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Preliminary Remarks
This shadow report responds to the urgent need for non-Western migrant women in the Netherlands to reclaim autonomous decision-making space within lobbying and advocacy processes, free from subjugation and control.

Spaces intended to protect and advance women’s human rights must be free from power imbalances, obstruction, sabotage, and exclusion. Yet such practices persist and are denied
, despite documentation and lack accountability. As a result, the civic space for non-Western migrant women’s organisations has been significantly constrained, and trust in mechanisms meant to protect women human rights defenders has been undermined. Institutionalised exclusion in the Netherlands is thus embedded within the very systems where it should be actively challenged.

Eurocentric mainstream feminist frameworks and policy neglect within the Dutch context continue to undermine the agency, leadership, and decision-making power of non-Western migrant women. These structural barriers compound the cumulative, intersectional, and intergenerational discrimination they face in everyday life, while their specific and urgent concerns remain inadequately addressed or not addressed at all.

Consequently, the implementation of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW) in the Netherlands, along with related advocacy mechanisms, faces a growing credibility deficit. This report therefore, calls for fundamental reform of national CEDAW implementation processes and other women’s human rights mechanisms, including those linked to the Commission on the Status of Women (CSW).

The report further centres the liberation and self-determination of non-Western migrant women who are interlocked within intersecting systems of exclusion and oppression, including racialised algorithmic profiling, techno-patriarchal governance, and surveillance  systems that profoundly affect their quality of life. Due to word constraints, this report focuses on the aspects of gender-based economic violence by the system and the rise of Islamophobia.

Methodological Note and Safety Considerations

Participation in the preparation of this shadow report was deliberately limited to protect allied women’s organisations from further harm. Many women’s organisations have previously been subjected to interference, obstruction, and reprisals in connection with sovereign lobbying practices. In response to these risks, the report was developed with an explicit emphasis on safety, organisational autonomy, and the prevention of additional institutional harm.

The report was prepared independently and without any funding, a condition that reflects the systemic economic marginalisation and persistent resource exclusion faced by non-Western migrant women-led organisations in the Netherlands.

1. Access to Justice for Non-Western Migrant Women Human Rights Defenders
1.1 CEDAW Coordination
The coalition of non-Western migrant women’s organizations in the Netherlands upholds the CEDAW as the highest binding international human rights framework for women.  However, access to justice and participation under this mechanism in the Netherlands is controlled by a small, homogeneous self-selecting group.  This group exercises discretionary power over who is granted or denied access to CEDAW-related processes,  thereby placing itself above the framework it is mandated to implement.

Women constitute more than half of the population in the Netherlands—approximately 9.17 million women in all their diversity. Despite this, their interests are misrepresented in national CEDAW coordination by a foundation that, under Dutch law, has no membership base beyond its minimum statutory board composition. While this entity presents itself as a “network,” it does not function as a democratic membership-based coalition of women’s organisations with shared decision-making authority.

It is worth noting that this limited approach stands in stark contrast to the Netherlands’ implementation of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD). Although the CRPD was ratified at a much later stage, it even legally obliges all municipalities to develop concrete local action plans. By comparison, CEDAW remains largely absent from municipal governance structures and public awareness, with many women-led organisations, local authorities and stakeholders unaware of its existence or its binding nature.

Due to its legal structure and governance model, the foundation lacks democratic legitimacy to claim representative authority over national coordination of CEDAW implementation. The use of the term “network” creates the appearance of broad-based participation and collective decision-making that is not substantiated by its formal governance arrangement.

Decisions regarding drafting shadow reports, lobbying, and contributions to the Committee’s General Recommendations have been concentrated within this small group. In the past, input from non-Western migrant women have been excluded. This concentration of power has entrenched documented patterns of favouritism and enabled the group to exercise disproportionate influence over women’s human rights advocacy.

Some public-facing activities amount to tokenistic displays of representation, including the strategic positioning of women of colour in staged interventions. One such example is an oral statement delivered to the UN CEDAW Committee in 2021 by a woman of colour put forward by the foundation, without corresponding inclusion in decision-making processes.
Although the foundation receives state funding to coordinate CEDAW implementation, its practices have reproduced hierarchical and exclusionary structures that undermine inclusive participation, the principles of equality and non-discrimination it is mandated to uphold.

