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EDITORIAL

So, here it  is,  the very first  Radish. In these times,  where
disruptive  forms of  voicing  our  content  are  a  public  health
risk,  we  decided  to  create  a  platform  to  exchange  radical
ideas. While the editorial crew is still bitching about whether
we are a radical political zine or a radical activism zine (you
can choose by commenting below - just grab a pen, write it
down, try to find out where we are located and post it to us),
we managed to find time to write a bunch of articles.  One
article is even stolen from another magazine (with permission
but nobody knows that). Consider it "squatting the article" - it
was there, nobody was using it, so we made it available for
the public. The article is about squatting anyway, so it makes
sense. By the way, squatting is not the same as anti-squat.
Just so you understand.

While  everyone  thinks  that  activism  starts  with  one's
consumer  behaviour,  we  note  that  this  its  effectiveness  is
arguably a grand illusion. And just to prove that people can
actually work for love and not for profit, you can find a letter
that we stole squatted while it was on its way to the North
Pole.  Spoiler:  St.  Nicholas  and  Santa  are  friends.  We  also
wrote articles about ideology, about how we learn to condemn
violence  that  tries  to  disrupt  the  established  order  and,
thereby, accept capitalist exploitation. Maybe it's about time to
start  reconsidering  what  we  deem  as  just  and  legitimate
around us?

Altogether,  enough to read. And while we are busy fussing
about when the next issue will be published, you check out
our nifty new website located at  readradish.nl. There, you'll
either get a notice about when the next issue will be printed,
or you can just go and subscribe to the digital edition if you
haven't already (if you did and you're reading this online: you
can also comment below with a marker on the screen of your
laptop and post us your laptop - we won't hack your email,
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that's a promise...  maybe). Subscribing digitally saves paper
and makes sure you will always get the latest copy, even if
you are in outer space. Either way, expect more of us and
enjoy reading.

- The Editors
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It seems like cheap housing: anti-squat. However, as
always, there’s a catch. And quite a catch it is.



ANTI-SQUAT, NOT A SOLUTION BUT A PROBLEM 

First of all, anti-squat is not cheap housing. As a matter of
fact, it’s not housing at all. An anti-squatter doesn’t live in the
building they stay in, they guard it. Anti-squat companies are
not  housing  corporations,  they  are  security  companies  and
they don’t rent out spaces, they rent out people. Those people
are known as anti-squatters, but in reality they are security
guards, guarding the empty buildings to prevent them from
being squatted. As an anti-squatter, you are not a tenant, but
an employee of the anti-squat company. But instead of paying
you, you have to pay them for the usage of gas, water and
electricity  and  often  for  the  necessary  tools  like  a  fire
extinguisher  and  a  first  aid  kit.  Meanwhile,  they  also  get
money from the other side: the owner of the building pays the
anti-squat company to have them put people in their building.

The  contract  an  anti-squatter  signs  when  reaching  an
agreement  with  the  anti-squat  company  always  states
specifically  that  the  anti-squatter  is  not  a  tenant.  This  is
necessary to make sure the anti-squatter does not have legal
rights  tenants  normally  have,  such  as  the  right  of  “house
peace”, meaning that nobody can enter the building without
permission  from  the  person  who  lives  there.  In  a  normal
situation, the tenant has house peace, meaning not even the
owner of the house can enter the house without permission
from the tenant. Since an anti-squatter is not a tenant and
legally  doesn’t  live  there,  inspectors  from  the  anti-squat
company can (and do!) enter the building at will to see if the
anti-squatter doesn’t make a mess, holds illegal parties or has
subletted  the place  to someone else.  Sometimes,  the  anti-
squat company announces when an inspector will  visit,  but
usually not, as announced visits can of course lead to the anti-
squatter  quickly  cleaning  up the place  or  asking the illegal
housemate to go out for a day. But unannounced visits can
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come very inconveniently, like when you are trying to sleep in
or do certain other bed activities.

The anti-squat contract also usually states the intention - but
never the guarantee! - to let the anti-squatter know at least
two weeks in advance, when the building needs to be evicted.
In a country like the Netherlands,  where there has been a
housing crisis for decades already, finding a new house within
two  weeks  is  a  near  impossibility,  especially  with  a  lower
income. Moving to another anti-squat building is then often
the  only  option,  again  living  with  no  housing  rights,  not
knowing  how  long  you  can  stay.  Moreover,  anti-squat
companies are not obliged to offer the anti-squatter a new
place, so chances are the anti-squatter will become homeless.
And if  that isn’t  risky enough, regularly this  eviction notice
doesn’t  come  two  weeks  in  advance,  but  much  sooner,
sometimes as short as one day in advance. Reasons for this
can vary from the anti-squatter breaking the rules (this can be
unintentional such as a partner who happened to be in the
building  multiple  times  upon  inspection  without  actually
staying  there)  to  the  municipality  deciding  that  the  anti-
squatter’s stay looked too much like a residence in a building
that  doesn’t  allow  residing  (such  as  a  school  or  office
building).

Anti-squat is also morally reprehensible. As the name says, it
is  intended  to  stop  the  building  from  being  squatted.
Squatting is an important tool of preventing vacancy, keeping
freezones  alive  and  thus  keeping  the  town or  city  vibrant.
Squatting  is  making  sensible  use  of  property.  Thanks  to
squatting, people have a place to live and accessible space is
available  for  alternative  cultural  activities  for  which  it  is
difficult  to  find  accommodation.  Often  squats  are  a
springboard for highly appreciated cultural spots and events.
Paradiso and the Melkweg in Amsterdam, Tivoli in Utrecht and

5



Paard  in  The Hague  are  each  sprouted  from the  squatting
scene, and now form important pillars for the culture offer of
these cities.  Squats offer a home to students, workers and
pensioned, like the B in Maastricht does. And don’t forget that
squatting  keeps  the  cultural  heritage  alive.  The old  Roman
Catholic hospital in Groningen, the water tower of Zwolle and
a large portion of the Jewish blocks in Amsterdam are good
examples  of  the  monumental  buildings  which,  without  the
squatters, would have been demolished long ago. Anti-squat
is meant to prevent all this from happening. Predominantly, in
a building where a dozen people could live, one or two anti-
squatters are located to guard the building. This way, anti-
squat contributes to the housing crisis and prevents people
from finding a place to stay.

