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10 Multiculturalism, dependent residence
status and honour killings

Explaining current Dutch intolerance towards ethnic
minorities from a gender perspective (1960-2000)

Marlou Schrover

Introduction

This chapter analyses how issues pertaining to the Turkish minority in
the Netherlands have been framed in parliamentary discussions and in
newspapers (see also Schrover 2011)."! It focuses, in particular, on three
issues that dominated debates between the 1960s and the 2000s. The is-
sues are described here separately, but they are very much related. They
occurred more or less in parallel and influenced one another. The first
was the multicultural policy in the Netherlands, which included provi-
sions for granting subsidies to Turkish organisations. Dutch multicul-
tural policy thus stimulated and subsidised differences. In the 1980s,
ideas about multiculturalism changed, and organisations lost most of
their subsidies. One exception was a Turkish women’s organisation.
However, that organisation’s exceptional position led to a coup which
heralded its end. Second was the large-scale publicity campaigns con-
ducted to prevent the deportation of Turkish women with a depend-
ent residence status after they had been left or divorced by their hus-
bands. There was a strong emphasis in the campaigns on the risks these
women faced, within the Netherlands and after their return to Turkey.
Third was the so-called ‘honour killings. Before the 1970s, Turkish men
and women, like Dutch men and women and others, were occasion-
ally involved in crimes of passion and related violence. Until the 1970s,
however, these were never framed as honour killings. In the 1970s,
newspapers systematically specified whether a perpetrator or a victim
was Turkish and ran headlines like, ‘Turk kills man, ‘Turk shoots man,
or ‘Jealous Turk kills girlfriend’ In the mid-1970s, the term ‘honour kill-
ing’ entered debates after experts had used this notion to explain and
predict violence among Turks in the Netherlands. The leading question
of this chapter is how and why the problematisation of these three is-
sues occurred.
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Materials and methods

Problematisation is the process in which actors (academics, politicians
and journalists) analyse a situation, define it as a problem, expand it
by attaching issues to it, finally suggesting a solution (Foucault 1984:
388-389). Problematisation always serves a purpose. In earlier research
I showed how problematisation, via an emphasis on the vulnerability
of migrant women, enabled rules to be bent without changing them
(Schrover 2009a, 20104, 2011).

This chapter uses records of parliamentary debates and newspaper
articles to analyse the discourse on the issues mentioned above and,
more specifically, nodal points within it. In general, nodal points appear
in the process of articulation and give a discourse stability and coher-
ence (Laclau & Moufte 1985: 105; Hoving, Dibbits & Schrover 2005).
A nodal point is a point in a discourse at which another meaning is
defined (De Cillia, Reisigl & Wodak 1999: 157). In this chapter, the three
focal issues are regarded as nodal points. Apart from the nodal points,
there are routine combinations, for instance, of fairness on the one hand
and firmness on the other (Van Dijk 1988, 1989, 1992: 92; Prins 2002).
Nodal points and routine combinations form the intersection between
discourse analysis and frame analysis. Within text, packets of organised
knowledge, called ‘frames,, ‘scripts’ or ‘topoi, are commonly used. These
packets, referred to here as ‘frames’ for the sake of brevity, are determi-
nants of the inferences necessary to understand sentence connections
(Van Dijk 1983: 30; Entman 1996: 77-78). Frames support an argument
without constituting it. They make text ‘recognisable’ and make it pos-
sible to omit information, because it is an inherent part of a packet of
knowledge (Scheufele 1999; Van Gorp 2005; Matthes & Kohring 2008).
Frames play a role in the process of problematisation via what is called
the ‘tactical linkage’ of issue areas (such as, e.g., trade, climate, safety or
migration), which are clustered in negotiations as ‘areas of joint gain’
(Rhodes 1997; Betts 2006).

The sections below analyse how in political debates and newspaper
articles issues were linked and groups of arguments were clustered.
The materials drawn on in this chapter come from three main sources:
parliamentary debates, newspaper articles and archives of immi-
grant organisations. Newspaper articles were collected from all major
national newspapers and a large number of regional newspapers in
the Netherlands.” The main immigrant organisation archive used was
that of the Turkish women’s organisation Hollanda Tiirkiyeli Kadinlar
Birligi (HTKB).?
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Multiculturalism and a Turkish women’s organisation

Multicultural policy, as it was introduced in a number of Western coun-
tries in the 1960s, stimulated individuals to organise into groups on
the basis of perceived cultural similarity. The struggle for recognition
by organisations within this policy spurred ethnic group formation,
organisation and mobilisation. Ethnic brokers worked to obtain rec-
ognition by making cultures or cultural difference visible. Since rec-
ognition claims were based on the supposed uniqueness of a group’s
culture, institutionalisation of multiculturalism led to an overemphasis
on differences between groups, underplaying diversity within groups.
Because of assumptions about group homogeneity, Dutch authorities
encouraged the formation of representative bodies for migrants per
country of origin. This not only denied differences within groups, but
it also increased competition between groups, which tried to legitimise
the claim that they spoke on behalf of the ‘community’ and thus quali-
fied for funding. In the long run, these policies led to ‘cultural freezing’
— that is, static ideas about the identity of minority groups and about
the Dutch majority society. This denied the fluidity of ethnicity, and
the fact that ethnicity can be differently experienced within communi-
ties along lines of age, gender and class; while it also ignored the influ-
ence of state policies, geopolitical constellations and economic change
(Volpp 1996: 1588-1589, 1592; Schrover 2010a).

