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1. Introduction
During the past years, the traditional aloofness of governments to interfere in people’s private lives
seems to have diminished significantly when it comes to domestic violence. Many EU member states
actively are engaged in shaping policies to prevent and fight domestic violence. Since 1997, domestic
violence also is addressed in EU policy making. In this paper, we aim to study how domestic violence
has been framed and re-framed by governments after it had been set on the political agenda under
influence of feminist activists, NGOs and experts. Which elements of the agenda-setting frames
resonate in contemporary policy now that governments at the national and the EU level have taken
over the quasi monopoly of feminists in framing the topic as a public matter?
This paper juxtaposes (shifts in) prevailing frames concerning domestic violence in Hungary,
the Netherlands, and the EU. The Netherlands has been selected as one of the first westernEuropean welfare states in which feminist activists raised public and political attention to violence in
the private realm. The first Dutch shelters for battered women already were established in the early
1970s. Hungary has been chosen as an eastern-European newcomer in the EU where, during the
stage of agenda setting since the late 1990s, transnational feminist frames were adopted to the
particularities of a post-socialist transition country. Prevailing frames in different stages of agenda
setting and policymaking in these two countries will be juxtaposed to the way in which domestic
violence is framed in politics and policymaking at EU level.
1.1 Research design
The findings presented in this paper have been gathered in the context of the comparative research
project MAGEEQ1. This project applies a method of frame analysis - derived from social movement
theory2 and policy theory3 and supplemented by insights obtained from gender theory - in studying
how issues concerning gender equality are articulated and interpreted in policy making and political
debates in six EU member states and the EU. The project defines a policy frame as “an organized
principle that transforms fragmentary or incidental information into a structured and meaningful policy
problem, in which a solution is implicitly or explicitly enclosed.”4. In the project, frame analysis is
defined as “the (re)construction and negotiation of reality by social/political actors through the use of
symbolic tools”5. The research conducted in the project focuses on four issues that are hot topics in
policy-making and that are relevant from a gender equality perspective, among which domestic
violence.
The starting point of MAGEEQ is that not all relevant actors engaged in national and EU policy
making tend to frame gender equality issues from a similar perspective, and that prevailing policy
frames might shift over time. Our aim is to map differences and similarities in the frames of actors
engaged in policy making and lobbying at the national and EU level. In our analysis, we make a
distinction between the diagnosis (problem representation) and the prognosis (ways proposed to
resolve the problem). Questions addressed in the diagnosis include: how is the problem demarcated,
who has voice in defining it, to which issues and factors is it linked, in which policy area is it located,
who is assigned responsibility in causing it? The diagnosis is analysed by questions like: which are
pursued, which courses of action are proposed to resolve the problem, how are these actions
legitimised, and who is assigned responsibility in resolving the problem?
The above mentioned questions are analysed from a gender perspective: we aim to screen
how gender interferes with social categories, identities, behaviour, norms and symbols, mechanisms,
and institutions addressed in policy documents. Though the prior interest of MAGEEQ concerns official
government frames at national and EU level, in the absence of government frames or if thought
relevant to comprehend agenda-setting and (re)framing processes, the analysis is extended to the
frames of experts, NGOs and other actors active in affecting government policy. The mapping exercise
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includes policy documents, laws, parliamentary debates, reports, interviews, speeches, NGO papers,
expert advices, and other written material representing the point of view of relevant actors. The
research period starts in 1995, which year has been chosen given the momentum of the Fourth UN
World Conference on Women in Beijing. The Beijing Platform of Action has been endorsed by the EU
and signed by all countries studied in the MAGEEQ project.
1.2 Core question
The central question to be answered in this paper is: how has the topic of domestic violence been
framed and re-framed in government policy and legislation after it had been set on the political agenda
under influence of feminist activists, NGOs and experts? What happened to the initial feminist framing
after government actors in Hungary, the Netherlands, and the EU have picked up domestic violence
as an issue of policy making and legislation? In view of this question, we complemented the framing
analysis as performed in the context of MAGEEQ in several ways. In the Netherlands, we conducted a
light literature study with the aim of describing the way in which the women’s movement set the issue
on the agenda in the early 1970s and the main lines along which the issue has been (re)framed in
government policy until the start of the MAGEEQ research period in 1995. In Hungary, we collected
additional information on the roles of feminist NGOs and experts in the process of agenda setting and
policy development concerning domestic violence, complementing our MAGEEQ work by a light frame
analysis of their input into the policy process in strategically important moments. Despite many
differences, public policy developments in Hungary, the Netherlands and the EU seem to have one
thing in common: strengthening government engagement with the issue of domestic violence seems to
coincide with new modes of strategic framing, in which gender inequalities become invisible, distorted,
or overshadowed by other policy concerns.

2. Framing domestic violence in the Netherlands: from radical feminism to de-politicised
technocracy
2.1 From anti-state movement to the state as contested facilitator: the 1970s and early 1980s
In the Netherlands, violence against women became an issue in the women’s movement in the early
1970s. The forms of violence discussed and acted upon ranged from rape and sexual assault to
pornography and prostitution. Given our concern with violence in the private realm, we will focus
primarily on initiatives addressing partner violence, at the time conceived of as ‘women’s abuse’. In
1974, a Dutch group of feminist social workers opened the first shelter for battered women on the
European continent. The group adopted the working method and paradigmatic frame of Chiswick
Women’s Aid, the first shelter for battered women in Europe that had been established in London in
1971. The Amsterdam initiative rapidly spread over the Netherlands; within a few years an extensive
national network of women’s shelters had been formed under the shared name Blijf van mijn lijf6
(Roggeband 2004).
The shelters explicitly placed violence against women in a broader feminist analysis. In line
with the Chiswick model, they conceived of domestic violence as a sex-specific mechanism used by
men to maintain and strengthen the unequal power relations between the sexes. Unlike regular care
services, which mainly conceived of women’s abuse as an individual-psychological problem, the
shelters brought it to the fore as a structural societal problem. They linked it to other power relations
such as women’s economic dependence forming a barrier for women to escape from abusive
husbands. The state was conceived of as a patriarchal institute engaged in maintaining and
legitimizing violence, for instance by matrimonial legislation and social security arrangements based
on the so-called cost winner model. The women’s movement blamed it for de-politicising the private
realm, refusing to intervene in matters that were thought to be ‘private’ and failing to penalise rape and
battering within marriage (Roggeband 2002a, 2002b).
In line with this problem analysis, the shelters chose to establish state-independent,
autonomous organisations organised according to feminist principles. Unlike traditional care services –
which were criticised for their formalized, hierarchical structures - the shelters were run by volunteers
and self-help groups. Offering independent shelter and assistance was seen as a political act in itself.