So instead of falling for the trap that is anti-squat and thereby
making it difficult for people to find a place to stay, just rent a
place the normal way or grab a crowbar and squat something,
and share it with others who need a new home. Anti-squat is
contributing to the problem, squatting is contributing to the
solution!
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MODERN AND OPEN SQUATTING

A  new  tool  and  propaganda  method  for  squatting  is
kraakapp.nl. This map with over a thousand markers gives an
insight  and  information  about  the  squattability  of  locations
and hence is an accessible, modern and simple starting point
in the quest for a new squat in the Netherlands. The app is
still in development, but the raw prototype has already gained
quite a bit of attention.

The ban on squatting, established in 2010, needed to put an
end  to  squatting.  The  squatting  society,  already  declining
before,  received another  slap  in  the  face,  but  nevertheless
stood its ground. That says something about the sustaining
idealism  which  moves  people  to  live  this  way,  and  the
determination  of  the  core  group.  Still,  (former)  squats  are
important for the infrastructure of the radical left. The cultural
attraction of squats and the related musical  and art genres
drew  many  to  radical  politics,  especially  anarchism.  The
question however is, if the importance of squatting and squats
will survive this decennium.

I could write a happy and optimistic article about my app:
“Great app, squatting prevails, yeaaah!” The responses over
the past weeks were heartwarming and it is tempting to keep
on harvesting this, so to say. Fact however is, that I haven’t
created this app only to give squatters in my surrounding or
even  in  general,  a  nifty  new tool.  This  app  is  part  of  the
critique  which  I,  and  perhaps  others,  have  about  the
squatters’ society. Peptalk is toxic. Critique is fertile. Friends
tell each other the truth. I hope this attempt to honesty is
appreciated.

Squatting  is  difficult.  Squatters  stand  across  juridical
criminalisation, continuing urgent evictions, a growing number
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of expats and an urban environment which in general  gets
more and more hostile. The social-cultural class from which
squatters traditionally emerge, has long been shrinking. These
are so-called objective circumstances and they are harsh. This
is what we fight against, but due to their nature, they are on a
daily level a natural phenomena.

Then the subjective. I would like to separate these from the
objective for argument’s sake. I do find these things that we
rather  can  solve.  These  are  problems  we  have  created
ourselves.  These are missed opportunities.  More often than
not,  squatters  respond  to  outsiders  or  newcomers  rather
elitarian.  More  often  than  not,  squatters  respond  to  new
ideologies in a rather conservative way. More often than not,
squatters  respond  to  people  with  different  ideas,  closed or
aggressive.  Should  you feel  attacked by these  words,  then
count to ten and see if this also applies to you. Furthermore,
mayhem happens regularly within the scene. It is a complex
problem  about  which  I  shall  talk  more  later,  but  which  I
cannot justify. It is however something I respond to with this
app.

If we look at these objective and subjective problems, and the
repressive wave that is soon to come, then why don’t we just
leave this sinking ship? Three reasons: first, squatting is too
important for that. Or at least it used to be, but I think it still
is, as I have already described. Second, I think that with a
more  open and accessible  policy,  the  squatting  society  can
revive. Third, squatting is more important than squatters. If
squatting doesn’t prevail, we all have a big problem. From the
student  squat  action  at  the  Spinhuis  in  Amsterdam  for
example, a few years ago, dozens of people have found their
way to long-term activism. Defending the squatting scene is a
task for all of us and for the left in general.
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There’s  multi-layered criticism on the squatting practices of
today embedded in the app. We are all emotional beings and
we  all  behave  according  to  psychological  types.  I  am
convinced that much of what I see in the squatting society,
are manners or coping mechanisms. How people have been
dealing with things collectively, continued existing, including
defeats and marginalisations. Mental defense mechanisms, so
to  say.  Natural  responses  which  simultaneously  make  the
society inaccessible. 

The cultural  conservatism is  a  logical  mental  comrade of  a
movement  that  is  pulling  back  and  defending  itself.  Think
about it. But how does this reflect on newly interested people
if your website hasn’t been updated for twenty years? If our
cultural  expressions  seem  more  like  1980  than  2020?
Internally, this brings a feeling of rooting, pride, status, etc.
To the outside, with the exception of those who in fact search
for this past, it feels like exclusive, otherworldly and obsolete.
It clashes with looking forward and being progressive.

Where squatting lost its  fame due to the marginalisation, I
have  meanwhile,  in  their  own controversial  response,  seen
squatters  cherish  their  fame.  Squatters  always  were  a  bit
elitarian,  but this  has much grown. Squatting is  now more
than before, mystique. A good example of this, is fetishising
the assumed continuous presence of secret agencies. I don’t
want to deny the realism of repression, but do conclude that
rituals have been created which are particularly inaccessible
and impractical. Among other things.

The squat app does not remove reasons for social problems
withholding people from squatting. What it does, or so I hope,
is offer a deep contrast.  An impression of  a more modern,
open and accessible approach. Regardless of the status within
the  scene,  the  app  will  answer.  No  subculturalism,  people
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needn’t be judged before they are welcomed. And regarding
the always spying General Intelligence and Security Service?
“Hello, my name is Sjerp and this is my squat app.” I hope
they will find us dangerous enough again to repress us a bit
more. At the moment, we are not interesting, is the spiteful
conclusion. Maybe I’m wrong, then I’m my own guinea pig.
They already know me, don’t worry about that.

Defeats and shrink are demotivating. I hope to show potential
with a map full of markers. Call it postmodern, hipster, giving
in, call it what you want. I think it fits within the time frame,
to shop online for empty buildings. It hurts my eyes to read
my own words, but I  think it’s true. Personally,  I  prefer to
listen inside the Amsterdam Minds Minor Threat. But the times
they are a changin’.

Check this out. ‘Brothers in the Hood’, Inlaagdijk 19 in Zwaag,
went bankrupt on the 19th of May and currently nothing else
is registered at that address. So this is a good address to visit
and put a twig in the door, and check again after a few days.
And what to do with the Amsterdam Film School B.V.? Located
in Amsterdam Zeeburg, it went bankrupt on the 28th of April.
Sounds fun, they must have a theatre hall! Via the Chamber
of Commerce, you’ll find two addresses: Panamalaan and De
Lairessestraat.  The app currently  shows on the latter:  “see
CoC-link”.  As  said:  it  is  still  under development.  But either
way, you will find out that this location too is bankrupt. Tag it,
I’d say. Although now that I published these addresses in this
article, they may have become a bit hot.

