations don’t have that much influence in Holland”[footnoteRef:35]
 [35:  Author’s interview with two residents of the Vluchthaven on 27 May 2014] 

The observation made here is that the Dutch are not very keen protesters, they do not show their contention through such public forms of performances but they keep it more to themselves. There is an interesting link between this observation of We Are Here members and the article of Uitermark and Nicholls (2012) who discuss the differences between the Occupy movements in Amsterdam and Los Angeles. In their study they argue that Occupy Amsterdam was by far not as successful in sustaining their protest and maintaining the resonance of their message as its LA counterpart, because of a lack of local connections to other activists as well as to the general public (Uitermark and Nicholls 2012: 2), leading to the movement’s precipitous decline. Occupy LA on the other hand, did establish such relations and established to embed the movement in the local milieu (Uitermark and Nicholls 2012: 6), which is endorsed by the observations made in the above-mentioned quote. 

In light of this study it is interesting to note that my data shows that We Are Here has done exactly that; they have been making connections with both civil society and politics. Through the initiation of various collaborations and projects – some examples of which I will outline below – We Are Here establishes personal connections, expanding their network, committing more people to their cause and in the process of making interpersonal connections embedding themselves in Dutch society. Furthermore I argue that We Are Here uses the network of social connections to find new opportunities for various modular performances; and they are improvising and innovating their contentious performances as they engage in these interactions. In Tilly and Tarrow terminology this means that the variation and improvisation arising from such interactions play a big role in determining the form of performance. 

In cooperation with their supporters, We Are Here organizes and participates in a variety of activities; the We Are Here band played Amsterdam’s famous ‘temple of pop’ Paradiso a few times, they organize documentary screenings and debates in one of their locations, and very recently (June 2014) they participated in a play at the Holland festival – an Amsterdam-based festival for international performative arts.  A group of twenty members of We Are Here participated in a performance of ‘Die Schutzbefohlenen’ a theatre piece written by Austrian playwright Elfriede Jelinek[footnoteRef:36] that challenges European asylum policies by giving voice to refugees by lending them her language. ‘An ‘I’ and a ‘we’ address a hypothetical European Community and its political representatives in a tone that is partly genuinely questioning, partly polemic’ (Programme Die Schutzbefohlenen Holland Festival 2014). The performance features eight actors but there are no roles, just text – and a lot of it. Alongside the actors there is a choir of refugees who ask for understanding by telling their life stories but they also juxtapose European values of democracy and human rights to their own situation and showing the limits and shortcomings of those values. Although the stories the audience hears are very personal and intense, Jelinek’s text teaches us that although refugees can speak, they still – at least in context of the piece - lack to ability to make themselves audible and represent themselves. And it shows the difficulties of speaking for them precisely by having them in the play. Because even though refugees do appear on stage, Die Schutzbefohlenen leads the audience to consider if we believe refugees have a voice or that we are harshly confronted with their lack of voice. In a way the appearance of We Are Here members has a similar effect as Toevlucht’s campaign poster; it confronts us with a discrepancy of appearance by showing us the ‘nobody’. However the difference being that in this performance refugees appear in word and deed. This, in a way, resembles what Arendt calls active appearance - which means ‘to display oneself in the public sphere through word and deed, and subsequently to be seen and heard by others (Borren 2008: 221) - but similar to the Toevlucht campaign poster at the same time problematizes the concept by transforming their appearance through use of semiotic juxtaposition; where the authenticity of disclosive appearance is challenged through text and staging. We are perceiving the refugees, but they are speaking Jelinek’s language, articulating the sentences she wrote for them, which leaves the audience in disposition about whether they are really hearing the refugees. Going back to Arendtian terms, this performance provides an even further estrangement by challenging the authenticity of active appearance itself. We hear and see, but who or what are we perceiving? We hear words and we see actions but does that mean we are seeing a person who we consider to be a citizen, someone that appears to us as a political being?  [36:  When desired, the theatre text can be read in its entirety on http://www.elfriedejelinek.com/ (in German only)] 


Consequently this performance challenges the space of appearance itself by virtue of questioning the appearance’s authenticity, which in the context of We Are Here claim making makes it contentious since it problematizes the larger political context and debate about asylum and immigration. So similar to Toevlucht’s poster the disposition emanating from this performance communicates contention. Moreover, since according to Arendt ‘a public space is the conditio sine qua non for recognition and participation to succeed; disclosive appearance and participatory visibility presuppose a public world, as distinguished from the private.’(Borren 2008: 222) Because Arendt sees the space of appearance as a definition of the public - or political - world, I argue that this performance problematizes the political, in confronting the audience with a discrepancy between what we see (e.g. what appears) and what we believe is real or authentic. This kind of contemplation teases out questions about the reflexive imagination of the spectator and how they can act on solidarity when confronted with such an estranging appeal underlying the spectacle of suffering? 