Throughout the 1970s, the shelters opposed to state funding out of fear to become captured by the
state and existing care services. Though the shelter’s problem analysis practically remained the same
6
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in the first decades of their existence, the directions in which the movement sought to resolve the
problem of violence against women gradually began to shift in the early 1980s (Roggeband 2004).
In the late 1970s, the shelters were faced with an increasing demand that could hardly be met.
Heated debates arose within the shelters concerning the question whether or not to accept
government subsidies. Opponents feared to loose their critical position by conforming to similar
subsidy conditions as regular care services. However, more and more feminists were convinced that
government policy was needed, not only in the form of subsidies to shelters, but also to promote victim
support and prevention by the police, justice, and regular care facilities. After a period of distrust
between the state and the women’s movement and tensions within the movement itself, the state
gradually came into the picture as a possible part of the solution7 (Roggeband 2002b).
In 1981, a motion was adopted by the Second Chamber of Parliament urging the government
to assign policy priority to the issue of violence against women. In response, the Secretary of State of
Social Affairs and Employment – whose department since recently was in charge of the government’s
emancipation policy8 - invited women’s movement and shelter representatives to a conference in
Kijkduin in 1982, with the aim of formulating possible goals and principles for government policy.
(Boerefijn 2000). In 1984, Dutch government adopted its first Policy Note on Fighting Sexual Violence
Against Women and Girls.9
2.2 The gradual marginalizing of women’s abuse: the late 1980s & early 1990s
The 1984 plan testifies of successful advocacy by women’s movement representatives. In line with the
feminist frame, violence against women is pictured as a problem rooted in the unequal power relations
between the sexes that also plays a role in maintaining the unequal power relations between the
sexes (Boerefijn 2000). The plan recognises that violence against women is not a private issue. Public
policy is legitimised by appealing to women’s independence in relations and behaviour (which in turn is
linked to the pursuit of women’s economic independence) and emphasising women’s constitutional
rights to the protection of individual privacy and physical integrity. Though the plan’s title specifically
refers to sexual violence, in fact it addresses many forms of violence, including partner violence. This
type of violence is conceptualised as “the repeated abuse of women by their male partners (either
married or not)”.10 The term ‘abuse’ is not defined any further (Römkes 2000).
In the 1984 plan, three goals are distinguished: awareness raising among professionals
engaged in fighting sexual violence, enhancing women’s possibilities to resist sexual violence, and
improving care and shelter facilities for victims of sexual violence (Boerefijn 2000). Concerning
women’s abuse, it emphasizes the importance of more active involvement of the police and justice
(Römkes 2000). The policy at the time specifically gives an impetus to sex-specific care facilities for
women, and preventive initiatives targeted at breaking stereotypical thinking (primary prevention) and
enhancing women’s defensibility (secondary prevention). As part of the policy goals, be it organized in
a separate juridical trajectory, an amendment of the morality legislation is prepared in the late 1980s.
Apart from penalising marital rape, the aim is to define rape in terms of all possible forms of forced
penetration rather than only as genital penetration11. After years of political struggle, the amendment is
adopted in 1991. The amendment’s scope has been extended towards offering legal public protection
to ‘the societal vulnerable’, especially minors12. The punishable acts, including marital rape, are
formulated in sex-neutral terms. In the late 1980s, several guidelines are adopted setting out a policy
concerning victims of indecency acts within the police and justice. The goals are two-fold: promoting
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an attitude of consideration and aloofness towards victims during the penal process, and improving the
cooperation with care services.
In 1990, the government adopts a follow-up plan to the 1984 policy note, entitled Progress
Note on Policy to Fight Sexual Violence Against Women and Girls (voortgangsnota 1997). In line with
a study published in 1989, the plan defines women’s abuse as “the one-sided use of physical and/or
sexual force against the will of the woman by her male (ex) partner, violating the woman’s physical
integrity”.13 The early 1990s mark a shift in policy accents, coinciding with a shift in policy responsibility
from the department of Social Affairs and Employment to the department of Welfare, Public Health and
Culture. Rather than as a juridical matter emphasising women’s right to protection of integrity and
privacy, violence against women increasingly is framed as a social matter. More than before, the
problem is related to cultural and social stereotypes about masculinity and femininity. The focus is
targeted more specifically at men’s roles in maintaining the problem: they are held responsible for
causing the problem by holding on to traditional role patterns. Accordingly, the policy goals at the time
reveal an emphasis on the treatment of perpetrators, focusing specifically on preventing repeated
offences (Boerefijn 2000). At the same time, the policy scope is limited more and more to sexual
violence, especially sexual child abuse and sexual intimidation at the work place14. In the realm of
victim care, the government starts a policy of integrating care in existing services: the subsidies for
sex-specific care facilities, set up in the context of the 1984 policy note, gradually are withdrawn.
Together, these developments imply that the policy concerning women’s abuse practically is reduced
to facilitating sheltering (Römkes 2000).
Some progress is made, however, in strengthening the juridical position of victims: in 1993, an
act is adopted extending the possibilities for victims to join in as a party in the penal process15. This
gain in the realm of Justice is muffled by the adoption of the Police Act 1993, which largely
undermines the police’s victim policy by abolishing specialized police departments16 (Römkes 2000).
In the mid 1990s, sexual violence becomes a spearhead of justice policy, especially child pornography
and sexual exploitation of children17. During the same period, the Ministry of Social Affairs and
Employment begins to push for a formalisation in the distribution of departmental tasks. It aims to
spread responsibilities for emancipation, including matters of violence against women, over all
ministerial departments. This formalisation largely affects future policies. The Ministry of Justice is
assigned responsibility for juridical victim care and perpetrator treatment, and the Ministry of Public
Health, Welfare and Sports for facilitating shelter and care. The Ministry of Social Affairs and
Employment aims to limit its role more and more to coordination.
2.3 Renewed attention to violence in the private realm: the late 1990s
Partly in response to international developments like the Fourth UN World Conference on Women
(1995) and the ratification of the UN Women’s Treaty (in force in the Netherlands since 1991), in the
second half of the 1990s violence against women starts to get articulated more strongly as an issue of
policymaking and legislation. The approaching 50th anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights (1998) forms a reason for the cabinet to give a new impetus to preventing and fighting violence
against women18. In 1997, a round table conference on preventing and fighting violence against
women is organised, resulting in a Preliminary Action Plan on Preventing and Fighting Violence
against Women.19
13

Voortgangsnota 1990.