I have deliberately placed the app online while it is still under
development,  because  it’s  nearly  impossible  to  develop  the
perfect product alone (or even as an organisation). You are
not your own audience. What has been published at the time
of writing this article (August 2020), is mainly there to gain
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feedback, so perhaps eventually  I  will  toss the whole thing
and build something completely different.

I organised an official release in the Bollox in Amsterdam, and
tried  to  invite  several  squat  groups.  But  I  couldn’t  reach
anyone or tried to act secretive. Those I could reach said they
didn’t want to exchange phone numbers but they would send
an  email  around.  Really  difficult  to  organise.  Eventually,  a
total  number of  zero squatters came to the Bollox.  Explain
that, I said to myself. Was the organisation of the release a
disaster,  am  I  perhaps  the  problem,  or  is  it  conservatism
standing in my way?

After a lot of thinking, I decided to just put the app online,
because I didn’t know anymore what to do. I did spend a few
hours trying to find some groups that had something to do
with squatting. One day later, more than three hundred people
had  used  the  app,  and  I  received  screenshots  from  chat
groups in which the app was shared. My call for feedback was
answered with good advice and useful critics, people offered
to help and I’m currently working on a team. Big bang was an
interview with American magazine FastCompany. Now I hope
that people for example in those chat groups see the app and
think: “Gosh,  squatting… I  didn’t  know there was so much
empty”  and  get  inspired.  I  suspect  the  old  core  of  the
squatters’  scene won’t be too happy with this app, but the
wider periphery is, which explains the wildly diverse response
to the launch and publication.

On the Anarchist Book Fair in November 2020, a version 1.0
was published. On this book fair, there are many people who
are not linked to organisations, but yet are interested. Let’s be
honest  to  them  about  the  perspectives.  With  an  open,
accessible and political point of view, we can potentially get
many people interested and we can certainly use that.
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Translated  from  Dutch,  originally  written  by  Sjerp  van
Wouden - First published in Buiten De Orde

Photo: AmsterdamAlternative.nl

Find the app on kraakapp.nl
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CLIMATE  JUSTICE  -   ON  THE  STRANGE
PHENOMENON OF THE ANTI-CAPITALIST BLOCK AT
CLIMATE DEMONSTRATIONS

It has happened in Maastricht like in many cities in the world
during the past years, since the climate movement has risen
from the ashes of the environmentalism of the last century.
Movements, or rather different parts of the climate movement
have been picking on each other on the question of radical
tactics. Either one is too radical to be accepted by the majority
of the population, or too “soft” to change the status-quo.  This
leads to an ongoing debate in the climate movement about
which tactics should be accepted and which condemned. 
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Still,  from  the  Fridays  for  Future  kids  up  to  the  green
anarchists occupying trees, all have been marching under the
slogan of Climate Justice. What is implied by this term is that
the aim of the movement is not to achieve carbon neutrality,
or global veganism, or any other environmentally friendly goal
without it being fair and equal for everyone. Justice implies
that we do not just save our civilization from extinction, but
we do so including everyone and fixing the very root causes
that have created the problem. 

It so happens to be that the root causes of the climate crisis
(of global warming, climate change, or however one prefers
calling the current environmental issues) are deeply ingrained
in  the  system  we  live  in,  and  cannot  seem  to  be  easily
reformed with the same tools that have created them. Yes,
Einstein said it too. The idea that exploiting land is necessary
to survive, that the human species is different and separate
from nature,  the  right  to  exploit  other  human  beings,  the
differences in treatment to people with different skin colours,
the wealth inequalities and the strong concentrations of power
in the hands of  states and corporations are all  factors that
contribute  and cannot  be separated  from the  crisis  we are
experiencing. The important fact to face is that these are all
facets  of  what  has  become  more  than  a  global  economic
system: the ideology of capitalism. 

We  know that,  while  some people  are  billionaires  and  can
afford  to  live  the  most  eco-friendly  life  available  on  the
market, we cannot blame farmers in the Amazonia for burning
down forests in order to survive, in a system that leaves them
no alternatives. We cannot blame it  on them, therefore we
must blame it on the system that forces them to destroy our
chances of survival acre by acre. 

We cannot condone the actions of nation states that create
wars to gain access to resources and then lock up in camps
and prisons the ones that run from these wars. The Italian
chapter  of  Fridays  for  Future  –  thanks  to  the  condition  of
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having to organize their movement under a climate denialist
and  racist  government  –  saw  this  from  the  beginning,
declaring their  movement antifascist  since the first  national
meetings. There can be no climate justice when migration is
criminalized  and  governments  refuse  to  take  up  their
responsibilities towards migrants. 

Climate  justice  stems  from  the  realization  that  what  is
perceived  as  an  environmental  crisis  intersects  with  many
different  issues  of  freedom and  equality.  If  we  understand
this, we will see that many social issues must be solved next
to  the  one  of  excessive  CO2  emission  in  order  to  really
achieve  survival.  In  order  to  be  able  to  survive  with  this
planet,  we  need  to  be  able  to  survive  with  each  other  as
humans.

Indeed, another of the chants that must have filled your ears
if  you ever  witnessed  a  climate  justice  protest,  must  have
been “system change not climate change”. That system we
are talking about is capitalism. It is capitalism as a system of
production  where  the  many  produce  and  the  few  enjoy.
Capitalism as a system of beliefs based on the unconditional
extraction of  resources. Capitalism as the ideology that lies
about the rising inequalities, and lie about where it is leading
us (us, humanity as a collective): not to universal  comfort,
but to universal homelessness. Capitalism that, hidden behind
the  catchword  of  freedom,  gives  freedom  to  the  few  and
enslaves the many. Capitalism that robs us of our democratic
powers by giving corporations more power of decision-making
than the citizens. Capitalism that rationalises us and makes us
numbers,  and  numbers  don’t  need  territory  to  exist.  It  is
capitalism that slows down the consciousness-raising work of
Fridays for Future activists, because it is a system designed to
reproduce itself, meaning, to care about its own survival, and
not the survival of its workers. 
The system we have to change is capitalism because, under
the slogan of “letting the market show us what we need”, is
impeding us to do what we really need to do. Divide resources
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to  ensure  everyone’s  survival,  stop  overproduction,  stop
pollution,  save  the  magnificent  forests  that  populate  this
planet and the animal species in it. This is anti-capitalism. 