When discussing the performativity of contention, theatre does not only make for an interesting metaphor but it can also be used as a contentious performance. In this case it was adjusted to the local context through collaboration between the Thalia Theater and We Are Here, combining contention to give it more strenght. The theatre piece in itself links local experiences to European refugee problematics which I argue gave We Are Here a literal stage to link their contentious message to a larger discussion. Moreover, their performance at the Holland Festival got We Are Here considerable media attention, providing even more public exposure for the group.[footnoteRef:37] That enabled them to take this opportunity and discuss their situation in the context of the events at the Vluchthaven.   [37:  For examples see Kester Freriks, ‘Asielzoekers spelen in drama Jelinek’, 31 May 2014  in NRC handelsblad (accessed via http://www.nrc.nl/handelsblad/van/2014/mei/31/asielzoekers-spelen-in-drama-jelinek-1383807) and Max Arian, ‘Wij zijn hier’, 18 June 2014 in De Groene Amsterdammer (accessed via http://www.groene.nl/artikel/wij-zijn-hier--2)] 


Furthermore, what makes this type of performance interesting in light of contentious claim making and performance is the way the cooperation between We Are Here and the German theatre company Thalia Theater came about. On their tour with Die Schutzbefohelen The Thalia Theater, looks for local groups of refugees who are willing to participate in their performance. One of the We Are Here supporters connected the director of the Thalia Theater with the We Are Here group, and facilitated cooperation between them. Therefore I argue that WAH’s performance in Die Schutzbefohlenen serves as a good example of how WAH gets in touch with people and organizes initiatives through their social network, which provides them with a stage for their performance – in this case literally. They expand their personal connections into a network from where initiatives can be launched. In other words this means  they make use of their supporter-network – that I have outlined in chapter two – and make it into a platform for contentious performances. 

[bookmark: h.5dj8qavi7vyt]But not all We Are Here’s performances take such a visual and public form. Their contention can also take a more diplomatic approach: 
[bookmark: h.gjdgxs]
“(..) Everything has its stage, its phase. The initial phase is fit for the hardcore demonstrating. In the initial stage you need to knock the door hard because people are in deep slumber. Then you have to wake them up hard, you need to knock the door hard. So our initial demonstration that were very tough were successful than people realized ‘ok who are you?’ and ‘what is happening?’And now we are releasing and our release is a different form of protest but in a different form.(..) This is the way we have matured. From heavy shouting we are moving to proposals.”[footnoteRef:38] [38:  Author’s interview with a member of We Are Here 26 June 2014] 


This quote illustrates that We Are Here, in evaluating its success and progress has expanded their repertoire. One of the arguments given is maturity; my data shows that We Are Here is trying to expand their dialogue to politics and decision makers. By using performances that they consider to be political they want to be taken seriously by politicians. The diplomatic approach serves as a means to illustrate their maturity, showing they speak the language of politics. Another example of this approach of We Are Here is the evaluation report of the Vluchthaven pilot project written by the volunteers together with refugees. The report voices the difficulties experienced by both volunteers and refugees during the pilot and at the same time it challenges the representation by the authorities (Amsterdam municipality) in their evaluation. The volunteer’s report offers a contentious alternative to this representation in a performative way. They took the format of the evaluation report and presented it in such a way that the evaluation report transforms into a pamphlet. The evaluation report thus functioned as a modular performance that We Are Here together with their supporters has used to present as a counter argument to the evaluation of the municipality and in is doing to performing their contentions by providing an alternative interpretation. 

The main contention in the volunteer’s report is a reaction to the municipality’s argument that the activities in the Vluchthaven aimed at repatriation were unsuccessful – which is to a certain extent – due to refugees’ unwillingness to co-operate and contribute to their repatriation and their preoccupation with protest. According to the Amsterdam municipality, this ethos of protest is encouraged by a number of (activist) volunteers, which resulted in a group dynamic that compromised the potential steps that could have been taken towards a future in the country of origin (Gemeente Amsterdam 2014). The volunteers resent this by providing a counter argument that focusses on the decline of peer pressure during the pilot; they state that there might have been peer pressure in the group at the beginning of the pilot but as time passed, the refugees settled down in the Vluchthaven; making them more relaxed and individualized (Vrijwilligers Vluchthaven 2014). Moreover, they emphasize that the basic provisions provided in the Vluchthaven increased the living conditions of the refugees and had a very positive effect on people’s willingness and ability to plan their future. Thus the evaluation report gives voice to We Are Here’s contention – that as outlined in chapter two focuses on the difficult living positions in the gap in Dutch asylum policy - but interestingly at the same time it gives meaning to demonstrations. 

“By just demonstrating, to me it won’t give out the good result we really want. But on the other hand it is something good to have people who are really active in demonstrating and making the banners and doing things. To have this combination I think is really important. (..) The lobbying gives sense to why they are demonstrating”[footnoteRef:39] [39:  Author’s Interview with spokesman of We Are Here on 3 June 2014] 


The examples of contentious performances clump into a repertoire that uses two different types of performance that when combined mutually reinforce each other. So contrary to the Toevlucht case, We Are Here’s contentious performances involve very intentional and active participation, meaning that refugees display themselves in the public sphere in the space of appearance through words and deeds; they are seen and heard by others. According to Arendt it is due to this active participation that refugees can be revealed or disclosed as a ‘who’ instead of a ‘what’; they can be imagined as political actors. Furthermore, appearance in word and deed requires the presence of others; action and speech need both an actor and a spectator. Therefore when engaging in performances we are simultaneously subjects and objects – we are perceiving and being perceived. This implies an inherent relationship between the performance – or the ‘spectacle’ and the spectator.    