These accents might be partly related to the government’s emphasis on promoting women’s labour market participation in the
overall emancipation policy at the time (Van Lamoen & Verloo 2003), as well as to several international guidelines as mentioned
in note 9.
15
Along with this act, and several succeeding provisions, the possibilities for victims to proceed for a declaration also are
extended.
16
This abolishment is regulated in the context of the Act’s pursuit to enhance the ‘general applicability’ of the entire police staff.
Though in 1998 some measures are proposed to promote a minimal level of specialist knowledge on morality cases, the
specialised departments have not been installed so far. Due to the decentralisation regulated by the Police Act 1993, the
government provides over limited steering possibilities in this direction (Römkens 2000).
17
This spearhead was fuelled by the publication of research results in the late 1980s stressing the seriousness of the problem,
as well as by international legal pressure in the form of EU resolutions (79/N, 85/11), UN resolutions (40/34) and the UN Treaty
concerning the Rights of the Child (1989).
18
Interdepartementale werkgroep ter voorkoming en bestrijding van geweld tegen vrouwen (1997).
19
The conference participants include policy makers, experts, and executive parties in the realm of prevention, care, police, and
justice participate. A concept version of the action plan had been prepared by the Interdepartmental Workgroup Preventing and
Fighting Violence against Women, uniting representatives from six ministries: the Ministry of Domestic Affairs, the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Justice, the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science, the Ministry of Public Health, Welfare,
and Sports, and the Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment (Direction Labour Circumstances and Direction Coordination
Emancipation Policy).
14

6
In 1999, the Ministry of Justice presents an action plan – as part of the Action Plan on
Emancipation Tasks of Departments 1999-200220 – that takes over many of the recommendations as
presented in the preliminary action plan (KSII 26206, 11-12). One major difference, however, concerns
the demarcation of the violence addressed: while the preliminary plan focuses on violence against
women in general, the Ministry of Justice specifically concentrates on ‘domestic violence’. Though the
plan forms a springboard for renewed attention to the issue of violence in the private realm21, at the
same time it reveals a schism in paradigmatic framing that might be seen as illustrative for the way in
which violence in the private realm would be framed predominantly in the years to come.
The first paragraphs of the plan focus specifically on violence against women: references are
made to findings of the UN Special Reporter on Violence against Women, and the definition of
violence against women is quoted as formulated in the Beijing Platform for Action22. Typically enough,
though, the definition of domestic violence as presented a few lines later does not relate to violence
against women in any direct way. Domestic violence is defined as “violence committed by someone in
the victim’s domestic circle”, in line with a study published one year before in charge of the same
Ministry (Van Dijk 1997). The Ministry of Justice seems to emphasise the ‘gender neutrality’ of the
problem by (selectively) presenting research outcomes like: “Boys and men become victims of
domestic violence as often as women23”. In the years to come, the term ‘domestic violence’ rapidly
substitutes the old notion of ‘women’s abuse’ in practically the entire Dutch policy circuit. Along with
this new terminology, violence in the private realm seems to be framed in a new way, silently pushing
out of the picture the initial feminist analysis and demands.
2.4 Shifts in the problem analysis of violence in the private realm since the millennium break
The 1999 action plan sets the trend for a more ‘technocratic’ framing of the government policy
concerning domestic violence: rather than being framed as a political problem, the focus is targeted
primarily at bottlenecks in the professional execution of policy goals. With this focus, the government
seems to respond to repeated demands of professionals and experts for improving the coordination
between the police, justice, and care services, going back as far as the 1980s (KSII 19209, 1-2,
Verwey-Jonker Instituut 1994). Along with the new technocratic discourse, a kind of pragmatism
seems to enter the arena for which the following quote might be seen as illustrative: “The Dutch policy
on preventing and fighting violence against women (among which domestic violence) mostly is a
problem of direction, communication, and attuning in execution (where, who, how), rather than a
question of content (what).” 24
In 2002, the government adopts the interdepartmental action plan Private Violence – A Public
Matter, in which the main lines of policy for the years to come are set out.25 Just like most documents
to follow, it adopts the same definition of ‘domestic violence’ as the 1999 action plan. Though the plan
provides a more substantial problem analysis than the 1999 action plan, it breathes a similar
pragmatism when it comes to defining the problem. Even if the issue is framed predominantly in
gender-neutral categories – such as ‘victims’, ‘perpetrators’, and ‘people concerned’ - at times the plan
testifies of a prevailing notion of female victims (speaking of ‘women’ instead of ‘victims’). At the same
time, the plan stresses that “boys and men often are victims of domestic violence as well”. Despite
numerous references to international treaties and guidelines specifically addressing violence against
women, women are not identified as a specific target group of policy making. Only allochthonous
20

This document forms an attempt at materialising the spreading of responsibilities for promoting gender equality over all
ministerial departments, referring to the notion of gender mainstreaming.
21
In 2000, the Ministry of Justice launches a national project Preventing and Fighting Domestic Violence. One year later, it
emphatically argues that violence in the private realm needs to get absolute priority (Ministry of Justice, Emancipation Note
2000+). In the Justice Budget 2001, the promise is expressed to come with an integral plan of action to prevent and fight
domestic violence. In 2002, an interdepartmental action plan is published under the title Public Violence – A Private Matter,
which also is the end report of the national project Preventing and Fighting Domestic Violence.
22
“Each act of gender based violence resulting in or possibly resulting in physical, sexual, or psychological damage to or
suffering of women, including the threat of such violent acts, enforcement, or arbitrary deprivation of freedom, either committed
in the public or the private realm.”
23
This finding is moderated slightly by the remark that the forms of violence women and men are confronted with does differ:
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Social Affairs and Employment. See: Ministerie van Justitie 2003b.
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women are mentioned as a group deserving specific policy attention, next to elderly people and
children.26 A separate problem analysis for these groups is not provided, which also holds for the
different types of violence identified: a distinction is made between physical, sexual, and psychological
violence27, without defining or explaining these forms of violence any further.
The overall problem analysis seems to relate primarily to partner violence, and as a derivative
children witnessing violence. Rather than framing the problem in terms of structural inequalities in
society, like happened in the previous decades, recent plans tend to locate the cycle of violence
primarily within the family. This cycle is expressed, for instance, in the high repeated offence rates as
indicated by research. Adult victims are assigned responsibility for maintaining the cycle by preferring
to maintain their family relations and not “going out” sufficiently with “their” problem. Unwillingness to
loose the partner or destroy family relations is said to play a role in this. Perpetrators are pictured as
being caught in the cycle by suggesting that they might have been victims or witnesses of domestic
violence themselves (KSII 28345, 1-2, SZW 2002). They more or less are discharged from
responsibility in causing the problem by picturing cycles of violence as the main problem, rather than
violent behaviour as such. The taboo-sphere surrounding the problem is said to maintain the cycle,
especially within ethnic minorities (SZW 2002, Donner 2003). All in all, mechanisms causing or
maintaining the violence no longer are associated with structural power inequalities in society: the
cycle is located primarily within (problematic) families. At points, traces of the ‘old’ feminist frame come
to the fore28, but these mainly consist of one-liners.