Despite repeated engagement by members of the coalition of non-Western migrant women’s organisations with the Directorate for Emancipation Policy, the measures adopted to date have remained superficial and tokenistic. They have failed to address the underlying decision-making structures, power hierarchies, self-entitlement and entrenched privileges that sustain exclusion.
At a fundamental level, an organisation cannot be considered fit to coordinate meaningfully in CEDAW mechanisms if it requires government intervention to demonstrate inclusivity. It is inherently paradoxical that an entity tasked with monitoring the government’s compliance with women’s rights obligations is itself subject to government oversight regarding its inclusivity.
Proposed Questions for the CEDAW Committee to Ask the State Party
-In line with Articles 2, 3, and 7 and relevant General Recommendations, what concrete reforms is the government implementing to ensure transparency, accountability, and inclusive decision making in national CEDAW coordination mechanisms?

-How will the government restructure these mechanisms to prevent micro aggression and concentration of decision making power in a small, self-entitled group?

-In accordance with Articles 2(c) and 11, what steps is the government taking to provide sustainable, targeted funding to non-Western migrant women’s organizations for CEDAW coordination, lobbying, and advocacy?

-How will these resources ensure autonomy, equal opportunity, meaningful participation and decision-making in shadow reports, General Recommendations, and advocacy priorities that address the challenges of the communities they represent?
1.2. Reprisals against women human rights defenders  
Following independent lobbying activities directed at the Dutch government by eleven migrant and refugee women’s organisations seeking funding and recognition for their women’s rights work, these women human rights defenders were subjected to intimidation and obstruction by an umbrella organisation within the sector. This is particularly concerning given that the organisation involved is state-funded and mandated to advocate for women’s human rights.
The women were summoned to disciplinary-style confrontations, positioned against one another, and obstructed from pursuing collective advocacy. Despite formal complaints submitted to multiple relevant government bodies and directorates, no accountability measures were taken.
Under CEDAW and the UN Declaration on Human Rights Defenders, the State Party has an obligation to ensure a safe, enabling, and accountable environment for women human rights defenders. Reprisals, intimidation, and institutional retaliation carried out through state-funded intermediaries constitute serious violations of these obligations.
Proposed Questions for the CEDAW Committee to Ask the State Party
-How has the government investigated and addressed past reprisals against migrant and refugee women human rights defenders engaged in independent lobbying?

-What accountability measures have been taken against those responsible, and what effective remedies, compensation, or reparations have been provided to the affected women, in accordance with Articles 2 and 7 of CEDAW, General Recommendations Nos. 33 and 35, and the UN Declaration on Human Rights Defenders?

-What concrete safeguards, has the government established to ensure a safe and enabling environment for women human rights defenders, prevent future reprisals, protect collective and independent advocacy, and ensure effective oversight of state-funded actors?
1.3 Scrutiny of Dutch–Turkish Women Human Rights Defenders
Dutch–Turkish women human rights defenders are subjected to heightened suspicion within the human rights sector, mirroring the profiling and disproportionate scrutiny observed in tax and banking systems. In some cases, they are explicitly questioned about whether they receive funding from their country of origin—an inquiry not posed to comparable organisations—thereby singling them out based on nationality.

Under Dutch law and international human rights law, such differential treatment constitutes discrimination on grounds of nationality and ethnic origin. Besides, these practices place Dutch-Turkish women in a position where they are forced to justify and defend their legitimacy and independence in ways that other women’s organisations are not required to do.

This situation is particularly ironic given that the Netherlands is a leading donor for women’s human rights advocacy abroad, yet actors in the Netherlands demonstrate a double standard in its treatment of Dutch-Turkish women domestically.

Despite these discriminatory practices, those responsible have faced no consequences; in some cases, they have assumed positions of greater authority, including international leadership roles within CSW-related structures. This unequal treatment undermines the sense of safety required for effective participation and leads to (self-)exclusion, further limiting visibility and engagement in advocacy spaces.

Such differential treatment violates Articles 2 and 7 of CEDAW, as well as the principle of non-discrimination under international human rights law, including the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.
Proposed Questions for the CEDAW Committee to Ask the State Party
-Considering the absence of consequences for discriminatory practices, what accountability measures has the government taken against actors who targeted or questioned Dutch–Turkish women human rights defenders?