Chapter conclusion
In the Toevlucht campaign refugees do play a role, as a face on a poster, as a lent face on social media and as a human being at the demonstration. This is what Hannah Arendt calls passive appearance, where bodies appear without any activity of their own in the unique shape of the body and the sound of the voice. They are there in their naturalness as a human being, as a body, without making an active appearance through acting and speech, which in Arendt’s conception would make their appearance public and reinforce their image as member of a political community. In other words, they appear in the campaign but yet they do not participate In Arendtian terms that renders them publicly invisible. This role of the refugee in the contentious repertoire related to the claims that Toevlucht’s volunteers and the citizens of Utrecht contest this issue as concerned citizens. It puts to locus of the protest on citizens themselves by asking them to actively engage with the cause and voice their discontent towards local politics.  

Contrary to the Toevlucht case, We Are Here’s contentious performances involve very intentional and active participation, meaning that refugees display themselves in the public sphere through words and deeds and are seen and heard by others. In Arendtian terms it is because of this active participation that refugees can be revealed or disclosed as a ‘who’ instead of a ‘what’, they can be imagined as political actors. Appearance in words and deeds requires the presence of others; action and speech need both an actor and an audience of spectators. Therefore when engaging in performances we are simultaneously subjects and objects – perceiving and being perceived. This means that is an inherent relationship between the spectacle or ‘sufferer’ and the spectator.

In outlining the theatre as a space of appearance I have teased out various questions relating to the perception of the spectator, how they are invited to perform solidarity and consequently, what the notion of solidarity underlying these protest initiatives is. In the next chapter I will turn my analytical gaze to the spectator and examine these questions using Chouliaraki’s theorization of Humanitarian Imaginary.  
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Figure 1. Stemwijzer Toevlucht
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Figure 2. Campaign poster Toevlucht (© 2014 kitemedia.nl)

4. The Humanitarian Imaginary in Contentious Performances
The notions of solidarity underlying refugee protest initiatives


In the previous chapters I have outlined how contentious claim-making of and regarding undocumented refugees takes place from the margins of Dutch society. Whereas in chapter two I have discussed which contentious claims are made and how such claims are produced. In chapter three I have looked into the performativity of contentious claims. Throughout my analysis of these performances I have used a theatrical metaphor that as explained by Tilly and Tarrow (2006) ‘calls attention to the clustered, learned, yet improvisational character of people’s interactions as they make and receive each other’s claims’. But now – having analysed the staging of human vulnerability – we can turn to the question; what is the notion of solidarity underlying these contentious performances? Here I will use Chouliaraki’s (2013) theoretical framework of the humanitarian imaginary in my analysis to gain a more profound understanding of the other side of the theatrical arrangement; the audience. 

By using the theatrical structure of humanitarian communication in my analysis I will analyse how the contentious performances discussed in the previous chapter – or in Chouliaraki’s terms the ‘spectacles of suffering’ – communicate a moral message and how the audience is invited to engage in these performances. In other words, I will use Chouliaraki’s conceptualization of the humanitarian imaginary, which is ‘the repertoire of staged images and stories about distant suffering that comes to legitimize the imperative to act on vulnerable others as the moral order of modernity’. Although this conceptualization is used for the analysis of solidarity towards ‘distant suffering’ in this chapter I will illustrate how the humanitarian imaginary can help gain a more profound understanding of how an audience is invited to act on the suffering of an ‘other’’ that – instead of distant – is very close. Moreover I will illustrate how the proximity of suffering and injustice is used as a strategy of moralization to constitute the Dutch spectator as a moral actor (Chouliaraki 2013: 50) within a certain branding logic. Below I will analyse the case studies of Toevlucht and We Are Here by outlining the aesthetics of suffering – and examining what emotional and moral appeals are communicated to the public through performance. From there, the strategies of moralization can be inferred, which gives insight into reflexive imagination – what is the self-perception of the public? So let us now turn to the role of spectators in the contentious performance.

Toevlucht: Branding Strategies in Humanitarianism
In the following section I will discuss the examples of contentious performances from the Toevlucht campaign that I have already outlined in the previous chapter, but now I focus on the audience and how the performativity of contentious claims invites the audience to engage with the cause and moreover, how the audience can imagine itself as a potential benefactor through those particular stagings of suffering. 

The Toevlucht campaign was specifically aimed at inviting its audience to engage in performances by designing campaign elements that are useful for people. As mentioned in chapter three, the stemwijzer was designed to draw people’s attention to the message that undocumented men are living on the streets of Utrecht. But more importantly it also answered to the public’s assumed ‘what’s in it for me mentality’:

“During election time we felt that we had to offer people things that are useful to them. So the voting guide was designed for that ‘what’s in it for me?’, making something that people can really use to determine their vote. This way you get people to engage in your story”[footnoteRef:40] [40:  Author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014] 


What is assumed here is that people are more willing to participate in a cause when they get something out of it. Therefore, taking action in Toevlucht’s cause is no longer centralized around relieving the suffering of undocumented men sleeping on the streets and under bridges, but rather it is focussed on its convenience to the audience. This quote thus illustrates that the stemwijzer is a form of what Chouliaraki calls utilitarian altruism which; ‘turns the moral imperative to act on vulnerable other without asking back into an imperative that ultimately anticipates rewards of the self’ (2013: 185). With its emphasis on ‘what’s in it for me’ Toevlucht’s stemwijzer thus articulates a self-oriented morality. The appeal articulated in the stemwijzer moves away from a representation of suffering and instead focuses on gratifications of the spectator; thereby leaving behind the assumption that moral action is inspired by the encounter with human suffering. This in turn implies that enacting solidarity is inspired through the communicative structure of the mirror. I will elaborate on how this influences understandings of solidarity later on.