Many people seem to think that the anti-capitalist block is too
“radical”  to  represent  the  climate  movement  accurately.
Concerns about the “image problem” sprung also in Maastricht
2 years ago when the first climate marches passed through
the centre, and the loudest screams where asking the end of
capitalism.  Concerns  were  raised  about  this  shifting  the
attention  and  misleading  the  public  about  what  the  “real”
point of the demonstrations was. The climate. 

The people raising these concerns should get clear on what
they  are  really  asking  for.  They  should  get  clear  about  it
before standing behind the banner of climate justice. If  the
climate  justice  movement  is  not  anti-capitalist,  then  it  is
asking the state and the corporations to install an upgraded
version  of  capitalism  that  many  refer  to  with  the  quasi-
mythological term of “eco-fascism”. It amounts to demands of
zero  emissions and  more  sustainable  practices  without  any
demand  for  democratic  transition.  Such  a  “solution”  would
mean  at  best  the  limitations  in  CO2  emissions  by  raising
prices of flights and meat, fuel and highways, and as such the
coercion  would  disproportionately  affect  the  disadvantaged
sections  of  society  (those  who  cannot  pay  for  expensive
flights, and more expensive fuel to fill their car to go to work
every morning). 

While  the  same  elites  that  are  now  ruling  us  would  keep
profiting from this new eco-regime: billionaires with a private
jet would not mind too much about having to go to work every
morning by public transport, or the increased price of flights.
This regime would amount to new forms of oppression and
inequalities that we cannot yet imagine, because the material
conditions around us (availability of food and water, liveable
land, jobs) will be highly and unpredictably affected by climate
change in the upcoming years. 
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The only “good” news about this kind of climate solution (or
regime) is that it sure would not last long. Due to the inherent
extractivist  nature  of  capitalism,  the  only  possible
consequence of such measures would be a slower erosion of
the planet’s resources followed by an escape of the rich and
powerful  to  another  planet,  or  to  another  way  of  life  that
would exclude billions of “surplus” humans. 

In  short,  if  the  transition  to  a  sustainable  society  is  not
accomplished  by  eradicating  the  core  problems  that  have
brought  us  here,  namely  the  exploitative  and  extractivist
behaviour inherent to capitalism, it will not be the solution the
climate  movement  is  asking  for.  It  is  no  use  condemning
radical  standpoints,  civil  disobedience and resistance to the
law  as  “counterproductive”  to  the  movement,  because  to
survive climate change, and to do it according to justice, there
needs  to  be  work  on  all  different  levels  of  society.
Disobedience to unjust laws is inherent in a movement that
wants to achieve justice. And we must be honest and upfront
on what system we want to change. 
So at the next climate march, don’t forget to support your
local intersectional, antifascist, anti-capitalist block.
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LET'S TALK ABOUT POLITICAL VIOLENCE

Why are we so afraid of thinking about violence as a means to
overcome unjust systems of exploitation? Especially in leftist
circles  the  answer  to  questions  about  the  legitimacy  of
political violence is always: “Yeah, but we have to be better! If
we  are  using  violent  means  to  overcome  violence  in  our
society,  we  change  nothing!  The  only  way  to  enact  a
revolution is a peaceful wildfire, not a violent explosion!”. For
a long time, I was arguing in these terms, thinking that it is
only when we renounce violence from the very beginning of
our revolutionary dreaming that we can create a completely
new form of social cohesion, of living amongst each other in
peace.  However,  I  began  to  doubt  this  conviction  of  mine,
even began to see the rejection of violence per se, in every
context,  as hypocritical.  This  change is  largely because,  on
one hand, I discovered Slavoj Zizek’s writing about violence as
a  fundamentally  ambiguous  concept,  and,  on  the  other,
because I increasingly encounter excessive use of violence to
suppress what I deem as just causes. In the following, I will
showcase, how these experiences altered and relativised my
understanding of political violence, specifically why I deem it
as legitimate and even necessary in some instances.

In  his  Book  “violence”,  published  in  2009,  Slavoj  Zizek
ingeniously analyses political violence’s legitimacy as premised
on a fundamental distinction between two forms of violence:
“Subjective  violence”  and “objective  violence”.  The  violence
we  see  with  a  clearly  identifiable  agent,  the  subjective
violence,  such  as  a  protestor  in  an  anti-capitalist  block
throwing a rock into the police barricade at a demonstration,
is to be understood as merely the tip of an iceberg of violence
ingrained in the capitalist system. Objective violence is thus
conceptualized as the catastrophic consequence of the smooth
functioning  of  our  economic  and  political  system.  So,  even
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though  the  protestor’s  actions  constitute  an  outburst  of
allegedly illegitimate violence, it is the police barricade that
embodies the violence inherent in the system, upholding the
rule of the global market with its free-floating capital. Zizek’s
point  is  that  modern  Capitalism  IS  violence.  Its  forms  of
perpetuating global exploitation and domination, in the form
of, for example, fast fashion factories in Bangladesh, may be
invisible to the individual that profits from them but they have
to  be  taken  into  account  to  understand  the  outbreak  of
subjective  violence  as  not  necessarily  irrational.  In  short,
politically  motivated  violence  should  not  be  attributed  to
concrete  individuals  and  their  ‘evil’  intentions,  it  is  the
context, the question of how it is situated in a society that
fosters violent outbursts, that determines its legitimacy.