While locating the causes of violence within the family, domestic violence is emphasised to be
a public matter by pointing to its social and economic costs to society. By suggesting that there might
be a relation between street and domestic violence29, the issue implicitly is linked to cases of ‘useless
violence’ on the street that were causing much media commotion at the time. Thus, domestic violence
tends to be pictured as a security problem. The 2002 action plan Private Violence – A Public Matter
stresses that people need to be protected from violence, also if it occurs “behind the front door”.
Society also is said to carry the financial burden of care service end shelter expenditures for victims of
domestic violence, as well as the economic costs of their decreased labour productivity and relatively
high absence rates (KSII 28345, 1-2, SZW 2002, KSII 29200XV, 37)30. Generally, such references to
the societal costs of domestic violence overshadow human rights as a legitimisation for state action.
Human rights based arguments most strongly come to the fore in documents focusing
specifically on violence against women in general (SZW 2002, KSII 29200XV, 37). The roles the
government attributes to itself in protecting human rights tend to be related primarily to the
international context, for instance in the form of agenda setting and supporting international initiatives
concerning genital mutilation and women’s sexual rights. Concerning the Dutch situation, the
government argues that that legislation in most fields is satisfying and that the policy on the prevention
and fighting of violence against women and girls has been successfully ‘mainstreamed’ (SZW 2002).
In the Mid term Policy Plan on Emancipation (2000), only genital mutilation explicitly is condemned as
a serious violation of women’s human rights (KSII 27061, 3). Other forms of violence are not typified
as human rights violations as such, but as hindering women’s full usage of rights and fundamental
freedoms. Rather than as a human rights violation, domestic violence tends to be condemned
predominantly for its societal costs.
2.5 Shifts in the pursued courses of action since the millennium break
In the prognosis, current documents put much emphasis on the importance of cooperation and
information-exchange between various disciplines engaged in fighting and preventing domestic
violence. The government pursues a so-called “system-approach”, in which victims and perpetrators
are not approached separately, but in which treatment involves the entire family and possibly the direct
26
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specialised in health and social care such as Transact and NIZW.
27
This attention to psychological violence is new: in the first decades of policy making, only physical and sexual violence were
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environment as well. Professional organisations like the police and care services also are made
responsible for expertise building and improving signalling and registration. A steering role is assigned
to local governments, who should stimulate and support cooperation between relevant professional
organisations (police, social services, health care services, women’s shelters, etc.). To itself, the
national government merely assigns a role as policy facilitator and supporter, for instance by
describing how roles and responsibilities should be distributed. It also picks up the role of amending
legislation and regulation. The individual responsibility of citizens is emphasised by stressing that that
“victims should learn to stand up for themselves”. For perpetrators, individual responsibility seems to
be made more conditional: the government remarks that they cannot break the cycle by themselves
and that sufficient facilities for voluntary therapy should be available first (KSII 28345, 1-2).
Along with the new framing of domestic violence as a matter of security, a shift in attention
seems to occur from protecting and assisting victims to handling perpetrators. Measures proposed in
this direction include legislative changes – aimed at expelling perpetrators from the house (still in
preparation), and extending preliminary detention possibilities by enhancing the maximum punishment
duration (adopted in 2002) - as well as psychosocial treatment facilities. The Ministry of Justice seems
to be inclined to conceptualise domestic violence policy as a matter of fighting criminality rather than
protecting integrity.31 The extended punishment for domestic violence (now 4 years) is announced
along with severe punishment extensions for other criminal acts such as death by fault, indecency
acts, trafficking in people, and terrorist acts. These amendments are legitimised by appealing to the
“changing public opinion” (press release 2002). The declining concern with victim care might be
illustrated by the way in which the government legitimises its refusal to launch a national campaign
raising public attention to domestic violence (KSII 28345, 1-2). It argues that care and shelter facilities
might have insufficient capacity to meet the increasing demand for help that might be fuelled by such a
campaign, while failing to meet even the current demand for extra capacity.
2.6 Contemporary counter voices of politicians, experts, and public media
When looking at political and public debates, domestic violence seems to be framed quite effectively in
a new way. The ‘gender-neutral’, technocratic discourse as adopted by the government seems to be
taken over fast and smoothly by many different actors. Parliamentary debates appear to evolve around
practical problems in the implementation of policies and the lacking public budged reserved for the
tasks assigned to municipalities and professional organizations.32 The ‘gender neutral’ framing of the
policy hardly is disputed; only some MPs point out that women are the main victims of domestic
violence.33 Gender inequalities at most seem to be addressed indirectly, for instance by pointing to
differences in the means assigned to the treatment of victims and perpetrators.34 A repeated topic of
attention concerns the lacking shelter capacity for victims.35 Also, the enormous discrepancy is
addressed between the public budgets assigned to ‘private’ security and those assigned to ‘public’
security.36
In 2003, the Dutch parliament adopted a motion urging the cabinet to specify which action it
has been and will be undertaking to fight violence against women, including violence in the private
realm (HAN 28600-xv, 100). Despite the sex-specific framing of the Minister’s response in the form of
a policy letter entitled Domestic Violence and Violence Against Women (letter 02-12-2003), women
only prominently come to the fore as a social category when it concerns ‘culture-specific’ forms of
domestic violence, such as genital mutilation and honour killing. The ‘general’ paragraph on domestic
violence is framed entirely in ‘gender neutral’ terms. This one-sided conceptualisation of ‘violence
against women’ seems to mirror a more general tendency in public and political debates to typify
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ethnic minorities (especially Muslims) as less advanced than ‘authentic’ Dutch people, in which context
women’s emancipation tends to be gracefully referred to as a typical Dutch acquirement. This
impression is strengthened by the policy fields in which the topics are located: while domestic violence
is divided over security policy and public health policy, culture-specific forms of (domestic) violence are
located under the headings ‘emancipation and integration’ and ‘domestic violence in allochthonous
circles’.