Another interesting aspect in this example is the use of Internet and social media. As mentioned before, the voting guide was distributed both online and in print. Although in both media the flyer looked exactly similar, the way it could be utilized by the public was different. The online version was distributed on social media, where people were asked to ‘share’ the image with friends and followers, spreading Toevlucht’s contentious claim, gaining more visibility for their contention. Moreover they can show their engagement with this cause to their social network, presenting themselves to the world as benefactors and inviting their followers to do the same; becoming a benefactor through one simple click with your mouse. However, a related appeal to action occurred in the printed version, on the flyer at the bottom right we see the command: Go to: www.toevlucht.nl/petitie. When we follow this link we are directed to a webpage where we can sign the Toevlucht petition with the smallest amount of effort; with just by clicking your mouse. This simplification of humanitarian action suggests that  ‘expectations of effortless immediacy, the most prominent element of contemporary consumer culture, are increasingly populating the moral imagination of humanitarianism’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 70). In other words, this means that this type of humanitarian engagement answers to a consumer’s assumed need for direct satisfaction of their needs and instant gratification. This kind of logic thus centralizes the gratification of the self instead of the suffering of a vulnerable other. Furthermore, Chouliaraki argues that such simplifications of action ‘have to do with the absence of any justification of action towards suffering - any hint of the question as to why action may be important’ (2013: 70); therefore this style of appealing abandons links with a universal morality and instead presents an organizational brand. So, here, like in the previous example this type of appeal presumes the precedence of reflexive images of the self over the suffering of others as a motivation for moral action.

The Facebook profile picture action is another example of how spectators can show their engagement with Toevlucht’s cause. As mentioned in chapter three, in this action people were asked to change their profile picture on their social media to the Toevlucht campaign poster, which depicted the face of one of Toevlucht’s man, and give a face to the faceless. The poster uses semiotic juxtaposition, where text and image leave the audience in disposition – we see somebody yet the accompanying text tells us this is (a) nobody. This refers to what Chouliaraki has called ‘reflexive styles of appealing’ that seeks to legitimize claims to solidarity by presenting certain paradoxes that invite audiences to contemplate and reflect on them (Chouliaraki 2013: 65). Moreover reflexive styles of appealing ‘make possible a new disposition that disengages action on suffering from grand emotions whilst it invites us to rely on our own judgements as to whether such action is possible or desirable’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 65).

So consequently, the dehumanizing effect of the poster – that I discussed in chapter three – also points to a de-emotionalization of humanitarian action.  Although emotions are underlying this appeal – the depiction of the human face evokes emotions such as empathy, guilt or shame – but these emotions do not occur as part of a grand narrative that inspires action towards an idea of solidarity, rather they figure as  ‘decontextualized fragments of such narratives that render the psychological world of the spectator a potential terrain for estrangement and self-reflection’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 72). In other words, it is not emotionality that triggers acting on vulnerable others, but emotionality is used as a stepping stone for contemplation and self-reflection which in this case means that the audience is invited to reflect on the question; ‘why I am allowed to be while he is not’. The Toevlucht campaign poster thus invokes contemplation of the self through the creation of a visual estrangement; it emphasizes the arbitrary rules of civil membership that determines who is ‘in’ and who is ‘out’

It therefore seems almost contradictory that Toevlucht in all its other campaign material emphasizes the locality of the issue that is central in their contentious claim – thus specifically detaching itself from larger debates on asylum and migration, as outlined in chapter two – since the reflexive imagination their poster presents is a larger debate on civil membership and inclusion. However, in my interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee the considerations regarding the campaign become clearer:

“We’ve put the emphasis on Utrecht and this specific group of men because it gives out better results. People sympathize  more easily with an issue that is close to them and when they know the people it concerns. (..) Because it is easier for people to sympathize with other people than with a specific idea or problem.”

What we see unfolding here is a branding logic that is ‘the cultivation of deep emotional attachment to a particular commodity, (..), with a view to guaranteeing customer loyalty to this brand’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 5); thus it is concerned with having people associating with and committing to a cause.  This means that although their contentious claim could relate to a larger debate they specifically choose not to emphasize that, simply because it is difficult for people to commit themselves to such a big and abstract idea. 