Okin (1999) has shown that multiculturalism can have negative
consequences for immigrant or minority women, since an emphasis
on authentic identity and traditional values often implies restricted
rights for women. Bhadha (2009: 57) demonstrates that a paradox of
multicultural vulnerability may be created when the result of what is
meant to be the empowering of groups through multiculturalism pol-
icies leads to entrenchment of oppressive elements of cultural tradi-
tions, placing women in a worse position than they would be without
group recognition within multiculturalism. Okin’s point of view has
been criticised because it promotes stereotypical views of non-West-
ern women. Gender subordination is constructed as integral only to
non-Western cultures (Lutz 1997; McKerl 2007: 198). Non-Western cul-
tures are presented as sexist, frozen and static (Volpp 2001: 1185; McKerl
2007: 204-205). Western representations of the East serve not only to
define those who are the objects of the Orientalising gaze, but also the
West, which is defined through its opposition to the Rest. The West is
defined as modern, democratic and progressive; the Rest are seen as
primitive, barbaric and despotic. This representation always serves a
purpose. Around 1900, for instance, British suffragettes used the image
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of the ‘victimised sisters” in India to bolster their own claims. The vic-
timised sisters symbolised what the suffragettes did not wish to be:
immobile, secluded in the home and without rights (Volpp 2001: 1195).
In the 1970s, white middle-class Western women justified their claims
to equality by constructing non-Western women as helpless subjects of
barbaric traditionalism. The ‘other’ was seen as equal only in Christian
rhetoric, but never in reality (Doezema 2001: 30).

In the Netherlands, multicultural policy underwent major shifts
over time.* Three sets of ideas lay at the basis of the policy. In the first
place, a model for living apart together had been developed in a 19th
century Dutch colonial context: no conversions, no assimilation, but a
pacified segregated coexistence (Snouck Hurgronje 1916; see also the
chapter by Van Walsum, Jones & Legéne in this volume). Secondly,
there was the consociational model of conflict regulation, known as
pillarisation, which characterised Dutch society from the end of the
19th century onwards. Pillarisation linked political parties, civic asso-
ciations and a wide range of organisations, and immerged individuals
in their own (religious) group from the cradle to the grave. A num-
ber of groups within Dutch society — most importantly the Catholics,
which in the 19th century constituted about half of the population, but
encountered obstacles in the political and social domains - achieved
emancipation via this form of segregation. The model of ‘living apart
together’ of (denominational) groups dominated Dutch society well
into the 1960s. Within it, group rights were granted, for instance, to
Orthodox Protestants who were exempted from obligatory inocula-
tions, taxes, insurance and conscription. In the 1960s, the idea of pil-
larisation gradually lost ground, but its institutional infrastructure sur-
vived. It went on to structure the organisation of the new migrants,
who came from the 1960s, by ethnicity and religion rather than by class.
Provisions dating from the time of pillarisation made it possible, for
instance, for migrants to set up their own schools, subsidised by the
Dutch government (Schrover 2010b).

Ideas derived from pillarisation made multicultural policies accept-
able to the Dutch public, but the initial idea behind multiculturalism
was not emancipation via segregation, but to facilitate an easy return of
guest workers to their countries of origin (Rijkschroeff, Duyvendak &
Pels 2003: 27). A multicultural policy was pursued because it enforced
the idea of guest-worker migration as temporary migration. It allowed
migrants to function in the Netherlands, while making a return easy. To
facilitate a return, it was believed essential that migrants preserved their
language, cultural identities and internal group structures (Scholten
2007: 78; Obdeijn & Schrover 2008). Authorities felt that there was no
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need to encourage or facilitate integration (Rijkschroeff, Duyvendak
& Pels 2003: 22). The government maintained this idea long after it
had become clear that not all guest workers would return, because this
made it possible to legitimise continuation of guest-worker recruitment
(Bonjour 2008: 11).

Within the multicultural policy, integration was seen as a group pro-
cess. This led to subsidies for immigrant organisations.® Dutch govern-
ment policy strongly influenced the number of organisations that were
established, their nature, goals and continuity (Penninx & Schrover
2001). Most of the immigrant organisations that were formed were
men’s organisations. There were a few immigrant women’s organisa-
tions, of which the Turkish HTkB (Hollanda Tirkiyeli Kadinlar Birligi)
was the most important. Turkish women in the Netherlands set it up in
1974.7 It ceased to exist in 1995, but the local Amsterdam branch con-
tinued under a slightly different name (ATKB). HTKB was a spin-off of
HTIB, an organisation composed of left-wing Turkish men in the Neth-
erlands and which had been set up some years earlier.®* Nihat Karaman
ran the men’s organisation, and his wife, Maviye Karaman Ince, ran the
women’s organisation (Onderwater 2008; Robert 2009). In 1988, Nihat
Karaman was shot dead in front of his house. According to some, the
murder was politically motivated, while others attributed it to problems
in the private relational sphere.