-How does the government ensure non-repetition and effective remedies?
2. Gender-Based Economic Violence by the System
2.1 Pay Gaps Affecting Women with Turkish and Moroccan Backgrounds
While mainstream feminist and public discourse in the Netherlands often emphasises the overall adjusted gender pay gap of approximately 3%—and statistiques show that in some cases women earn more than man
—this framing obscures extreme pay inequalities between native Dutch women and women with Turkish and Moroccan backgrounds. Among these groups, the gender pay gap reaches up to 60%
, and remains approximately 30% even after adjusting for education.
This disparity is particularly striking given that a higher proportion of women with Turkish and Moroccan backgrounds work full-time
 compared with native Dutch women. Despite residing in the Netherlands for more than 60 years, these women face economic insecurity, including reduced pension accumulation and debt traps, with intergenerational effects. Yet such disparities remain largely invisible in official instruments such as the Emancipatiemonitor, Netherlands’ key instrument for tracking gender equality and emancipation and in CEDAW reporting, limiting accountability and policy response.

Importantly, these inequalities cannot be attributed to patriarchal family control—the popular narrative often invoked by mainstream feminist discourse. Instead, they are the result of systemic ethno-religious penalties
 and inadequate policy interventions. This constitutes gender-based economic violence by the system, as defined by the European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE).

The affected women share a clear common denominator: they are non-Western, women of colour, and predominantly Muslim. Their economic marginalisation reflects institutionalised discrimination rooted in intersecting hierarchies of gender, race, and religion.
2.2 Labour Market Exclusion
Labour market data reveal persistent and deep inequalities. Unemployment rates among women with Turkish and Moroccan backgrounds remain significantly higher than among native Dutch women, and are higher among second-generation women than first-generation women
. This directly contradicts assumptions that education, time, or generational change naturally improve labour market outcomes.

Research consistently shows that these disparities persist even when qualifications and cognitive and language skills are comparable
. Notably, unemployment is highest among Muslims with university degrees compared with non-Muslims holding the same level of education
. This demonstrates the operation of structural exclusion and Islamophobic labour market penalties.

As a result, many women of Turkish and Moroccan origin become discouraged: they remain available for employment but withdraw from active job seeking due to repeated rejection and a lack of realistic opportunities
. This phenomenon reflects not a lack of motivation, but a response to systemic exclusion.

Research shows that women and people with a migration background are often underutilized in the labour market, despite higher education and qualifications, while men without a migration background are overrepresented
.

Programs that focus solely on empowering women will not fix these inequalities and often implicitly place the blame on women for not finding work or advancing their careers. Structural change requires targeting employer behavior, recruiters, and labour market gatekeepers, and reforming hiring practices through accountability and intrinsic motivation.
Proposed Questions for the CEDAW Committee to Ask the State Party
-In accordance with Articles 2(c), 3, and 11 of CEDAW, and General Recommendations Nos. 28, 34, and 35, how is the government ensuring that human resources practices across public and private sectors integrate human rights principles, social and emotional intelligence to prevent systemic pay gaps, economic marginalisation, and labourmarket exclusion against women with a Turkish and Moroccon background and other migrant women?

-What concrete measures exist to train, monitor, and hold accountable HR professionals and employers for discriminatory practices rooted in gender, ethnicity, and/or religion?
2.2 Masculinised Funding Systems
Non-Western migrant women’s organisations consistently report chronic underfunding—or complete exclusion from funding—particularly when their work focuses on advocacy for women in conflict-affected settings, women living in armed zones, or women facing the impacts of climate change and natural disasters. This persists despite clear evidence that women are disproportionately affected by armed conflict and/or natural disasters.