Criticism on the gender-neutral framing of the Dutch policy concerning domestic violence
seems to resonate most strongly in juridical reports, articles, and feminist expert reactions to the
government’s policy.37 These commonly refer to the Dutch government’s duties in the context of the
UN Women’s Treaty, as well as other international treaties and guidelines. In 2000, an extensive
report commissioned by the Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment was published concerning the
obligations flowing from the Women’s Convention on ‘The Prevention and elimination of Violence
Against Women’ (Boerefijn et alt. 2000). Remarkably enough, this report is not referred to at all in the
2002 action plan Private Violence – Public Matter, even though the government did attach an English
summary of this report to the third Dutch national report to CEDAW (Boerefijn & Loenen 2002). In a
reaction to the 2002 policy note A Safe Country Where Women Want To Live, the Clara Wichmann
Institute38 disputes the government’s claim that specific policies “are passé” and that violence against
women instead will be integrated as an “analytical lens” in “relevant violence dossiers”. It points out
that the cabinet’s comprehensive security policy plan Towards a Safer Society contains only one minor
paragraph on domestic violence, which merely states that domestic violence is a security problem
without assigning any specific budget to the topic.
Professional organisations engaged in developing care and treatment methods concerning
domestic violence seem to adopt frames similar to the government when it comes to the cycle of
violence being located primarily in the realm of the family. They also demarcate new categories of
victims next to the traditional emphasis on women and children. The national expert centre on sexspecific care and sexual violence Transact, for instance, currently is engaged in developing treatment
methods for men and boys who became victims of domestic violence, as well as psychosocial
perpetrator treatment. NIZW, an independent organisation performing research and projects in the
realm of care and welfare, recently executed projects that specifically raised attention to children
witnessing domestic violence and violence committed against elderly people. Only the women’s
shelters – currently united in the Shelter Federation – continue to frame the problem from an explicit
female victim perspective, although their contemporary framing strategies seem to be dismantled from
their previous feminist-political angles.
Unlike before, the shelters appear to locate the cycle of violence primarily within the family:
“Outsiders hardly understand why a woman stays with her abusive partner. Many do not know that the
constant threat of violence, which also might be targeted at other relatives or children, has a
paralysing effect” (Federatie Opvang 2003). Even though the Shelter Federation points out that many
shelter residents lack financial resources and social networks that might offer help, this does not seem
to be related to structural power inequalities between the sexes. Along with their choice to work with
paid staff in the late 1980s39, the shelters gradually seem to have substituted their initial feminist frame
for a psychosocial discourse. The government’s current tendency to de-link domestic violence from
violence against women might be seen as hindering the shelter’s possibilities to address new
bottlenecks. While initially, the shelters were established for female victims of domestic violence, today
they are inhabited increasingly by victims of trafficking and lover boys. This carries along demands for
new forms of expertise, care and assistance that are not provided for in the budget for domestic
violence on which the shelters primarily depend.

3. The Hungarian Story: An Inclusive Policymaking Process?
3.1 Penalising marital rape: springboard for politicising the private realm
Violence against women within the family has been on the agenda of feminist NGO’s (especially
NANE40) in Hungary since the early nineties41. However, the issue did not reach the policy agenda
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before 1997. In 1997, upon the influence coming from NGOs, acknowledged by parliamentary actors
as well, violence against women was elevated to the policy level. After a heated and wide-ranging
debate, the Hungarian Parliament amended the Penal Code to criminalize marital rape. In the 1997
parliamentary debate42, two ways of framing rape in marriage can be detected that might be seen as
illustrative for the way in which domestic violence would become framed in a later stage43: an explicitly
gender equality sensitive frame represented by defenders of the amendment, and a conservative
frame arguing against the need for criminalizing marital rape. Proponents of the two frames conflicted
along several issues.
One important issue debated was whether marriage-based families can be considered a
private space in which the state cannot intervene. Generally speaking, the “privacy claim” behind the
arguments said: family life is part of the private sphere and this means that state intervention into it is
rarely acceptable. At this point actors in the Hungarian political arena still were divided about whether
the state can intervene at all in the privacy of families. Another point of debate was the gender equality
aspect of the problem. Proponents of the amendment clearly argued, with reference to feminist NGO
conceptualisation, that rape in the family is a form of violence against women and gender
discrimination, occurring as a projection of patriarchal stereotyped roles in the family. This and gender
equality as a part of human rights approach to the problem made a direct link to arguing for the need
for criminalizing of other forms of abuse (battering, psychological abuse, harassment) within the family,
i.e. domestic violence, as well44. Arguments on the other side ranged from negating the existence of
marital rape as such, to portraying women as “preferring the violent way”45, or being prone to misuse
the opportunities given by criminalizing in order get rid of their husbands and offend their dignity.
Dropping the “privacy claim” was a necessary step to bring about any major shift in state
frames concerning state action against domestic violence. The 1997 Parliamentary debate signaled
the transition from holding on to the privacy claim to accepting the need to amend it at some points
when human rights are at stake. In 1997 proponents of state action against domestic violence, though
in majority, still had a fierce opposition to face in arguing against the privacy claim. The 2000
Hungarian CEDAW report also allowed for state action to deal with domestic violence, even if it
refused the argument that domestic violence was to have the status of a specific separate crime within
the Criminal Code46. However the report was prepared for an international audience and only needed
approval by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, no ratification and debate by the Parliament.
3.2 The rise of a feminist expert frame: translation in concept legislation
Domestic violence, as such, has only been on the Hungarian national policy and public agenda since
1998. The debate turned especially heated with the publication of Krisztina Morvai’s book, “Terror in
the Family. Wife Abuse and the Law”47, in 1998. Morvai, a criminologist but also an NGO activist,
analyzed in her book, based on numerous interviews and legal documents, including court files, the
phenomenon of domestic violence from a gender equality perspective, its particularities in Hungary,
and argued for the need for regulation. Another scholarly work published the same year (Toth 1998)
analyzed the incidence of the phenomenon in Hungary and its perception by the Hungarian
population. These works, especially Morvai’s, brought a lot of media attention to the issue. These
scholarly works and the extensive expert work conducted by NGOs brought about a shift in the
reception of NGOs by state actors: the topic was elevated to an higher level and NGOs were
increasingly seen as not just civil rights activists but also as experts in the field who are worth
consulting48.
As a result of the echo of Morvai’s book49 an expert committee50 was set up in 2001 by the
Ministry of Social and Family Affairs to work on a package of legislation on the domestic violence
question51. The document prepared by the Committee consisted of two parts, the first contained
proposals for dealing with domestic violence, and the second part discussed the sexual harassment of
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women at the workplace. This coupling clearly suggested that at this point domestic violence was seen
as primarily a form of violence against women and, as such, a gender equality issue.
