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Urban governance in the Low Countries; from 

managerial urban development towards entrepreneurial 

(Flanders) and financialized (Netherlands) forms. 
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Structure 

• Neo-liberalisation and UG 

• NlL & Flanders compared 

• Flanders, Entrepeneurial UG: Antwerp 

• The Netherlands, Financialized UG: Apeldoorn 

• Conclusion 



Population: 

NL: 16,8m. 

Flanders 6,2m; Wallonia 

3,5m; Brussels 1m 

GDP per inhabitant (%) 



The neo-liberalisation of Urban 

Governance 
 

Neoliberalisation UG: re-scaling & restructering supra-local 

funding spurring competition; variegation; blurring private/public 

roles; state agencies attuning  to ‘more-market orientated’ 

practices/ideologies (Peck and Tickell 2002; Brenner 2004; 

Springer 2012) 

Entrepreneurial UG: prioritizing competition for ‘flows’ over 

provision of public services/goods (Harvey 1989; Molotch 1993) 

Financialization of UG: adoption of excessive complex layers of 

debt (Kirkpatrick 2016); financialisation of public assets and 

systems (Ashton et al 2014); “finance governs” (Gotham 2014); 

facilitating desires financial actors (Guironnet et al., 2015) 

Variegation: represents systematic change (i.e. 

neoliberalisation) in context-specific varieties:  



  Entrepreneurial UG Financialized UG 

Steering forces: 

 

1)Domestic 

political 

economy 

“After-Fordist flexibilization and 

internationalization; weak and uneven 

growth; deflating downtown property 

markets” (P&W) 

“Speculative and predatory finance; low 

growth; real estate bubbles” (P&W) 

2) Inter-

governmental : 

financial 

financial and fiscal municipal autonomy; 

supra-local funding ‘competitive’ 

projects;  

“procyclical budgeting; systemic public 

sector austerity” (P&W)   

3)Inter-

governmental: 

urban planning 

Prioritizing entrepreneurial activities; 

more market oriented  policies 

Facilitating financialization processes 

Crucial dimensions: 

5)Governing 

Rationalities 

“‘Growth machine’ consensus; 

exchange-value driven; publicly 

subsidized development; speculative 

construction of place” (P&W) 

Municipal financial creativity/risk 

taking? 

“ring-fenced”, but Reregulation opening 

municipalities up for financialisation 

processes? 

 

6)Techniques “Corporate subsidization and place 

marketing; experimental privatization; 

enterprise zoning and deregulation” 

(P&W);  

Creative ways to adopt financialisation 

techniques and tools? 

 

7)Political 

dynamics 

“growth coalitions, democratic deficits” 

(P&W) 

“Post-democratic technocracy: 

emergency management” (P&W) 



Table 2 Indicators for the financialisation and entrepreneuralisation of 

urban governance related to urban development (3 year averages) 
Flanders Netherlands 

90-'92 '05-'07 

11-

'13 

90-

'92 

'05-

'07 11-'13 

Entrepreneurialization of UG 

X.1 % central/federal statet funding towards 

urban policy with ‘entrepreneurial’  goals  

(total funding urban policy in million) (0€) 

100% 

(118€) 

100

% 

(138

€) 

0%  

(34€) 

22% 

(1041

€) 

67% 

(238€) 

X.2a total amount PPP-projects 0 

27 

(max) 48 0 23 

14 

(min) 

indicators for the financialization of UG 

X.5 real estate bubbles: housing price to 

income* 44% 115% 

143

% 30% 106% 95% 

X7b housing equity as % of households asset 

portfolio* 

No 

data 41% 49% 34% 48% 47% 

X8a municipal borrowing to total municipal 

budget 

(total outstanding debt) 

103% 

(€8) 

80% 

(€8) 

76% 

(€8) 

182% 

(€75) 

78% 

(€39) 

101% 

(€52) 



Dutch UG related to urban development, 

transformations 1990s/2000s 
 

• 1980s/early 1990s: ‘Public Land Model’ 

• Decentralization  

• Reregulating real estate markets: long debt fuelled 

boom  shift from profits construction works towards 

land develop.  

• Privatising and/or financializing important actors 

related to urban development  

• Developers ‘capture’ municipal-led development model 

• Municipal land banking 
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Apeldoorn 
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The financial dimension of over-optimistic planning: 
cummulative costs and revenues of Apeldoorn's municipal 

land bank (in million euro) 

1.1 Land purchases 

1.2 Costs for planning bureaucracy/finance costs/land preperation 

1.3 Realised land gains  

2.1 land sold to developers 

2.3 Sold, other/subsidies/divers income 

2.4 Contribution to reserve 



 



Flemish UG related to urban development, 

transformation 1990s/2000s 
 

15 

• Electoral victories Vlaams Belang (>’88) 

• ‘urban revival’ (‘appartementization of Flanders’) 

as competitor for ever-expanding sprawl (late 

1990s) 

• ‘municipal real estate corporations’ (late 1990s) 

• Restructuring public funding from social support 

to supporting gentrification projects (2002) 

• Reregulation making PPP-constructions possible 

(2002) 

 



Table 4 Antwerp's instruments for urban (re-

)development 







• ADD PICTURES BIEB;  

AG Vespa: ‘urban accupunture’ 



European variegations of instruments 

central to urban development 
 • Dutch case: “ring-fenced” (Allen and Pryke 2013) from 

predatory finance, but connected with financialized real estate 

markets through municipal land banks as “an commercial entity 

within a public house” (Interview Ap3); over-optimistic planning 

combined with ‘bureaucratic’ accountancy techniques.  

• Flemish case: entrepreneurial coalitions: crucial role of 

municipal real estate corporations connecting municipalities to 

booming real estate markets; comparable risk neglects 

(masked by booming real estate markets?) 

     Put bluntly: “The private developers goes to the alderman and 

get’s what he wants” ““de projectontwikkelaar gaat bij de schepen en krijgt 

eigenlijk zijn goesting” (Interview An5) 
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