HTIB and HTKB were, especially in their early years, left-wing and
strongly orientated towards Turkey. The HTKB saw itself as an organisa-
tion fighting a class struggle or fighting racism, and less as an organisa-
tion fighting for women’s rights. Dutch women’s organisations, for their
part, rarely emphasised what united immigrant and non-immigrant
women. Instead, they focused on what they believed divided them.
They did little to include immigrant women in their organisations and
activities. To the non-migrant women’s organisations, migrant women
were either invisible or they were victims.’

At its height, the HTKB had about 600 members and branch organi-
sations in seven Dutch cities.” HTKB had a support group of Dutch
women volunteers, as was customary for many Turkish organisations
(and those of other minorities) at the time. In the 1980s, the Dutch
government decided to specifically target women’s immigrant organi-
sations, of which it felt there were too few. A special programme, VEm,"
was set up to encourage and support immigrant women to organise.
VEM ran as a programme between 1982 and 1990. Immigrant women
were believed to be doubly disadvantaged because they were women
and migrants (or triply disadvantaged if they were also Muslims).
Women could ask for subsidies for a place where they could meet
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‘safely’ without men being present. Most initiatives within the vEm
programme came from non-migrant women; only some were joint
initiatives of migrant and non-migrant women. Turkish and Moroc-
can women’s organisations took very few initiatives. Migrant women
tried to gain more influence through creation of new organisations, but
they met with opposition from various sides. In the first place, Dutch
women within the immigrant or joint organisations refused to give
up their positions. Secondly, subsidisers at the local level did not trust
Turkish or Moroccan women when they applied for subsidies without
the support of Dutch women, and their requests were turned down
more often than those of Dutch women within joint organisations. The
Dutch women knew the institutions better, they had a better under-
standing of how to draft a proposal, and they knew the jargon. As a
result, the organisations that were created were hybrid in nature. On
several occasions, it was pointed out that the organisations of, or for,
migrant women, which were successful in getting subsidies, were artifi-
cial organisations (Bilgin et al. 1988).**

HTKB provided Dutch language classes, sewing classes and pro-
grammes aimed at teaching Turkish women how to ride a bicycle or
swim. HTKB worked together with other immigrant women’s organisa-
tions. In 1980, the Dutch Womens Movement (NvB) took the initia-
tive to organise some of the immigrant women’s groups under a joint
umbrella organisation. Immigrant women’s organisations found this
initiative patronising.”® The Amsterdam municipal authorities, how-
ever, subsidised joint initiatives. Via subsidies, Dutch authorities forced
Turkish migrants to organise as Turks, and not as Kurds, left-wing or
right-wing Turks, as workers, or as Muslims. When subsidies for all
organisations were reduced, tensions increased amongst the rather
artificially created organisations.' Subsidies for initiatives that had
to do with immigrant women continued.” In 1993, this led to a coup
at the general meeting of the HTKB. A group of 50 women joined the
organisation at the meeting, two of them stood as candidates for the
board, and they were chosen by the other new members. An emotional
meeting followed. At one point the board called in the assistance of the
police because of the threatening presence of Turkish men outside of
the building. The parties went to court in order to settle their dispute.
This heralded the end of the organisation. The story of HTKkB illustrates
the role of government subsidies in shaping organisations and their
goals. Turkish women were first made dependent on non-Turkish vol-
unteers. Subsidies disempowered rather than empowered them. Even-
tually the end of the subsidies led to violence and conflict, and the end
of the organisation.
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Women from a repressive culture

I have described the issue of dependent residence status at some length
elsewhere (Schrover 2009b, 2010a) and will therefore summarise it here
only briefly. Dependent residency was an issue not only in the Nether-
lands, but also in other Western countries (Sterett 1997; Coté, Kérisit &
Coté 2001). The issue arose when in 1975 recruitment of guest workers
came to an end. Labour migration was replaced by migration in the
context of family formation and reunification (Bonjour 2008). Since the
guest workers had been mostly men (Wentholt 1967; Chotkowski 2000;
Obdeijn & Schrover 2008), it was mostly women who came within the
framework of family reunification. In theory, men who joined their
wives could also get dependent residence permits, but since most guest
workers had been men, in practice it was mostly women who obtained
permits that depended on the residency status of their husbands. De-
pendent residency thus became a women’s issue. Dependent residency
meant that a woman could be deported if she left her husband (or was
left by her husband) within the waiting period of three years after her
arrival in the Netherlands. Dutch women’s organisations took up the
issue, expanding the framework within which the matter of the waiting
period was discussed. Stories about women started with an emphasis
on the goal of the campaigns — reduction of the waiting period - but
continued as stories about abuse and domestic violence, and about per-
secution in women’s countries of origin. Other issues were linked as
well, such as forced or arranged marriages of young girls.’ The linkages
made the problem all the more urgent.