The document summarized the salience of domestic violence in Hungary as reflected in
statistics and quantitative research, emphasizing the gender specificity of the problem and the gender
inequality mechanisms that reproduce it. It conceptualized domestic violence as a universal problem
that exists in all social categories. Subsequently, the concept proposed changes in law, in the
practices of the police and the course of dealing with the matter legally. It remained however at the
level of generality as far as capacity building, awareness raising and institutional development are
concerned.
The policy solutions proposed by the concept in its prognosis part, contrary to the diagnosis
part, contained no explicit references to gender. However the mechanism portrayed for intervention
and handling of domestic violence resembled the feminist story: it meant to protect victims primarily by
restraining measures. The general scope projected for the restraining orders was to allow the victim to
escape the cycle of violence and to provide enough time for her empowerment, for taking a breath and
deciding about the future without being under the threat and influence of the perpetrator52. Due to
absence of political will, the document never transcended the status of a concept law: it did not even
reach the Parliament. However, it set the ground for further developments in the field.
3.3 Awareness raising and expertise building by NGOs: the rise of feminist frames in disguise
From 2001 NGOs started to launch strategically minded awareness raising activities for different
important audiences, ranging from training for media actors, to awareness raising of the police and
organising legal clinics for students53. From the second half of 2002 a public campaign animated by a
number of NGOs was going on, with concentrated efforts to achieve dialogue on the issue both on the
social and the political level. Morvai, the representatives of NANE and other NGOs met with relevant
politicians and policy makers to raise awareness about the problem and press for change on the level
of legislation, and to seek political commitment in the issue. State actors were also invited to a
conference on the issue organized by NGOs, where Albin Diering, an Austrian expert on policies
regarding domestic violence also lectured. The liberal MP, Matyas Eorsi, attended, among others, this
conference. Later that year he was to be the main actor in launching state action against domestic
violence. Articles were published about the issue, several interviews were given and a petition was
launched and signed by some fifty thousand citizens for initiating state action.
The approach of the NGOs during the campaign was twofold. On the one hand it was
informed by the transnational feminist movement’s approach to domestic violence54. On the other
hand, as late followers55, Hungarian NGO activists were very much aware of the credit of feminist
arguments in the eyes of both the Hungarian public and the Hungarian policy makers and attempted to
creatively adapt the Western model to the particularities of the Hungarian case. Therefore, as the
process of going public started, in crucial moments strategic decisions were made to keep the feminist
profile as low as possible, and refrain from making domestic violence a feminist issue56. The strategy
is well illustrated by Morvai refusing to be “a single, extremist feminist civil rights defender” and
introducing herself as a married mother of three children and a third year student in theology, in a
hearing before a Parliamentary Committee57. Meanwhile Morvai argued in an interview given to Reka
Safrany:
“All of our work is feminist: it builds on women’s experiences, it is women we meet in the
shelters, the posing of the problem of domestic violence is feminist, and making it part of
the public discourse as well. That domestic violence is not a private issue but a legal
problem shows a feminist agenda. There are people who approach the problem in a
different way, by saying that domestic violence is unpleasant and it results from the many
tensions that men have, so they suggest dealing with it through psychology and family
therapy. These are people who start from a gender-neutral basis.” (Safrany 2003)
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3.4 Renewed attention in parliament: National Strategy based on feminist frame in disguise
In 2002 after several cases of domestic violence gained publicity and caused outrage, public debate
intensified again58. The CEDAW Concluding Comments on Hungary’s fourth and fifth periodic report
were also released around the same time. The CEDAW stated: “The Committee is concerned about
the prevalence of violence against women and girls, including domestic violence. It is particularly
concerned that no specific legislation has been enacted to combat domestic violence and sexual
harassment and that no protection or exclusion orders or shelters exist for the immediate protection of
women victims of domestic violence.”59 The coordinated NGO action aiming at awareness raising
along with the sad coincidence of publicized domestic violence cases60 and the influence of the
international community brought domestic violence up for discussion in the Parliament. In October
2002, in the plenary session of the Parliament, an ad-hoc debate took place between the State
Secretary of the Justice Ministry61, and MPs representing different parties about domestic violence62.
During this debate consensus formed that the issue needs to be debated by the Parliament, and a
national strategy on combating it has to be developed.
In March 2003, a “Parliamentary Decision on the National Strategy for Prevention and Efficient
Handling of Domestic Violence” was presented to the Parliament63, largely based on NGO
suggestions64 and on the Concept of Law developed a year earlier. The Strategy justified the need for
state action by NGO and societal discontent concerning the passivity of the state in domestic violence
matters and unfulfilled international commitments. It requested action from the government on four
levels. The four levels were: legislative amendments, institutional development, capacity building and
awareness raising. The need for working in cooperation with non-state actors, especially civil society,
was included along all tasks.
The frame on domestic violence used by the Strategy was what one could call a genderneutral feminist frame. Its language and the interpretation given to it by the MPs submitting the
document to the Parliament is entirely gender neutral. The causes of the phenomenon are not
explained, the mechanisms of gender inequality are not specifically mentioned as important for its
reproduction. Women are named as potential victims but just as one of several other groups of people
living in dependent relationships in the family. Domestic violence is presented as a human rights issue,
but it is not located in the realm of gender inequality. In the meantime the victim group described is
that of dependent people, this dependency including both financial and emotional components,
meaning that it captures the most important mechanism of reproduction proposed by feminists.
The approach proposed for state action is victim-oriented, revolving around the two important
pillars: sanctioning the perpetrator and defending the victim. The focus on the need for regulating
restraining measures, i.e. protecting the victim in the home and keeping away the perpetrator, is again
very similar to the feminist approach. Emphasis on the need for changing social norms also suggests
a complex understanding of the problem. The deadline set for fulfilling the requirements of the
Strategy was March 2004. In April 2004, a handout was issued describing the follow-up to the
Strategy.65. Apart from a law on restraining measures, two campaigns and the launching of a first,
experimental crises centre that will be described below, the handout testified of very little progress
along most lines set by the Strategy for action. The activities listed, apart from the above-mentioned,
either are plans for future projects, or activities already initiated before the launch of the strategy (such
as the police by-laws as described in §3.7).