And how does our society foster violent outbursts? A major
component of Zizek’s argument is that language as “symbolic
violence” creates the breeding ground for systemic violence,
both  of  which  combine  into  the  aforementioned  objective
violence. Here, it is important to underline that language is
inherently restrictive, that in order to communicate effectively,
language is used to condense experiences into categories of
agreed-upon  concepts  in  the  form  of  words.  Consider,  for
example, what it feels like to be in love with a person. This
emotion is so intense, so intimate and private that words only
serve as very rough descriptions. Of course, we can explain to
someone that our lover is the smartest, the best-looking or
the  kindest  soul  we  ever  encountered.  But  this  does  not
describe  why  your  lover  is  so  unique  to  you;  it  merely
describes  what,  in  the  eyes  of  the  other  person,  could  be
judged  as  desirable  about  your  lover  from  the  outside.
Language  simplifies  the  designated  thing,  reducing  it  to  a
single feature. Zizek stresses that, once we use language to
describe  people  unknown or  different  to  us,  this  restrictive
character becomes dangerous. 
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By  simplifying  our  understanding  of  their  experiences,
language  takes  away  the  possibility  of  sympathising  with
victims of violence that are distant to us. People that suffer
from the global exploitation scheme of late-stage capitalism
are not in our immediate proximity; here in Maastricht, all we
know  of  the  suffering  brought  about  by  our  excessive
lifestyles,  are  the  abstract  numbers  of  10.000  children
working in a factory in Bangladesh to weave the fabric for our
clothes.  The  point  is  that  this  does  NOT  allow  for  us  to
sympathise with the victims, that it renders them even more
invisible than the geographic difference; they are reduced to
tragic  numbers.  Thereby,  it  is  important  to  underline  that
outbreaks of subjective violence are not only to be seen as
contextualized by systems of exploitation. To understand the
complete picture, we need to stress that the systemic violence
is  perpetuated  by  the  words we use,  by  our  reluctance  to
understand the distant suffering brought about by a relentless
hunger for growth. Against this backdrop, Zizek argues that
every violent acting out is a sign that there is something that
cannot be put into words. Precisely because our language is
inherently  restrictive  and,  thereby,  violent,  even  over-
excessive, brutal violence is to be understood as an enacting
of a certain symbolic deadlock. In other words, as an active
intervention in the real, normal conduct, violence is a signifier
of disillusionment.

If Zizek is right and language impedes us from sympathising
with the suffering of others while the distance to the problems
created by our western lifestyles is too big to directly affect
us, what made me question my stance on the legitimacy of
violence? A few months ago, I was in the Danneröder Forst,
commonly referred to as ‘Danni’, a forest in Germany that is
currently occupied by green anarchists. First of all,  a bit of
background  information  on  the  Danni:  the  region’s
government decided to build a highway, the A49, through the
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forest  and  thereby  to  irreversibly  damage  the  biotope.  In
2019,  last  summer,  an  action  collective  called  “KeineA49!”
(translation: NoA49!) was formed with the aim of occupying
the forest and protecting it from destruction. Since then, the
Danni and its Barrios,  which are tree-house villages spread
throughout the forest, assumed an emblematic importance for
the global climate justice struggle. It represents the effort of
people to peacefully coexist without harming others and the
effort  to  break  with  capitalism’s  dependence  on  ever-
increasing growth. Even though the occupation polarizes the
majority  population,  there  is  ample  symbolic  support  and
mobilization throughout the country and the climate justice
movement to express solidarity  with the cause.  Among the
activists,  several  claim  that  the  community  created  in  and
around  the  Danni  is  an  attempt  at  living  the  ‘utopia’,  our
dream of collectivisation based on the principles of  equality
and freedom. On the 1.10.2020, the German police started
evicting the Danni to pave the way for harvesters to cut down
the  forest.  For  about  a  week,  I  was  in  the  occupation,
supporting the cause of stopping the eviction. 

Even though I myself was not subjected to direct violence, it
is appalling how much excessive force was used by the police
since the eviction began.  The most  drastic  example is  that
during one week in November 2020, 6 activists fell out of the
trees  because  their  security-ropes  were  carelessly,  and
arguably intentionally, cut by the Police. My point is that, by
being  there,  living  among  the  activists  and  collectively
working  towards  an  anarchist  post-growth  society  not  only
makes me feel attached to the cause, feel compassionate with
the activists that were severely hurt. It makes me completely
question the legitimacy of the excessive violence exercised by
the police to further an absurd parliamentary decision: to cut
down a forest for a highway despite the progressing climate
catastrophe. It makes me question the newspaper articles of
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German mainstream media that portray the activists in Danni
as  violent  with  preposterous  accusations  such  as  throwing
faeces on the police. I undoubtedly am similarly biased in my
assessment of the situation; because of my experience and
ideological convictions, I see beautiful examples of peaceful,
free  coexistence,  where  the  media  report  of  the  ‘reign  of
chaos’; where the media talk of excessive, careless violence
on  the  side  of  the  activists,  I  understand  the  situation  as
provoked by the political decision to cut down the forest and
the police as violently enacting this absurdity. 

Referring  back  to  Zizek’s  argument,  the  police  embody  a
systemic,  objective  form  of  institutionalised  violence.  Even
though the police are using excessive and unnecessary brutal
violence  in  the  eviction,  this  form  of  violence  is  rendered
invisible  because  the  language  used  in  reporting  about  it
frames it as legitimate. By virtue of the institutional character
of the police, their actions are described as representing the
state  and  thereby  the  will  of  the  people.  The  anarchist’s
means of protest, on the other hand, are branded as violence
against  the  power  of  the  state  because  they  advocate  a
different  way of  life.  Because  they want  to  break with  the
objective  violence  of  the  capitalist  system,  activists  are
sometimes resorting to active, non-peaceful resistance in the
eviction. It is important here, to underline that the exercise of
force  is  a  highly  unresolved  debate  amongst  anarchists  at
large and that only a tiny fraction of  activists in the Danni
actually  assume  non-peaceful  means  of  resistance.
Irrespective of that, the occupation as a whole is branded as
overtly violent by established narratives, rendered illegitimate
by  the  fact  that  it  seems  irrational  in  light  of  the  normal
conduct  of  German society.  Thereby,  the  language  used  to
undermine protestors, as described by Zizek, legitimises the
violence exercised by the police as well-established institution.
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The point I am trying to make is not just that the German
police  are  excessively  violent  in  protecting  parliamentary
decision  that  are  highly  disputed  among  the  majority
population. The crucial point is that the Danni and how the
struggle for its survival is framed with a one-sided perspective
on the ongoing violence showcase that our understanding of
the legitimacy of political violence at large is very negligent.
Against this backdrop, I think that subjective violence which
seems irrational at first glance should be re-assessed. I do not
ask of you to turn violent. What I ask of you is merely to not
condemn subjective violence as a matter of principle. 

What I learned in the Danni is that Zizek is right, that political
violence is more complex than we presume, in that there are
always  multiple  understandings  of  the  situation  involved.
There are two bigger narratives at play in Danni, on the one
hand, the activists accusing the police of pointless, excessive
violence to further a controversial political decision, and, on
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the other, the police and established media outlets accusing
the activists of violence in the form of not accepting the rule
of law. If we consider that both sides are convinced of their
legitimacy,  convinced  that  the  other  are  either  mindlessly
following orders or purposefully undermining the established
order,  it  seems  hypocritical  to  reject  the  questioning  of
political violence per se. 