From 1979 onwards, Dutch women’s organisations (mostly consist-
ing of non-immigrant, white, middle-class women) agitated against
dependent residency. Their campaigns personified the issue. Women
who epitomised the matter were singled out. Dutch women’s organi-
sations sought out women as figureheads for their media campaigns
in shelters for abused and maltreated women. Other organisations had
followed similar principles to find the figureheads used in campaigns
described by Schacher, Oxford, and Walaardt in this volume. The shel-
ters were willing to cooperate because they did not receive state sup-
port for foreign women who had left or had been left by their husbands
within the three-year period. Since the number of foreign women in
the shelters had increased - at the time of the campaigns they made up
half of the residents” - a solution to the problem of the waiting period
would also solve the precarious financial situation of the shelters."

All of the women selected for the media campaigns were Turkish.
This choice of cases made the matter both a women’s issue and an issue



238 Marlou Schrover

about the repression of women within Islam. In their campaigns, Dutch
women’s organisations reproduced 1gth-century stereotypes about
Islam and about women’s dependency within it. Rather surprisingly,
Dutch newspapers however, at this time seldom used the word ‘Tslam,
but only the word ‘religion’. Emphasis was on the backwardness of Turk-
ish society.” Women who were divorced would not be able to survive
in Turkish society, according to newspapers.*® The women were said
to have shamed and dishonoured their families.** Their (former) hus-
bands and family members were likely to take revenge on the women if
they were forced to return to Turkey, the newspapers wrote.>* The argu-
ments and stereotypes used echoed those described by Schacher in this
volume for refugees from Turkey decades earlier.

Women’s organisations presented three cases of individual women
in quick succession. The first woman who was chosen for the cam-
paign got a permit to stay on humanitarian grounds shortly after the
start of the campaign.® Since no change in policy had been achieved,
the women’s organisations presented a second case of a woman who
was maltreated by her husband and twice ended up in hospital. All
Dutch newspapers reported on her situation.** Turkish women sub-
mitted a petition to the government signed by 2,656 people. Fearing
a similar ‘success’ to that in the first case, the women’s organisations
added a third case.”

In Dutch parliament questions were raised about the number of
women encountering such problems, the number of women with a
dependent residence status in shelters, and the number of women threat-
ened with deportation. Rather surprisingly, the State Secretary of Justice
could not answer any of these questions; data were not available and
the activists did not provide them.?® In response to the question about
how many women were affected, newspapers provided information
about the total numbers of Turkish and Moroccan women in the Neth-
erlands,”” implying that all of them were likely to get into this situation.
The shelters used general quantifiers (‘many’ women).*® The State Secre-
tary of Justice emphasised that women who were in this position would
be allowed to stay on humanitarian grounds. There was no need for a
change of law, she stressed. The length of the waiting period had been
chosen to discourage marriages of convenience. One member of parlia-
ment asked if this was a Turkish or Turkish-Moroccan problem, rather
than a problem that applied to all migrant women. The answer was no;
the women in the shelters were definitely not all Turkish or Moroccan.
The fact that this question was raised illustrates the strong association
that by then had developed between the issue of dependency and being
Turkish.* Throughout the campaigns, Turkish women in the Nether-
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lands were presented as dependent and vulnerable, and Turkish society
was portrayed as extremely backward. A Turkish women’s organisation
in the Netherlands pointed out that the association between a depend-
ent residence status and violence could negatively influence the image
of foreign (or Turkish) women, and this would, in the long run, be to
the detriment of women. A Turkish social worker later said, “There were
many Dutch volunteers, but it was all very patronising. I was invited to
speak [at a meeting of Dutch women] about Turkish women. I immedi-
ately noticed that they thought all Turkish women were backward and
pathetic. They wanted to hold on to that image’ (Tinnemans 1994: 182).
Dutch women’s organisations pushed forward with their campaigns
along the lines criticised by Turkish women.

In 1983, there was a change in policy; women still had to be mar-
ried at least three years, but they only needed one year of residency in
the Netherlands before they could apply for an independent residence
permit. The policy change was announced by the Secretary of State at
the end of a conference on sexual violence against women and girls,
thus linking dependent residence status, the vulnerable position of
migrant women, and violence.?® In two of the three cases presented by
the campaigners, the women did not meet the criteria of the new law.
Therefore, even under the new law they would not have been allowed to
stay. For them personally the change of law was of little relevance since
they had already been allowed to stay on humanitarian grounds. On a
general level, and combined with the fact that it was never clear from
the beginning how many women were disadvantaged by the old law,
this makes the success of the campaigns questionable. It did, however,
strongly present Turkish culture as backward, which in the long run
disadvantaged Turkish women in the Netherlands.