3.5 Draft law on restraining orders: selective implementation of the Austrian model
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The National Strategy fuelled the drafting of a law on restraining orders for cases of domestic violence
in the Ministry of Justice66. The Bill is built on international practices, primarily those seen in the
Austrian model. Its focus is on keeping the perpetrator away from repeated abuse. The strength of the
draft is its very wide definition of the concept of domestic violence, with a wide spectrum of
relationships to be covered and a wide understanding of what counts as violence. The draft provides
for two types of restraining measures: a temporary one to be issued by police, and a longer term
protection provided by temporary injunction to be ordered by courts. The draft cannot be seen
however as a comprehensive act on domestic violence because it disregards one important pillar of
the Austrian model: it has nothing to say about tasks related to institutional development especially in
the field of victim services67. The Ministry emphasises that the law is not to be seen as the sole tool
against domestic violence, action should be taken on several other fronts. In the absence of legislative
framework however the tasks relating to the provision of the victim services remain less than
obligatory.
The draft, that is before Parliament at the time of writing this paper68, clearly represents the
earlier described gender-neutral feminist frame. The definition of the problem and the way in which
domestic violence and victims are conceptualized in the diagnosis are inclusive for all potential victim
groups. Domestic violence is seen to occur in dependency relationships, be those financial,
emotional, legal or physical. Violence is process-like and cyclical. It is reproduced across generations.
Victims are primarily women and children, but any dependent person can be a victim regardless of age
or gender. The concept of family used thus by the law is extended beyond the traditional familial
relationships, to include any current or previous, regular or periodical cohabitation or any form of
dependency relationship. Violence is also conceptualized very widely to include beyond physical or
sexual abuse also forms like forcing the victim to do or not to do or to bear something by destroying or
damaging objects, by offending animals, causing continuous systematic and grave harassment or by
psychological terror in everyday life. This diagnosis allows in practice for an inclusive coverage of
domestic violence against women. Its prognosis part, though again gender neutral in terms, it does
propose the gender sensitive victim protection focused arsenal of tools, especially restraining
measures and temporary injunction. The aim of the law is to stop the dependency that provides the
soil for domestic violence and allow victims to break out from the cycle of violence. The draft proposes
a very late date for entering into force of the law (May 2005), because it considers that the efficiency of
the law would be doubtful if not accompanied by different complementary measures. Complementary
measures list among others: establishing shelters for perpetuators.
Feminist NGOs commented on the draft in a petition69. Their main criticisms with reference to
domestic violence70 were threefold. Referring to the draft, criticisms were mainly procedural:
concerned the minimal length of restraining orders, and the encouragement that the draft gives to
police to act on the spot of abusive incidents. Secondly criticism referred to the discourse of policy
makers surrounding the draft, especially at the artificial separation of the women’s issue and the issue
of violence against children within the context of domestic violence. A third set of comments referred to
the cooperation and responsiveness of governmental actors with feminist NGOs, to be discussed
bellow in 3.8. The absence of any comments on the substance of the draft law shows the compatibility
of its frame with the feminist frame of domestic violence71.
3.6 Victim policies: artificial division between women and children
As part of the National Strategy, during the spring of 2004 various Ministries launched awareness
raising campaigns concerning domestic violence. The two campaigns addressed distinct target
groups, suggesting a separated framing of domestic violence into a women’s issue and a children’s
issue. One of the campaigns72 focused on children only73. The other campaign, launched by the
Governmental Office for Equal Opportunities in cooperation with the Ministry of Internal Affairs,74 was
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entitled “Campaign for the Defense of the Weak and the Dependent”. Though the title suggests a
gender-neutral approach, the background material of the campaign75 specifically emphasised the
gender aspects of domestic violence. Its main purpose as defined by its press material was to
publicize available state and non-state telephone help-line and the newly established crisis center.
The declarations and documents surrounding the campaign give no hint on how the Office plans to
conceptualise domestic violence against women distinctively from the children’s issue.
This division along the line of victim groups recurs in the handout describing the follow-up to
the Strategy as published in April 2004. Accountability for tasks projected by the Strategy are divided
over two ministries: the Governmental Office for Equal Opportunity is conceived of as responsible for
the tasks related to the implementation of the CEDAW, whereas the Ministry on Social and Family
Affairs is in charge of tasks related “child abuse and negligence” as defined by the WHO
recommendations76. This tendency to separate the two interdependent questions into a women’s issue
and a children’s issue, though not present at the level of legislation, repeatedly occurs at the lower
levels of policymaking and public discussions. The approach from the victim group is clearly visible in
the public discussion of the issue of domestic violence. A tendency to shift the focus of all statements
made by public officials, with the exception of the Minister of Equal Opportunities, concerning domestic
violence towards violence against children issue can be traced in speeches and declarations since the
beginning of 200477. Far from a gender mainstreaming approach the artificially separated women’s
domestic violence issue is delegated under the exclusive care of the Equal Opportunity Minister.
`The Governmental Office for Equal Opportunities has also been in charge under the Strategy
with developing a methodology for crisis centres and launching such centres. Contrary to some of the
forerunner countries in handling domestic violence78 Hungarian feminist NGOs have concentrated the
more on bringing the issue to the policy agenda and mobilizing the state to regulate, to initiate action
and to provide resources for handling domestic violence, than on establishing self-sufficient action
independently of the state. No independent feminist shelter or crises centre movement was
established in Hungary prior to the launching of state action with the Strategy. The first experimental
crises-centre was launched by the Office in December 2003, with the tasks of operating a help line,
counselling victims, coordinating and facilitating the work of institutions involved in victim protection.
The methodology developed for the experimental crises centre,79 planned to be replicated in
later initiatives, explicitly frames the issue from a feminist perspective. It defines the issue of domestic
violence as a human right and within that as a gender equality problem. The victims portrayed include
women and children of all social classes. Emphasis is both on the universal nature and on the
magnitude of the problem. Domestic violence is seen to cause damage to self-esteem. In the longer
term it is said to hinder integration of victims into the society and reproduces a culture of violence both
on the victim and on the perpetrator side. The prognosis proposes action along five priorities:
awareness-raising in the population, legislative regulation of handling domestic violence, institutional
development, research and training. The methodology sees crisis centres as primarily serving women
and children, mentioning other groups of victims only in parenthesis. This feminist approach,
especially its problem definition is present in statements and speeches of the Equal Opportunity
Minister made on different occasions during the last year80.
3.7 Challenges to universality: domestic violence in police by-laws and crime prevention strategy
Another distortion of the feminist frame in disguise - apart from the artificial division of the problem
over target groups - can be detected in several police by-laws adopted in 2003. Somewhat similar to
other cases in Europe,81 the Police in Hungary had been in the forefront of action. Probably this is due
to the fact that among all state actors the police was most severely criticised by NGOs. Preceding to
the presentation of the National Strategy to parliament, in 2003 several by-laws had been amended to
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emphasise the duties of the police in domestic violence cases82. The by-laws were the result of
continued NGO efforts to change police practices.83 A concept paper on police tasks concerning
domestic violence was prepared by police experts at the National Police Headquarters84. This paper
explicitly mentioned the welcomed NGO input into the process of change at the level of police.