[bookmark: h.b58qkpjqb2dw]However, as outlined in chapter two, since Toevlucht’s men were very reluctant to appear in the public sphere, Toevlucht’s visual campaign struggled with the visualization of their cause, which in practice meant that they had to do without a photorealistic visualization of the suffers. This might seem paradoxical, considering that the campaign poster depicts the face of one of the men, however as I have argued earlier on, the photograph is transformed through semiotic disposition between language and image which leads to reflexive imagination of the spectator. So due to the absence of photorealistic visualization, their campaign was lacking emotionality as a driving and motivational force for moral action, thus problematizing the encounter between ‘us’ and ‘them’ - that according to Chouliaraki is necessary for spectators to imaginatively identify with the sufferer and imagine itself as a potential benefactor - in the theatrical communicative structure of humanitarianism. Here Toevlucht resorted to branding strategies to overcome this communicative problem, by leaving the assumption that visualizing suffering is a prerequisite for moral action behind and instead focussing on the self-perception of the spectator as an incentive for engaging in moral action. The branding logic in the Toevlucht campaign relates to both the aesthetics of suffering as presented to us in the campaign and to the influence of the proximity of suffering on the audience’s ability to imagine itself as a benefactor in this case. 
[bookmark: h.2hp3gm5xeuh0] 
[bookmark: h.d6m4ffygevw5]“That’s kind of part of the mindset nowadays, isn’t it? You have like it (what you do), it has to be your thing. Even with stuff like this it has to be ‘hip’ if you want people to participate in it.”
[bookmark: h.dbqwmsovws8h]
[bookmark: h.xtu48rrtai07]“It’s a ll a form of identification. It’s not a ‘hip’ thing in itself, (..) it’s an ugly looking shelter we have. It’s just an old and dirty gymnasium, everything is brown and green-ish. So you’ll have to make it look nice somehow.” [footnoteRef:41] [41:  Both quotes from author’s interview with Toevlucht’s PR-employee on 28 May 2014] 

[bookmark: h.5cjm5s8mqbc8]
[bookmark: h.lrwulanpgobh]These quotes show that the cause is deliberately branded as ‘hip’, making Toevlucht’s contention a kind of ‘cool activism’ that is soaked in a logic of corporate branding. ‘This is an ‘ambivalent logic that seduces us into a ‘cool’ activism whilst keeping us in a comfort zone that offers neither justifications as to why we should act on the suffering of others nor the opportunity to confront the humanity of those others’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 77). What this suggests is that people respond to a certain aesthetic, if something looks ‘cool’, ‘modern’, or ‘hip’ people will be more easily compelled to connect themselves to this kind of humanitarian action. This kind of reasoning - that is focussed on customer needs and satisfaction - implies that Toevlucht presents their humanitarian appeal as a brand through usage of particular aesthetic properties. Underlying this logic is the idea that humanitarian issues such as Toevlucht’s have sort of become a product that can supplement one’s identity. Furthermore, such considerations reveal that the appeal is not centered around the representation of suffering; rather, it is about the emotionality of the spectator and how to guarantee customer satisfaction. This type of performance has implications for the communicative structure through which morality is conveyed to the public. According to Chouliaraki; ‘ what the shift from an affective to a reflexive performativity signals, (..), is not simply a shift from realist to a textually conscious aesthetics of suffering, but a fundamental shift in the very communicative structure of the imaginary away from the theatre, which establishes the encounter between ‘us’ and ‘them’ as necessary for habituating the West into disposition of solidarity, and towards a ‘mirror’ structure where, in the absence of suffering and its justification, we are confronted with our own image as a resource of making sense of solidarity’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 73). Here we see that the performativity of Toevlucht’s contentious claims moves away from solidarity as salvation - where solidarity is about relieving suffering humanity - and instead inspires moral action through the communicative structure of the mirror. Thus showing strong resemblances to ironic solidarity that is a-political and situates the pleasures of the self at the heart of moral action. 
[bookmark: h.chjcozdqtty4]
[bookmark: h.dbpnziwz06g4]
[bookmark: h.qzbpdzx6m8vm]
[bookmark: h.98lnxta907py]We Are Here: A Mirror on Stage
[bookmark: h.x421swuq4zd]As outlined in the previous chapters, We Are Here performances aim to establish personal connections to enable people to relate and connect themselves to We Are Here’s contention more easily. This is performed mainly through the process of social connectivity, where contentious claims are humanized; it connects contentious claims to a familiar face and breaks the large and complex problematics of Dutch asylum policy into bite-size pieces of relatable and personalized humanitarianism. Social connecting thus functions as a contentious performance, and in the prior chapter I have already hinted upon the ways the audience is asked to engage in theses performances. However in the following section I will elaborate on the role of the spectator in We Are Here’s contentious performances by discussing the moralization strategies underlying the performances.
[bookmark: h.h9e6aethbsqv]
[bookmark: h.k1w813734mtd]As discussed in chapter three, We Are Here’s performance in Die Schutzbefohlenen problematizes the political in confronting the audience with a discrepancy between what appears and the audience’s conception of authenticity. This kind of contemplation teases out questions about the reflexive imagination of the spectators. How do such stagings by confronting the public with such an estranging appeal invite spectators to enact solidarity?
[bookmark: h.qjjng9g1nv9p]
[bookmark: h.r5rtxtnu2ke5]“When we were in the play (at the Holland Festival) I concluded by saying that this play was about them and it is also about us. It could be about you, you never know, you could be a refugee tomorrow. So don’t sit down and think this are the refugees playing. No. It could be about you tomorrow.” [footnoteRef:42] [42:  Author’s interview with a We Are Here member on 25 June 2014] 