Honour killings

Introduction of the term ‘honour killings’ was preceded by newspaper
reports in 1972 about severe riots in Rotterdam, which the Dutch news-
papers labelled ‘race riots’ (Schrover 2011). The riots started over a
housing issue and lasted seven days. Underlying the conflict was Dutch
government policy regarding family reunification. Guest workers were
only allowed to bring their families if they had suitable housing. Since
rental homes were very difficult to get, Turkish guest workers bought
cheap houses in rundown neighbourhoods. Turks also bought houses,
which they converted to boarding houses for their fellow countrymen.
The riots started when a Turkish homeowner tried to evict a Dutch
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woman with three young children. Dutch neighbours protested, and
Dutch rioters cruised the neighbourhood and smashed the windows
of the homes of Turks. Their furniture was thrown onto the street and
set on fire.> Turkish families were forced to flee. A Turk stabbed several
Dutch people in self-defence. They had to be treated in hospital. The
Dutch rioters complained that Turks were taking over the neighbour-
hood. They expanded the issue by adding that Turks were harassing
Dutch girls, some of whom were no older than 12 or 13. Two Dutch
girls were harmed by the Dutch rioters because they were friendly with
Turks. The police were photographed standing by idly during the riots,
while laughing and doing little to protect Turks. Police, however, did
block street entrances to make sure Turks in the neighbourhood did
not get support from Turks from elsewhere.* Turkish women and chil-
dren turned to the Turkish consulate for support and advice. The con-
sul and the Turkish minister of foreign affairs intervened, calling upon
the Dutch government to protect the Turks and their property.

Newspapers described the Turks efforts to organise to defend them-
selves and their calls for support. Turkish thugs, according to one of
the papers, armed with guns planned to take revenge.** One Turk was
quoted as saying he would behead the whole neighbourhood. Turks
who had fled to the roofs of their houses threw roof tiles onto riot-
ers several floors below them.® Four Turks were arrested, as well as
about 60 Dutch rioters.*® Dutch groups, which came out in support
of the Turks, stated that the young Dutch rioters did know what they
were getting themselves into. The Turks were hard to restrain, they said.
Despite the support group’s efforts, they might very well become vio-
lent and might cut the rioters into seven pieces.” Newspaper articles
supported this view; Turkish women and children had left the neigh-
bourhood, but Turkish men hid in backrooms, listened to the muffled
thuds of stones landing in their front rooms, the scattering of glass and
the splintering of wood, and waited to crack the skull of every Dutch
guy who dared climb the stairs.?®

Overall the tone in the newspapers was one of surprise and outrage
at the eruption of violence and racial hatred. But the articles also fed
an atmosphere of fear. Shortly after the outbreak of the riots, a Turkish
man stood to allow a young Dutch woman to sit on a packed train. The
woman misunderstood his intentions and started to scream. Somebody
pulled the emergency chain, forcing the train to stop, and the chival-
rous Turk was arrested.”

The effect of reports about the riots was twofold. In the first place,
a possible violent nature of the Turks was emphasised. This idea was
reinforced by endless reports in the Dutch newspapers about Turkish
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atrocities against Greeks in Cyprus in 1974, and reports about riots in
the Netherlands in 1976. Those riots had started after a Turkish man
stabbed a Dutch man to death at a fair. During the 1976 riots an extrem-
ist right-wing party — the Nederlandse Volks-Unie — started a racist
campaign. Secondly, there was the surprising nature of the riots. Brit-
ish, French and Turkish newspapers reported on the Dutch race riots.
They were quoted at length in Dutch newspapers. The foreign papers
expressed surprise that this could happen in a nation like the Nether-
lands, which was known for its tolerance and hospitality to foreigners.*
Dutch newspapers tried to explain the eruption of violence. The Dutch
were perhaps not the hospitable or tolerant people they believed them-
selves to be, according to the papers, but there were also too many Turks
and too many Turkish boarding houses in poor neighbourhoods.* In
offering this explanation, the papers implicitly shifted part of the blame
away from the Dutch to the Turks. “Too many’ implied ‘too different’
The emphasis on cultural difference was perfectly consistent with the
ideas of multicultural policy. It was also consistent with how the issue
of honour killings developed.

Generally, culture is invoked to explain forms of violence against
immigrant or minority women, while it is not similarly invoked to
explain forms of violence that affect non-migrant or non-minority
women. In the usa, for instance, the media framed the murder of an
Indian woman within an assumed old Indian tradition of dowry mur-
ders, rather than presenting the murder as a response to domestic vio-
lence common in the usa (Volpp 2001: 1187). In the case of honour kill-
ings, violence is allegedly used to restore the honour of the family. The
murderer is believed to be chosen by the family at a family conference,
after which he plans his murder (which makes it premeditated murder
and not manslaughter); he turns himself in after the murder and does
not show remorse (Siesling 2006: 24). The assumption is that honour-
related violence is tolerated or excused by the members of the family or
community.