Also here in Maastricht, we need to talk about violence to fine-
tune our collective understanding of where we will “draw the
line”. I am not only talking about individual perpetrators here.
We are living in an inherently violent system. If we accept that
subjective  outbursts  of  violence  are  part  of  our  daily  lives
because  they  signify  the  systemic  violence  of  a  given
situation,  it  is  important  to  first  scrutinize  the  every-day
violence  we  grew  accustomed  to  before  evaluating  the
legitimacy of the situation. If we don’t, our inability to grapple
with questions of violence provides an implicit allowance for
systemic violence to persist. To borrow the provocative words
of Zizek: “The true ethical test is not only the readiness to
save the victim, but also – even more, perhaps – the ruthless
dedication to annihilating those who made them victim.”

Rage & Love, 

HaiHappen

24



INDEPENDENT  MEDIA,  OR  MEDIA  INDEPENDENT
OF ALTERNATIVES?

We live in an era that seems to be defined by perpetual crisis,
be it global warming, refugees, or the next financial crisis. At
the  same  time,  we  are  in  the  midst  of  new  technological
developments that are going to fundamentally change our way
of living (social media and artificial intelligence just to mention
a few). Considering the severity of these issues, it  is  quite
astonishing to see how governments and mainstream media
fail to offer any meaningful political solutions or even analysis
that  reach  beyond  relying  on  further  technological
development,  financial  incentives  (like  a  carbon  tax)  and
consumer  responsibility,  so  that  the  market  will  eventually
solve  these  problems  itself.  What  is  never  provided  is  an
analysis of how we got here in the first place. After all, our
lord and saviour  the market economy has been around for
more or less 200 years,  yet  it  seems we have never been
closer to human extinction. And a cynic might even think that
instead of generating profit for the sake of promoting human
welfare, our market economy is really just about generating
profit for the sake of profit. To understand why we are in this
ideological deadlock, we have to look how political discourse is
formed, through media. 

There are two components necessary for engaging someone in
political  discourse,  firstly  there  has  to  be  awareness  of  a
problem and secondly there must be availability of information
regarding this problem. In the age of  digitalization and the
internet, access to information is so abundant that most of the
time the question really is where and what to look for and,
most importantly, what you can trust. This in turn is primarily
determined by how one got  aware of  a  problem since  this
initial exposure to a problem usually makes other sources that
are framed in a similar way seem more credible. So how does
one become aware of a problem? In rare cases, because one
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is personally affected by it or knows someone who is. Most of
the time it is because we hear about it in the news, may that
be newspapers, radio stations, television or online. 

The way we receive news fundamentally changed in the last
couple of decades as a result of digitalization. Classical print
media (with the rare exception of books) are more and more
shifting  to  online  formats  like  news apps,  blogs  and  social
media, or die out. And this has two important implications.
First  of  all,  instead  of  receiving  a  multitude  of  articles  on
different topics that are edited and reviewed, the readers now
get to choose which articles they want to access. The second
and most important implication is that there is a fundamental
change  in  the  business  model  of  newspapers.  While
newspapers always made small revenues from ads they used
to  mostly  rely  on  monthly  subscriptions,  nowadays  they
almost completely rely on ad revenues (to be fair most online
news websites offer subscriptions to access exclusive content,
but I never heard of someone actually using them). 

This  circumstance  is  paired  with  an  increased  competition
between newspapers as everyone can choose and access the
newspaper they want online. Smaller and more independent
newspapers are especially affected by this, many of whom are
going  bankrupt  and  get  bought  up  by  giant  media
conglomerates like News Corp. (e.g. The Times, The Sun, The
Wall Street Journal and owner Rupert Murdoch also owns Fox
News), Mediahuis (e.g. De Telegraaf, Het Nieuwsblad and The
Irish Independent) and Bertelsmann (e.g. RTL group, Stern,
Geo  and  partly  Spiegel).  These  conglomerates  (which  not
seldom  incorporate  more  than  a  hundred  different  news
outlets)  however,  have  to  satisfy  shareholders  who  want  a
return on their investments as quickly as possible and have
little  interest  in  journalistic  standards.  To  cope  with  this
increased financial pressure, news corporations decrease staff
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and reduce the quality of their articles in order to publish as
much as possible and as quickly as possible to be ahead of
competitors. This means that often journalists are unable to
conduct sophisticated investigations and rely on information
that is already available to them. 

Thus, newspapers are forced to eat information directly out of
the hands of government press offices, think tanks and lobby
groups.  A  good  example  of  this  are  the  G20  protests  in
Hamburg  of  2017  where  many  newsletters  uncritically
published  police  press  releases  presenting  the  collapse  of
civilisation caused by left radicals and how police and the local
major Olaf Scholz saved society. Later reviewing of the events
showing that the police deliberately escalated demonstrations,
attacked journalists and even paramedics, appeared at a time
were  nobody  was  really  interested  anymore,  and  public
perception  of  the  events  was  already  formed.  It  is  this
phenomenon that causes the “credible” media to show less
and less diversity of the news that get presented to us and is
the  reason  why  no  viable  alternative  interpretations  and
solutions of political problems seem to exist.
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If one does look beyond what is considered to be “credible”
media,  we  quickly  find  ourselves  in  probably  the  most
significant  form  of  media  nowadays:  social  media
(notwithstanding  that  every  professional  news  outlet  has
some  form of  representation  there).  The  majority  of  us  is
already receiving their news mainly from social media and this
trend is only going to increase. On the surface social media
looks  like  the  perfect  tool  to  receive  news.  Everybody  can
share  their  opinion  or  information  while  everyone  else  can
comment and discuss it in real time. But here again we have
to  look  closer  at  the  business  model  running  in  the
background.  Social  media  is  financed  by  selling
advertisement. The more time we spend on social media the
more  ads  can  be  shown to  us.  And  this  is  realized  by  an
algorithm  which  analyses  what  kind  of  content  we  are
interested in and that keeps us engaged. By comparing our
interests with those of other people that show similar interests
the algorithm determines what content is presented to us and
at the same time which ads are most likely to influence us. So
instead of promoting social connections, as is often claimed,
we are getting enthralled and occupied with the use of social
reinforcers.  Everybody likes to hear that other people  have
similar  opinions  because  it  gives  us  validation  and
simultaneously  makes  us  even  more  convinced  of  that
opinion. 