Current funding structures remain highly masculinised
, prioritising large-scale budgets for well-established, often (inter)national NGOs. In practice, this results in the systematic marginalisation of women-led organisations in the Netherlands.
This exclusion is evident in the implementation of the National Action Plan on UNSCR 1325 (2021–2027)
, as well as in funding frameworks related to disaster risk reduction, humanitarian response, and environmentalism. As a consequence, these women-led organisations are prevented from engaging in sustained and long-term advocacy, despite their proven leadership in addressing the needs and rights of women on the ground.
In addition, non-Western migrant women’s organisations report that even within intermediary organisation, their expertise is frequently extracted without fair compensation. These organisations are often expected to contribute their knowledge, lived experience, strategic analysis, and intellectual labour—including research inputs and policy advice—without payment or adequate recognition. This practice further entrenches unequal power dynamics, whereby non-Western women’s organisations are treated as sources of information rather than as equal partners, rights holders, or funded actors. Such expectations reinforce structural exploitation and undermine the sustainability, autonomy, and leadership of women-led organisations from marginalised communities.
Proposed Questions for the CEDAW Committee to Ask the State Party
-How will the government ensure that its obligations under CEDAW result in meaningful participation and real decision-making power for non-Western migrant and refugee women, that allows their organisations to exercise advocacy rights without interference from intermediary organisations, particularly in the implementation of the National Action Plan on UNSCR 1325 and policies on environmental protection and disaster response, in line with Articles 2, 3, 7, and 14 of the Convention?
-What concrete measures will the government take to address current funding mechanisms and ensure that non-Western migrant women-led organisations in the Netherlands receive direct, sustainable, and long-term funding to support their leadership and advocacy?
3. Discrimination (in the educational sector) and Mental Health
3.1 Young Non-Western Migrant Women
Peer-reviewed research demonstrates strong links between discrimination, gender, ethnicity
, younger age and mental health
. Women consistently report higher rates of mental health issues than men, with young women aged 15–29 showing some of the highest levels of self-reported symptoms
. Studies further indicate that people of Turkish and Moroccan origin, particularly young women, exhibit substantially higher rates of depressive symptoms compared with their native Dutch peers.
The intersection of gender, age, and ethnicity is particularly pronounced among young Turkish-Dutch women, who exhibit the highest prevalence of reported depressive symptoms
. These disparities are further compounded by systemic practices such as lower school advice (lower than the test advice) for girls and students with non-Western backgrounds. In this chapter, attention is deliberately placed on education, since most of these young women are still pursuing their studies.
Proposed Questions for the CEDAW Committee to Ask the State Party
-In light of Articles 5 and 10 of the Convention and General Recommendation No. 36, how will the government ensure that teacher qualification requirements include mandatory training on human rights, empathy and self-awareness, addressing implicit and explicit bias in teacher expectations and attitudes, in order to prevent underestimation in school career advice and unequal treatment of native and migrant girls and young women?
4. Gendered Islamophobia in the Media
4.1 Misrepresentation of Muslim Women
For many years, Dutch media have disproportionately been promoting and glorifying a narrow group of highly assimilated ex-Muslim women who consistently disseminate one-dimensional and negative narratives about Islam. This uncritical amplification—often lacking fact-checking or meaningful counter-perspectives—does not constitute genuine pluralism. Instead, it reinforces polarization and fuels Islamophobia, with consequences for the safety, dignity, equality, and social acceptance of well-integrated Muslim women.

The disproportionate media coverage shatters the sense of belonging of Muslim women in Dutch society. It reproduces harmful stereotypes thereby perpetuate prejudice.

Prime-time, male-dominated programs repeatedly feature sexist and condescending remarks about women and non-Western communities. Freedom of expression cannot be used to justify sexism and stigmatization, and the failure to regulate such content undermines the credibility and effectiveness of CEDAW implementation in the Netherlands.
Proposed Questions for the CEDAW Committee to Ask the State Party
-How does the government ensure that media content and media practices, including entertainment programming, do not perpetuate or normalize sexism and Islamophobic stereotypes, nor contribute to their exclusion from pluralistic representation, in violation of Articles 1, 2, and 5 of the Convention?;

-What concrete regulatory, monitoring, and accountability measures are in place to prevent persistent sexism, stigmatization, incitement to discrimination, and cumulative harm to Muslim women’s safety, dignity, and sense of belonging, while ensuring that freedom of expression is exercised in a manner consistent with the Government’s obligations under CEDAW, ICCPR Article 20(2), ECHR Articles 10 and 14, and the EU Audiovisual Media Services Directive?
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