In the case of honour killings, perpetrators availed of a so-called
‘cultural defence’ (Siesling 2006 103-126). Cultural defence was seldom
used in practice, but it did have a strong influence in public and politi-
cal discourse. Cultural defence is not a doctrine in Dutch law (nor in us
law) (Siesling 2006: 66; Korteweg & Yurdakul 2009). Cultural defence
implies recognition that customs or mores might differ between coun-
tries (or cultures) and that an accused may be aware of differences, but
not able to comply with the rules of the country of settlement because
of an internalisation of the mores of the country of origin or pressure
from a community in the country of settlement. The accused is seen as
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having no free will and as not accountable for his actions (diminished
responsibility). Attorneys seek sentencing in line with the personal
characteristics of the defendant (as in the case of mentally handicapped
or children, who cannot be held responsible for their actions). The
defence is similar to the battered woman syndrome defence, in which
it is claimed that women are not accountable for killing their husbands
after they suffered years of maltreatment. Culture, however, is different
from mental state or age. Cultural cases move the responsibility away
from the individual, but also from society. The behaviour of migrants
results from their culture (which is presented as static), and that is not
something the country of settlement can remedy.

In cultural defence cases there is an emphasis on shame; men are
assumed to have killed their daughters, wives or sisters because the
women shamed the family with their assumed loose moral behaviour.
The culture of the country of origin of the perpetrator (or his forefa-
thers) is contrasted with the more individualistic societies in which he
lives and which are believed to care less about honour and shame. In
the discourse, a distinction is made between backward cultures (often
called ‘traditional’) and modern cultures. Both are seen as static. Rather
surprisingly, little reference is made to the connection between the need
to avenge shame on an individual level and the absence of strong cen-
tral government or that individual-level revenge in the form of feuds
and duels was common in European countries from the Middles Ages
until the 19th century (Le Vaque-Manty 2006). Avenging shame is pre-
sented only as part of the traditions of non-European countries.

Authors have pointed out that advocating use of the cultural defence
is problematic because it focuses on the rights of the defendant and
fails to protect the victims and the public at large. The argument that
‘his culture made him do it’ does little to deter others from commit-
ting the same act or even to deter the defendant himself from repeating
his offence. Nor does it assure victims and other potential victims that
society is willing to protect them or to punish the defendant for the
harm done by his act (Lambelet Coleman 1996: 1136).

Non-migrant women in the Netherlands are also killed by their
husbands, brothers and fathers because of shame or jealousy, but these
murders are never discussed in the same way as the so-called honour
killings. In 1959, a Dutch man avenged his sister, according to Dutch
papers, by killing a man who had slapped her in the face.* Generally
when a Dutch man kills his wife, sister or daughter, it is described as a
crime of passion or a family tragedy. Furthermore, in the Netherlands
(and Germany) honour killings are characterised as a Turkish issue,
while in the Uk they tend to be associated with the Pakistani commu-
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nity. Honour killings were reported in Greece in the late 1960s (Safilios-
Rothschild 1969), but murders among Greeks in the Netherlands were
not explained from that perspective.

In the 1970s, before the term ‘honour killing’ was introduced, there
were murders in which the perpetrator was Turkish and which took
place in the relational sphere.#® In some cases newspapers used the
word ‘honour, but not the term ‘honour killing. Some cases had char-
acteristics which later might have been described as ‘honour killing’ In
1972, a 14-year-old Turkish boy shot and killed a 36-year-old Turkish
man. The boy lived with his father, mother and brothers. According
to the police, the man was probably the lover of the boy’s mother.* In
1973, the public prosecutor in a murder case said that a Turkish drama
should be regarded from a Turkish perspective. A Turkish woman had
killed her Turkish lover. According to the public prosecutor the Turk-
ish husband should have killed both his wife and her lover, according to
Turkish ‘adat’* The Turkish man was a coward, the public prosecutor
was quoted as saying in a newspaper. Rather than killing his wife and
her lover himself, he had provided his wife with a gun so she could kill
her lover, save her honour and prove her loyalty to her husband. The
whole affair was called a guest-worker drama, not an honour killing.*°
In 1975, a Turkish man fatally shot a compatriot, who he believed had
raped his wife. The killer declared he had done so to save his honour
as a man.*” The public prosecutor declared this argument to be absurd
and false.”® Shortly afterwards, a 18-year-old boy fatally shot his uncle,
who had knocked his mother unconscious and tried to take his younger
siblings away.* The conflict within the family had started the previous
year, when the father had gone to Turkey to find a bride for his son.
He had returned with a 16-year-old girl, whom the son regarded as his
wife from then on. The father had, however, started an affair with the
girl. According to the public prosecutor, his wife and his son had been
shamed by these events. The father had gone to Turkey with this young
woman, and some time later had summoned his son to join him there.
When the boy refused, his father and uncle threatened to kill him. At
this point, the court called upon a lawyer from the Turkish consulate
in the Netherlands who was an expert in Turkish common law. The
expert explained that the family came from Eastern Turkey, were vio-
lence occurred when honour was impugned. The boy, who became the
head of the family after his father’s departure, was bound to protect his
mother and younger siblings. The expert referred to a Turkish proverb,
which said that soiled honour could only be restored by blood. The pub-
lic prosecutor did not accept this defence.>® One month later, a Turkish
man shot and killed his 13-year-old daughter.>* A year later, a Turkish
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woman killed a Turkish man who had followed her by car while she
walked to the post office. He had tried to convince her to come with
him. When she refused and he persisted, she shot him.>* Shortly after-
wards a Turkish man shot his wife, who was planning to leave him;** a
young Turkish man died after a fight for an unknown reason;** and a
Turkish woman shot her husband dead in the street, because she sus-
pected him of having an affair.”®