[bookmark: h.k92h1n9zjpcp]
[bookmark: h.98cez25n1ui3]What is suggested here is that this performance reconstitutes the image of refugees as ‘people like you’, emphasizing the similarities between sufferers and spectators. This automatically 
[bookmark: h.e7ywdft9ouzv] implies that their appeal to solidarity is grounded on humanitarianism as a universal morality since it shows similarities to what Chouliaraki calls  ‘positive appeals’. In positive appeals sufferers are portrayed as ‘people like us’ (2013: 57). Moreover, such appeals use the logic of ‘sympathetic equilibrium and its emotions of empathy and tender-heartedness’ as a moralizing strategy (Chouliaraki 2013: 64). The sympathetic equilibrium constitutes ‘a communicative logic that orients the appeal towards a responsive balance of emotions between the distant sufferer and the spectator as potential benefactor’ (2013: 61). However, as I have argued in chapter three, in We Are Here’s performances refugees actively appear to us, meaning that refugees display themselves in the public sphere through words and deeds and are seen and heard by others. Which in Arendtian terms consequently enables the public to imagine them as political beings. Moreover, since it is refugees themselves who through their active participation in performances in a theatrical arrangement - which separates the spectator from the sufferer - claim resemblance to the spectators that their appeal becomes reflexive. Consequently the reflexive imagination emanating from this type of performances, is not performed in a narcissistic way - which would lead to a mirror-structure where the image of ‘people like us’ invites self-contemplation, but since refugees present themselves as ‘people like you’ the invitation to contemplation comes from an encounter in a theatrical arrangement. I argue that this leads to a combination of communicative arrangements where the sufferers in a theatrical encounter confront their spectators with themselves in a reflexive encounter. In other words, We Are Here’s contentious performances function as a mirror on stage.
[bookmark: h.7ovgz11g32o]
[bookmark: h.azto3uoe6tzz]Like Toevlucht, We Are Here wants to communicate their contentious claim making to a large audience and attract people to their cause. While Toevlucht designed campaign elements that were useful to people, We Are Here allows their supporters to engage in their cause by framing very practical activities (like laundry or groceries) as part of the protest. The following quote illustrates an interesting reasoning to why this kind of framing is utilized:
[bookmark: h.alpw6fg4coce]
[bookmark: h.2apawf3qknu4]“ A child cannot swallow big things, you have to mash it, you have to smash it. In the Netherlands we call it stamp (mash). Aardappels (potatoes) cannot be eaten by young kids. (..) No you have to smash it, so they can have it as a powder you know? We are doing it in a powder form. Because coming out of protest people see you to be real activists, they look at you like you are disturbing the peace sometimes. But activities where they come, sit down with you, they can take it, they can absorb it.” [footnoteRef:43] [43:  Author’s interview with a We Are Here member on 25 June 2014] 

[bookmark: h.heb5mdohtu82]
[bookmark: h.r583qe9s3608][bookmark: h.s426wsb3undq]What this suggests is that people find it easier to relate to a small issue; this is similar to the argument in the Toevlucht campaign. However, at first glance this might seem paradoxical in this case because as I have outlined in chapter two - We Are Here’s contentious claim is explicitly connected to a larger political problemacy. The potato metaphor suggests that even when an issue is articulated in a bigger and more complex discussion, you can ‘feed’ it to people when you cut it up in smaller pieces or make it into a mash; and this is why We Are Here serves their protest in a powdered form that allows for quick and easy absorption of contention. In non-potato terms this suggests that We Are Here’s stagings are concerned with having people commit and relate to them, which in turn implies an underlying branding logic. 
[bookmark: h.l6w4gwql4qz8]
[bookmark: h.f7hd5dk9pqlm]However, where Toevlucht struggled with the issue of visibility in ‘ branding’ their contention, We Are Here was able to utilize the active appearance of their members in the public world to function as a moralizing strategy. Earlier on I have argued that the appearance of We Are Here members in Die Schutzbefohlenen confronts us with a discrepancy of appearance by showing us the ‘nobody’. Moreover, because in this performance refugees appear actively in word and deed it even complicates the political world in itself. Therefore although we are confronted with stories of suffering, in this particular staging this appeal is de-emotionalized. Here, too, we see that grand emotions are broken up into ‘ low intensity affective regimes that insinuate the classic constellations of emotions towards suffering but do not quite inspire or enact them’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 72). Consequently, as I have argued for in the Toevlucht case, emotionality of the spectators serves as a starting point for self-reflection. Through the discrepancy presented in the performance of Die Schutzbefohlenen, the audience is invited to reflect on the question of why these people like ‘us’ are without rights within ‘our’ political system.
[bookmark: h.mrpblyi5px3f]
[bookmark: h.mqu0708znxk9]We Are Here’s performance at the Holland festival is illustrative of the way reflexive imagination is invoked, but I argue that the strength of We Are Here’s contentious performances lays in the way they establish and maintain their social relations. As outlined in chapter three, refugees actively participate in the performances. Moreover their visibility functions as a ‘spectacle’ in itself, meaning that the performativity of their active appearance functions a site of contemplation. Through active appearance we perceive them as political being that claim (their) rights in a space of appearance that has rendered them without rights. Here contemplation is about the space of appearance itself; if see them as political beings, how come they do not have rights? In other words, it criticizes the ‘political’, the Dutch asylum policies that enable such marginalization. Moreover the process of social connecting is used as a strategy of moralization; where through a - direct - encounter with an ‘other’, spectators can imagine themselves as moral actors.
[bookmark: h.48bgyi3k8emr]
[bookmark: h.jbqullfqhr19]However, my data also indicates that We Are Here is concerned with the balance inherent in their social relations. As argued in chapter two following the logic of solidarity as revolution, social relations are organized along an emancipatory vision, implying equality between refugees and their supporters. But according to respondents, there has to a social balance in order to maintain this equality.
[bookmark: h.xenuhow13o5l]
[bookmark: h.9rjhq5kpinl9]“I don’t want our protest to be selfish, not just demanding. Then you are giving a signal that you want pay back. (..) When you are only demanding people get tired of you. And then you lose.” 
[bookmark: h.5qfw2ym7sgdo]
[bookmark: h.jg2jt1p3dxxe]What this quote suggests it that people will connect themselves to a cause when they get something out of it.  By acknowledging that people get tired of such demanding appeals that ask for help or justice, We Are Here takes into account the possibility of compassion fatigue, ‘the public's apathy towards traditional iconographies of suffering’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 17) This, again, signals a strong emphasis on the emotionality of the spectator. Protest is presented as a ‘give and take’ interaction, where We Are Here ‘gives’ through organizing activities like musical performances, debates and barbeques and ‘takes’ the public’s support or engagement.  This turns to imperative to act without asking back into an imperative focussed on audience satisfaction. Here the instrumentalization of solidarity (as revolution) shows that ‘ self-interest and individual pleasure take precedence over the demand for justice’ (Chouliaraki 2013:14) and the emotionality of the spectators takes precedence over the emotionality of the cause because the imperative to act is no longer centralized around relieving the suffering of undocumented refugees or their struggle for justice, but rather it is focused on spectators’ gratifications of the self. 
[bookmark: h.93o8g3yduqu]
[bookmark: h.lect2o33zo5r]The implications of this approach in terms of solidarity are that humanitarianism is no longer focused on a universal morality where we act on solidarity without the anticipation of reciprocation, rather ‘we’ as a public engage in action through the imperatives of self-oriented morality. Although We Are Here claim making is explicitly situated in the Dutch asylum debate, presenting their cause and inspire people to enact solidarity as a political struggle - which as I have concluded in chapter two implies an equality between suffer and spectator - the way they connect people to their cause tends to a more ironic solidarity. To be more specific, I argue that my data suggests that in the process of connecting people to their cause, We Are Here centralizes the pleasures of the spectators themselves; letting it take precedence over their own suffering as a marginalized group. However, since Chouliaraki defines ironic solidarity as a-political and centered around the pleasures of the self as the main incentive for moral action (Chouliaraki 2013: 14), it is hard to label the notion of solidarity underlying We Are Here’s contentious performance as ironic. What is problematic in this respect is the position towards politics. Since I have argued in chapter two that We Are Here claim making takes shape as solidarity as revolution, articulating a political vision of emancipation, can we call the incentive to act a-political? Therefore I will conclude by saying that in We Are Here’s case, solidarity is presented through a combination of communicative arrangements, thus functioning as a mirror on stage in the theatre of humanitarian communication.
[bookmark: h.nkc8yxcdmlis]