So,  instead  of  having  discussions  and  looking  at  problems
from different perspectives we end up with bubbles in which
we  tell  each  otherer  how  great  we  are  and  how  terrible
everyone else is. And if someone disagrees with us it must be
because they are stupid or because they have sinister motives
for  doing  so.  Additionally,  these  processes  mainly  happen
without  anyone  who  is  not  participating  in  these  circles
knowing about it. Until they eventually resurface. It is at this
point  that  we  end  up  with  “fake  news”  and  conspiracy
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theories. This phenomenon has always happened, even before
social media, however now we are globally connected to each
other and no matter how crazy a belief is, chances are you will
find someone who shares it. And it is further empathized by
the fact that popular media cannot offer alternatives anymore.

To make matters even worse, the following public outcry from
the established media only creates more audience for these
kinds of ideas and makes the movements behind them seem
bigger and more important than they really are. After all, it is
quite impressive to see how right-wing parties, that emerged
within  the  last  couple  of  years,  managed  to  present
themselves  as  alternatives,  while  virtually  offering  nothing
alternative to the current mainstream political discourse (with
the  exception  of  immigration  politics  perhaps  and here  the
established parties simply adapted their ideas) or by simply
denying the existence of problems (climate change, COVID-
19, etc.).

So, after having shown that we are in deep shit and to get
back to the main point of  this article: how can we engage
people in alternative political thought (that at the same time
does  not  simply  deny  the  existence  of  a  problem)?  It  is
probably easier than ever to publish political ideas and more
than plenty already exist online. The difficult part is to actually
reach people with it and to create awareness. Since political
thought  that  seeks  solutions  in  opposition  to  the  market
economy is  notoriously  in  lack  of  funding  (I  wonder  why),
advertisement and other forms of mass distribution are not an
option. And as previously shown, social media will only reach
people who already have an interest or awareness for these
ideas and is likely only going to be useful to further educate or
for the organization of events and as a platform to get into
contact. And even that is questionable when considering the
glaring issues with data privacy. 
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The only viable solution in my opinion is to push these ideas
into the public sphere and back onto the streets. There are
many ways to achieve this, may that be with posters, graffiti,
(or perhaps even the creation of a magazine) and of course
good, old fashioned demonstrations. These messages have to
be conveyed in a way that is approachable and does not scare
away people who are not familiar with these kinds of ideas,
yet  at  the  same time they have to  be distinct  and radical
enough to evoke interest as an alternative. The most effective
way for this would be to address topics that a lot of people are
already  affected  by  and  to  show  how  these  problems  are
connected  to  other  issues.  (Un)Fortunately  there  is  no
shortage of problems people are struggling with, from wage
dumping,  affordable  housing,  gender  equality  to
environmental issues etc. But it is not enough to just create
awareness, and to get a foot in the door so to say. There also
has to be a community that is organized and visible enough to
connect with people that are interested and that can provide a
foothold for further education. 

There  already  is  a  growing  number  of  people  that  are
disillusioned  by  the  current  state  of  politics  and  that  are
looking for alternatives. And it  is now more important than
ever to provide this alternative. Criticizing from the comfort of
our couch however won’t do it.
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SHOPPING FOR DEMOCRACY - ON CONSUMER 
CHOICES, GREEN CAPITALISM AND LOSING FOCUS

If  we stumble across  the term “consumer-democracy”,  that
some people use to describe our society in the so called west
(west from where though?), we realize its implications: the
individual choice what to buy and what not to buy is linked to
the redistribution of power – according to our demand, supply
will be shaped in the long run. So that is what this idea is
about: it attributes power to those who consume.
That means we somehow can participate in the redistribution
of power both by dropping a vote in a ballot box and also by
spending a banknote.

That suggests that we are given power to decide by being part
of a consumer trend on what happens on a large, in fact, on a
global scale, as we find ourselves in a globalized economy. On
the one hand there is the obvious choice of what product I
prefer  over  another,  and  whether  I  find  it  appealing  and
needed.  On the  other  hand -  and  here  the  story  becomes
interesting  -  I  can  choose  to  take  the  implications  of  the
product into account, implications beyond its appearance on
the consumer end (physical, virtual or whatever): the social
and environmental  aspects of  its  production (and disposal).
More  specifically  that  could  be  that  one  refuses  to  buy
products containing palm oil, because to farm this ingredient,
most likely rainforest was burned down to give space for a
plantation. That would mean that in the supermarket we are
given  the  choice  whether  we  want  to  support  justice  or
injustice to take place or hazardous exploitation of  humans
and  the  environment  is  allowed  to  happen,  through  the
selection of the product we take home (if we pay for it). 

That  would  imply:  I  can  choose  child-slavery  and  burning
rainforests  or  a  more  sustainable  fair-trade  alternative  –
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assuming  I  have  money  to  pay  for  it.  Consequently  the
consumer choice - a binary system: to buy or not to buy -
would be a matter of conscience and the supermarket – an
absurd place in this regard - an arena of political dispute. 

Exactly  this  idea becomes obvious in  campaigns like “BDS”
that calls for the boycott of Israeli products or “Buy from a
black woman”, a movement in the US that wants to challenge
the racist and misogynistic establishment and shift power to
people  who  are  subject  to  intersectional  discrimination.  Or
fair-trade badges that suggest that the choice of coffee is the
choice  in  between contempt or  respect  towards the  people
who farmed and harvested the beans you hold in your hands.

Following  that  logic,  Black  Friday  could  be  considered  an
election day. A bit more than every other day also is. In a
representative  democracy  for  many  who  believe  that  the
people’s power is expressed when they go voting, their choice
is one that is well thought through, and for some the walk up
to  the  ballot  box  is  a  solemn  endeavour.  The  avid  and
seemingly  thoughtless  clicking  on  “order-now”-buttons  and
the bouquets of shopping bags in the hands of people in malls
does then not seem coherent, even scandalous, if we assume
politics should be done in a thorough way. 

If apparently the expression of power is organized that way in
our society, how come there is seemingly so little awareness
for it? 

From there it is easy to be angry and frustrated about people
not  taking  on  their  share  of  responsibility  and  act  in
ignorance. Or one monitors their own behaviour meticulously,
being very aware of the impact every transaction bears.
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But it cannot be that you walk out of a shop with blood on
your  hands  or  a  nimbus  of  sainthood.  The  range  of  the
potential outcomes of our consumer choices, their scenery and
presentation  (shelves  and  freezers)  and  the  obstacles
hindering us to make an informed choice must seem absurd.