Newspapers, as rule, do not report every murder. Overall the num-
ber of murders in this period was about 1 per 100,000 people per year
(Leistra & Nieuwbeerta 2003: 21). With a Turkish population of about
100,000 (or 150,000 if children born of Turkish parents in the Nether-
lands are also included), the percentage was slightly higher than aver-
age in the 1970s. Precise statements are difficult to make, because there
is no registration according to ethnic group, and murder rates are influ-
enced by the demographic profile of a group. The chance of becoming
either a victim or a perpetrator are higher for the age group 18 to 45, and
this group was larger among Turks than among the Dutch population
as a whole. Newspapers in this period did not compare crime statistics
of Turks and non-Turks, but detailed reporting and standard reference
to the ethnic background of victims and perpetrators emphasised the
idea that there was something specific about the murders that called for
an explanation.

The term ‘honour killing” was first used in the Netherlands in 1976
when a Turkish boy killed the man who had raped his sister (Ferwerda
& Van Leiden 2005). In 1977, a Turkish man was convicted of man-
slaughter. He had killed another Turkish man to avenge the repeated
rape of his 13-year-old daughter. The girl had given birth to a child,
thus shaming the family. She would have no other future than work
as a prostitute, the father declared in court.’® In 1978, a Turkish man
smashed the skull of his heavily pregnant wife with a cognac bottle. The
murder followed marital problems, because the wife refused to obey
the Koran, especially regarding subservience, newspapers wrote.” In
1979, a boy was convicted of murdering his half-sister. His motives were
never revealed in court, but he did refer to family honour, which had
been violated. The judge was not convinced by this cultural defence
(Siesling 2006: 200). That same year, a Turkish woman and mother
of four was convicted and sentenced to seven years of imprisonment
for killing a distant cousin. He had raped her a few years before and
spread gossip about her in the Turkish community. The public pros-
ecutor demanded a severe sentence, precisely because he did see this
as honour killing and wanted to deter those with similar plans.®® A few
days later, two Turkish brothers killed their brother-in-law because he
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maltreated their sister, his wife. According to the newspapers this was
an honour killing.* A public prosecutor declared that cases of honour
killings were likely to increase in the Netherlands. He based this state-
ment, according to Dutch newspapers, on a Dutch academic study by
A H. Nauta. Nauta was of the opinion that the recent killings were the
tip of the iceberg.® The study related to Turkey, but was used to explain
murders in the Netherlands.

In 1985, there was a murder during a wedding party whereby refer-
ence was made to shame and honour. In all of these cases the perpe-
trators were Turkish. All murders received a lot of publicity. A strong
association developed between the phenomenon and migrants from
Islamic countries. In 1999, a Turkish woman was killed by her husband,
in the presence of her children. The husband suspected her of adultery.
The attorney asked that his client be charged with manslaughter, rather
than with premeditated murder, because of his cultural background.
The judge called the case revolting, particularly because the defendant
showed no remorse. Rather than reducing his punishment on cultural
grounds, the judge decided to increase the sentence in order to set an
example to Dutch society and the Turkish community within it (Sies-
ling 2006: 202). Two other cases followed. In 2003, a Turkish girl was
shot by her father, and in 2004, a woman of Turkish origin was killed
by her husband. She had fled to a shelter but her husband had managed
to find her. The judges did not consider these cases honour killings,
but in public and political debates the murders were presented as such,
and demonstrations were held and political measures were called for,
although it is not clear what the measures should be.

Overall over the past three decades, six court cases were heard in
which honour killings played a role. In one case (1999) that fact led
the judge to increase the sentence by five additional years. In two cases
(2003 and 2004), the judge did view the cases as honour killings. In the
three early cases (1976, 1979 and 1985) it is not clear whether the men-
tion of honour had any influence on the outcome of the trial, positive
or negative. However, repeated use of the term in the press and parlia-
mentary debates and the intense public attention that all cases received
created the impression that honour killings occurred frequently within
the Dutch-Turkish community.

It is unclear how many cases of honour killings or honour-related
violence there have been in the Netherlands. The same is true for other
countries (Kurkiala 2003). There are two reasons for this. In the first
place, the term is used to cover a wide array of ‘crimes. There is no regis-
tration of honour-related violence by the police, social services or wom-
en’s shelters. Neither is there consensus about what constitutes honour-
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related violence. Secondly, there is no clarity about numbers because
judges may use the term honour-related violence, when the perpetrator
or attorney does not. Or a perpetrator or attorney may use the term, but
the judge may not acknowledge it. The media frequently refer to crimes
as ‘honour-related” when neither the perpetrator and attorney nor the
judge does so. The result is a gross overestimation of numbers.