Conclusions
Bite-size humanitarianism as a moralizing strategy


This thesis was focused on two objectives; first of all to identify patterns and relationships by looking into how contentious claim making regarding undocumented refugees takes place from society’s margins; and secondly, in so doing, providing a theoretical contribution to Chouliaraki’s theorization of the humanitarian imaginary.

Regarding the first objective, I have shown that in both the researched case studies claim making from and for undocumented refugees is for a large part dependent on social connectivity in local societies. Connections between refugees and locals are underlying contentious claim-making both at Toevlucht and We Are Here. By comparing and relating types of contentious claim making to Chouliaraki’s different notions of solidarity, we can make more sense of these relational structures by linking them to the logics behind these notions. In Toevlucht’s case claim-making resembles solidarity as salvation, where solidarity is performed as explicitly apolitical and it based on ‘the principle of neutrality, impartiality and independence’ (2013: 11). In terms of relational structures in the process of contentious claim production I conclude that this is organized along the lines of an advocacy structure. Here Toevlucht speaks on behalf of refugees because they are unable to do so themselves. Placed in a more theoretical light, the justification for advocacy can be linked to the idea of solidarity as salvation since this implies a hierarchical structure that reconstitutes a separation where the fortunate aid the less-fortunate. The We Are Here protest takes a different trajectory; their contention is explicitly linked to a political discussion, framing it as a political struggle. To be more specific, their protest directly criticizes the ’political’ in saying that it is structurally causing injustice and suffering and seeking emancipation. Such an emancipatory vision allows people to combat the existing political order together as equals. In this case, relational structures are shaped as a supporter structure that rejects the idea of advocacy since it reinforces an already existing division and instead takes emancipation and empowerment as their main objective. For the sake of clarity, the data presented in this thesis does not allow for a definite determination of whether particular types of claim making produce particular relational structures, or that those particular relational structures produce particular types of claims. However, further research could therefore focus on examining this dynamic of contention.  