So  if  we  now  try  to  examine  the  organization  of  these
“elections” we will find several problems. Here are just some
of them:
The influence and choices on the outcome correlate with the
amount  of  money  one  spends:  The  ballot  papers  are  not
handed out in an egalitarian fashion, no: we carry those in our
wallets; some may find many there, some none at all.
Or one can simply wonder, why expressing one’s opinion is
inevitably  linked  to  the  transaction  of  goods  and  their
augmentation.

Also one could ask, what the base of those informed decisions
should be. Advertisement? It takes investigative journalism to
reveal the entanglement of major textile enterprises in misery
and fatal incidents in Bangladeshi factories or cheap labour of
Uyghur-prisoners being involved in the production of German
cars.
And most of all  one should pose the question, who are the
parties that I can actually vote for? In a parliamentary system
people are invited to the ballot  box to tick one,  several  or
none of the given options. Those options are listed - ideally -
in a transparent manner, and there are official statements on
what their intentions are. (“Ideally” is an important word here,
because we should also question the implementation of this in
reality).  But  individual  entrepreneurs  or  interlaced
corporations rarely disclose what visions of the world they are
aiming for.
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I am not asking for a literal label on the products declaring
who profits from it or what their policy proposals are; this is
not  a  call  for  regulation  obliging  enterprises  to  more
transparency. 
Because there is enough transparency to realize this: those
labels in the end would look somewhat identical – They would
declare the same concept in different shades: a more or less
brutal attempt to profit in a competition in which most people,
other creatures and our basis of life are the losers.

There is no real choice to make in this “election”.

We as a society should face this and reevaluate if this is our
preferred mode of governance.

Unfortunately we cannot hand in a blank ballot paper, to voice
that we have an opinion that is not represented in the given
options (“None of the above”) because as long as there will be
humans,  there  will  be  a  demand  for  goods,  the  most
prominent examples are food and clothing. But sure: we need
to consume less.

Then  making  conscious  choices,  as  some  kind  of  damage
control can be an approach to deal with the here and now, for
those of us who can afford it. Remaining in the image of the
“election” that would maybe resemble strategic voting. 

However, it is not the solution to a fundamental problem to
choose the least harmful from a variety of bad options and it
should not absorb our focus too much. 

As we realize the power of the consumer is an illusion and that
we have no real choice, we must address the problem at its
roots. We need radical change: we cannot rely on corporations
to give up their privilege and suddenly turn into benevolent

34



environmentalist institutions; we need a transition to a society
that  shares  benefits  and  responsibilities  in  a  just  way  and
establish  a  drastically  different  mode  of  production  and
consumption by ourselves.

B. ContrarioContrario
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LETTER TO ANTI-CAPITALIST SANTA

Dear Santa,

I  hope this  letter  finds you well.  I  was worried about you,
earlier this month. I know it is getting hotter there, and the
reindeer are struggling to carry all the presents if the snow is
too watery. I know that there are some people that are trying
to make this better, all over the world. I hope we will manage
to change this system soon. You see, many people are still
scared that a change would create confusion and violence – as
if  this world wasn’t confused and violent already. But I am
sure that sooner or later you will manage to come here and
tell all of us how well are things working for you on the North
Pole, without money, or laws, or states. And then maybe, if
they  don’t  believe  the  evidence  of  our  mistakes,  they  will
believe you!

I wanted to congratulate you – I know the factory is going
very well, and all the elves are happy. You know, some people
still do not believe that it is possible to produce presents, and
do things, without a capitalist society. They always say, that if
you  take  away  the  economic  system,  nobody  would  do
anything anymore, because they would not get paid. Well, it’s
a  shame you cannot  come here  to  tell  them that  actually,
some people do want to do things, even if they are not paid.
What did you tell me the last time that we saw each other?
Work for love, not for profit? I wish only they could see your
factory,  where  all  the elves go to when they want,  if  they
want, to do things that they want to do. And everything works
out well, and every child still gets their present on time! It is
true, that you are ending up with a little bit fewer presents
than what many people think – but could you imagine, all the
nice presents that would go to waste? I know that what you
are producing is more than enough for everyone.
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On a different note, I heard that your dear friend Sinterklaas
is a bit sad because of what happened at the Markt recently. A
reindeer  told  me Piet  is  still  very  upset,  and he was  even
thinking of going on strike this year and not bring any present
to anyone. I can understand – he has been trying for years to
tell people to stop using that offensive costume, that does not
represent him as a chimney sweeper at all. It was very sad,
that some people threw eggs at those who were protesting in
his  name  –  and  in  the  name  of  all  the  people  that  were
offended. I cannot understand, dear Santa, why adult people
were  so  angry  about  changing  a  costume  –  aren’t  adults
supposed to stop believing in you after a certain point? I know
it sucks anyway, but you know, that is what this society can
do to you – it makes you stop believing in important things,
and  makes  you  want  to  throw  eggs.  But  I  heard  that
Sinterklaas and Piet did not want to give you too much work,
and so they sailed on the boat anyway. They also wanted to
try  out  the  new solar  panels,  and I  was told  they  worked
really well!

Dear Santa, this year, I wanted to ask you only for one, small
present. I say it is small, because it should be fairly easy to
find, but for some reasons here I  cannot find it  anywhere.
Please, dear Santa, change Piet’s costume, once and for all.
Maybe when it’s done we will all realise how easy it can be to
change things for the better, and how little it takes to let go
stupid traditions in the name of a better world.

I  know,  it  seems  like  something  very  easy  to  find  here,
without disturbing you. But here, there has been a bit of a
crisis – everyone is tired, and frustrated, and wants to throw
eggs. I know that it seems crazy, to think that we don’t need
a revolution in a society that is so easily broken.  But I don’t
want to ask you for a revolution right now – you have a lot of
things to think about. I am optimist that we will soon realise
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how many wrong things there are in the way we live, and we
will soon find a better way. If that doesn’t happen, well, you
know what I will ask you for next year.

I wish you a happy holiday – well, holiday for us, you will be
very busy, but I know you enjoy what you do. And say hi to
the reindeers, to the elves and to your husband.

With love,
Madda

If you liked this issue and have an interesting article you 
would like to see in the next one, feel free to send us an 
e-mail at: editorial@readradish.nl
For more information check out our website: readradish.nl
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