The subject of honour killings is very much part of recent Dutch
public debates. Stories and studies about honour killings only briefly
acknowledge that it is unclear how many honour killings actually take
place. Reports use vague quantifiers, such as ‘many, ‘often’ and ‘fre-
quent, to emphasise that they are common, and they include detailed
descriptions of older cases from other countries (mostly Germany).
That obscures the fact that these acts did not take place in the Neth-
erlands or that they occurred years ago. The definition of what is an
honour killing is currently stretched beyond useful. Honour killings are
redefined as honour-related violence, or the physical or physiological
violence that stems from a collective mentality and which is a response
to (the risk of) the violation of the honour of women, of which the
outside world has knowledge or is likely to acquire knowledge. Some
researchers stretch the definition so that it includes murder, and also
domestic violence, verbal threats, abductions, (extreme) control of men
over the mobility of women or girls, forced or arranged marriages, and
women being forced into a traditional women’s role. Suicides by women
and girls are sometimes described as honour-related violence, because
the women and girls are believed to have been pushed into suicide by
male family members (Bakker 2003).

In 2007, 107 Imams in Turkish mosques in the Netherlands spoke
out against honour killings. Their collective stance received wide media
coverage. Honour killings are discussed frequently by the media and in
parliament. In recent years, numerous books have appeared in the Neth-
erlands about honour killings (Van Eck 2001; Hilterman 2001; Simsek
2006; Van der Zee 2006; Ermers 2007; Ozer 2007; Vreeswijk 2008). The
press currently labels any violent crime involving men or women of
Turkish origin as honour-related. When, in August 2009, a woman who
worked at a day-care centre in Amsterdam was murdered, all newspa-
pers wrote about it as an honour killing.* The only reason it was clas-
sified as such was that she was of Turkish origin as was the perpetrator.
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Conclusion

This chapter described, on the basis of an analysis of immigrant or-
ganisation archives, parliamentary debates and newspaper articles,
three parallel and interwoven issues: changing ideas about multicul-
turalism, campaigns against dependent resident status and honour kill-
ings. Multicultural policy was initially shaped by assumptions about
the temporariness of guest-worker migration. Underlying ideas were
acceptable because of ideas about living apart together, which had char-
acterised Dutch society until the 1960s. Some groups were targeted by
multicultural policy more than other groups. As a result, these groups
were more strongly subjected to processes of othering. The most disad-
vantaged groups could profit more from their supposed victimisation
via subsidies in the short run, but they found it difficult to shed that
victimhood identity in the long run. Subsidies shaped how migrants
presented themselves as communities, led to quests for authenticity,
emphasised differences between migrants and non-migrants, and stim-
ulated organisation on the basis of ethnicity. The portrayal of migrant
or minority women - especially lower-class, Muslim women - was im-
portant in securing and continuing government subsidies. Reduction
of subsidies for organisations that did not specifically target women
made the Turkish HTKB the target of a hostile take-over, which sig-
nalled its end, and drove other organisations to push women’s issues
even more to the foreground. Gender was crucial to how multicultural
policy worked out. Fossilisation of ideas and of initiatives — symbolised
by the endless subsidies for swimming and cycling lessons for Turk-
ish women, which came to be ridiculed by the radical right - fed the
opposition to multiculturalism. Because multiculturalism and racism
are both based on essentialist ideas, the shift from one to the other is
not surprising. The campaigns against dependent resident status, like
multicultural policy, endlessly emphasised victimhood, difference and
backwardness of Turks and Turkish society. In addition, intense atten-
tion to so-called ‘honour killings; in the first place, created the idea that
they were very common among Turks, and secondly that honour kill-
ings were something very different than Dutch family dramas or crimes
of passion. This solidified the othering and static ideas about culture
that had resulted from multicultural policies and the campaigns against
dependent residence status.

The radical right could easily appropriate gender equality, because of
the essentialist assumptions underlying multicultural policy and rheto-
ric that for decades had constructed migrants or minorities as collectiv-
ist, authoritarian, patriarchal and honour-bound (compare Akkerman
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& Hagelund 2007; Roggeband & Verloo 2007). The radical right did
not have to prove that immigrant women - especially Muslim women
— were oppressed. This had, after all, been the justification for decades
of Dutch government subsidies and intervention.

This chapter showed that the purpose of the problematisation of
what were seen as Turkish issues in the Netherlands shifted over time.
Initially the aim was to generate support for the Turkish migrants. Oth-
ering was the outcome. This othering later served to substantiate claims
that there were unsolvable problems, and this fed into anti-immigrant
and racist discourse. This chapter showed how labelling moved from
one discourse to another. Multiculturalism, dependent resident status
and honour killings were nodal points in the debates. These points, on
which discussions focused, were connected to one other in mutually
reinforcing debates.
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