In order to overcome the discriminatory political order that has rendered the undocumented invisible, the ‘sufferers’ or the ‘marginalized’ have to become visible and challenge the politics of (in)visibility. Moreover, presenting the theatre as an Arendtian space of appearance allows for an analysis of the politics of (in)visibility where appearance is inherently connected to the perception of the spectator. Through the application of theatricality in my analysis, the process of contentious claim-making insinuates particular imaginings of solidarity; which leads to answering the second part of my research puzzle. What notion of solidarity is underlying these protest initiatives? My analysis suggests that the way refugees themselves appear in the contentious performance also has consequences for the imaginative process of the spectator. The passive appearance of refugees in Toevlucht’s campaign puts the locus of their protest on citizens of Utrecht and asks them to actively engage with the cause by voicing their discontent as citizens who do not want people sleeping on their sidewalks and in their parks through simplified forms of contentious action (for example the petition and Facebook action). For We Are Here, their active appearance allowed for a subjective representation, to be imagined and perceived as political beings, making their disclosive appearance a site of contemplation in itself. Through their performance, spectators are asked to reflect on how it is possible that these refugees - whom we imagine as political beings - are denied their rights in the Netherlands; constituting the ‘political’ as a site of contention.

Regarding performance, in their campaign as a whole, Toevlucht designed elements that would attract people without requiring a (photorealist) staging of suffering, the performativity of their campaign insinuates a self-oriented morality; moving away from representations of suffering and instead focus on gratifications of the spectator; thus leaving behind the assumption that moral action is inspired by the encounter with human suffering. Here, the way the humanitarian imaginary is performed offers an ambivalent vision of public agency that de-emotionalizes humanitarian appeals and foregrounds the self as a justification of solidarity (Chouliaraki 2013: 75). Moreover what ‘this form of agency asserts, in particular is the capacity of consumer culture to expand the domain of politics towards mundane tactics of subversion, such as playful estrangement, through various tropes of semiotic juxtaposition’ (Chouliaraki 2013:75). We Are Here’s contentious performances show a similar, yet more complex, form of public agency, combining more classic forms of agency, ‘where solidarity requires subordination of the self to a higher cause’ (Chouliaraki 2013: 75) with this new type of self-centered agency. Thus combining the theatre and the mirror; balancing between narcissism and solidarity.

What makes the subjective representation in the aesthetics of We Are Here performances even more striking is the fact that it is the sufferers themselves that answer to a branding logic in their contentious performances by introducing an egoistic altruism, that centralizes the pleasure and gratifications of their spectators, instead of their own struggles. This is not to suggest that spectators enacting solidarity from a self-oriented morality cannot relieve suffering or contribute to a political struggle. On the contrary, these moralities might actually be extremely effective in achieving such ends. However what this implies is that movements like We Are Here and Toevlucht, through innovation and improvisation in contentious humanitarian performances, utilize branding logics to add to the effectiveness and resonance of their contentious claims. So placed in a broader perspective, the findings of this thesis therefore suggest that market-thinking is deeply embedded in our meaning making systems and also influencing our perceptions of solidarity and moral action. 

Further research could therefore focus more specifically on how branding strategies are incorporated in contentious performances by looking into how, firstly, audiences are pulled in and connected to causes and claims, and secondly, how ‘customer satisfaction’ is ensured. Chouliaraki’s idea of the humanitarian imaginary can be helpful is such analysis because her focus on theatrical communicative structures underlying humanitarianism allows for a conceptualization of how performances function as a medium through which messages can be spread and more importantly show how such a medium used strategies of moralization to communicates a particular moral appeal. 

Emanating from the branding of humanitarianism and protest is the emergence of what I will call ‘bite-size humanitarianism’. Bite-size humanitarian refers to emphasizing locality and proximity of suffering, with the objective to have people commit to particular contentious claims or performances. This is related to branding logics, because it is assumed that it is difficult for people to commit themselves to large discussions and abstract ideas. Therefore, in answering to the public’s need, the protest initiatives of Toevlucht and We Are Here are breaking their claims into smaller pieces and serve their protest in a ‘powdered’ form that allows for quick and easy absorption of contention. Moreover, in accordance with the theory-building objective of this thesis I argue that bite-size humanitarianism functions as a moralizing strategy precisely because it emphasizes the proximity of suffering. As illustrated in the Toevlucht case, the locality of their contention allowed the public to imagine themselves as benefactors, either through voting for a specific political party during the municipal election or by signing Toevlucht’s petition as ‘a citizen of Utrecht’, without moving too far out of their comfort zones. For We Are Here the process of social connectivity is central to the moralizing ability of proximity. Their protest is presented as a ‘give and take’ interaction, where We Are Here ‘gives’ through organizing activities like musical performances, debates and barbeques and ‘takes’ the public’s support or engagement. In these interactions contentious claims are humanized, it connects contentious claims to a familiar face and breaks the large and complex problematics of Dutch asylum policy into bite-size pieces of relatable and personalized humanitarianism. This shows that although the theoretical frame of Chouliaraki’s humanitarian imaginary, with its focus on the imagining of humanitarian action towards distant suffering, can also be used for the analysis of suffering that is very close.

For the sake of clarity, by no means does my analysis suggest that the public of solidarity today are narcissists who only perform solidarity in their own interest, rather, what I suggest is that the performances or spectacles of suffering that I have analysed - specifically Toevlucht - make use of a communicative mirror-structure that invites spectators to imagine themselves as potential benefactors through self-reflection and contemplation. In other words, my analysis does not point to certain characteristics of the spectator but merely to the possibility for (reflexive) imagination presented to the spectator through stagings of suffering. 

In sum what this thesis has demonstrated is that the protest initiatives of Toevlucht and We Are Here show different usages - or in the case of We Are Here even a combining - of communicative structures, leaving the reflexive imagination of the spectators of these contentious performances between narcissism and solidarity. 
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