The paper took over elements of the feminist frame, but seemed to deny the universal
character feminists assign to it by linking it to families subject to other risk factors. It portrays domestic
violence as a cyclic process related to dependency and discrimination, it links the phenomenon to a
conservative perception of the relationship between women and men, and locates women and
children on the victim side and men – fathers – on the perpetrator side. Meanwhile, by correlating
domestic violence to alcohol consumption and by blurring the boundaries between domestic violence,
child pornography and sexual abuse of children outside the family suggests that domestic violence is
not a problem in itself, that its instances may be covered by other crimes, and that handling other risk
factors such as alcohol consumption would solve the problem.
A similar approach was adopted in the Crime Prevention Strategy, developed by the Ministry
of Justice next to its work in drafting the National Strategy on domestic violence. The comprehensive
document, passed by the Parliament in October 2003, includes among its priority areas the prevention
of domestic violence. The Crime Prevention Strategy, reinforced by speeches and interviews with the
Governmental Commissioner for Crime Prevention,85 testifies of a new aspect in the policy story of
domestic violence in Hungary: it seems to introduce a crime prevention frame. Somewhat following up
and extending on the arguments of the concept paper prepared by the police, it questions the
universal nature of domestic violence. Both Gonczol and the Crime Prevention Strategy suggest
repeatedly that this is a social problem of the excluded groups of society; that it has to do with poverty,
with alcohol and drug consumption and other specific risk factors.
A distinctive element in the crime prevention frame is the interpretation of violence as a
cultural question, which might bear different meanings in different societies or for different social
categories. This implies that helping victims can only go together with changing the culture of violence,
and before those change in some cases social norms might favor mediation and conflict resolution
between victims and perpetrators more than sanctioning. This approach is well illustrated by the
statements like “you cannot make people happy against their will”, “we have to pull strings together
where that is still possible” 86 or “we cannot fight century old customs with only sanctioning”87. Victim
protection thus becomes contextual and priority is given to changing public attitudes and saving
relationships where possible. Meanwhile restraining measures are also supported by this frame in the
context of extreme cases, but with a different justification: they are seen as a more efficient new type
of sanction, not a tool for the empowerment of the victims88. The crime prevention frame conflicts thus
in two major points with the feminist frame: in its diagnosis: it questions the universality of domestic
violence and in its prognosis: it acts upon families and society much less than on individual victims.
3.8 Roles assigned to NGOs: participatory policymaking or passing on responsibilities?
Following the initial stages of policy development in which NGOs and related experts had a crucial
role, in the later stages the roles assigned to NGOs became increasingly marginalized. The National
Strategy strongly emphasizes the importance of NGO and citizen participation, which might be due to
the intense involvement of NGOs in the domestic violence policy process up to that point. The
Strategy prescribes cooperation with NGOs along all four sets of tasks. This seems to signal the
desirability of a really participatory policymaking process for the state, at least in this particular issue
area. True involvement of relevant NGOs can also be seen as a safeguard for keep the gender
question on the agenda and bring gender specificity to particular actions, despite a gender neutral
framework legislation. Meanwhile, one is tempted to think that this can be an attempt of the state to
delegate parts of responsibility and accountability to NGOs in a very sensitive and slowly progressing
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field without in fact empowering them to act (by provision of resources and by true delegation of
tasks)89.
NGO roles became more disputed in the process of drafting the law on restraining orders as
described in §3.5. The Ministry of Justice stressed the importance of NGO engagement in drafting the
law,90 but NGOs criticized the way in which this actually was done. The drafting process revealed a
shift in the level of cooperation that seemed to testify of a diminishing commitment to participatory
policy making. Whereas NGOs and related experts were active participants in preparing and drafting
all earlier policy documents concerning domestic violence, in the case of this draft their participation is
reduced to being the external critics of the draft, even if many of their points are considered in their
merits and included in it91.
In the 2004 handout that described the follow-up to the National Strategy, NGO initiatives
seemed to be used to cover up the limited progress achieved by the government along the lines set by
the Strategy for action. NGOs were asked to report on their activities, which were included in the
handout as if those could be accounted for by the state, without pointing in any way to the
empowerment of NGOs by state actors. The purpose of the strategy to promote cooperative action
between state and NGO actors seems to be turned around to hold NGOs accountable along with the
state for absence of real progress.
The complexity of the map of policy frames currently prevailing in Hungary with respect to domestic
violence is apparent. Given the ongoing parliamentary debate on domestic violence and the fact that
the Strategy for Handling Domestic Violence is still on the agenda, new or revised policy frames are
continuously shaping up in the debate, and old, forgotten ones, are being reasserted. This makes the
analysis on the one hand particularly timely, on the other particularly difficult in methodological terms.
In this chapter we picked up and placed in the context those frames that seem clearly distinctive at this
moment, however fast changes in the debate and opportunities provided for policy actors silent this far
might bring to surface new frames or shifts in the ones analyzed here.
5. Domestic violence in the EU: Human Rights versus Public Health
At the EU level, the issue of violence against women was translated into public policy programmes
only after the Beijing World Conference on Women (1995)92. However, violence against women
already incidentally appeared on the agenda of the European Parliament in 1980’s. The Committee on
Women’s Rights and Equal Opportunities, operational in European Parliament since 1981, produced
by own initiative a report on violence against women in 1986, fuelled by input from feminist NGO’s.
The document was debated in parliament and led to the adoption of a resolution on violence against
women; violence in the private sphere was specifically addressed. (Kantola 2003).
Before the Beijing conference, the EU also dealt with specific topics that might be seen as
related to, or included in the concept of violence against women, such as sexual harassment in the
workplace and trafficking in human beings. The overall topic of violence against women, however, had
not been addressed in policy making before the Beijing momentum. As the topic of domestic violence
has not been addressed separately in specific EU programs, we will focus on the way in which the
problem is phrased and embedded in umbrella programs concerning violence against women. Other
forms of violence addressed in these programs - such as trafficking in women, pornography, and
prostitution – will be largely neglected, except if linked explicitly to domestic violence.
The two main frames concerning domestic violence in the EU policy circuit can be typified as a
Human Rights frame and a Public Health frame. These frames do not seem to originate from any of
the member states, but largely seem to have developed at EU and international level. Whereas the
human rights discourse seems to have a long history in the EU, the Public Health frame seems to
have become the most dominant frame during the last couple of years. The roots of conceptualising
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violence against women as a breach of human might be traced back to the 1993 Vienna Declaration
that recognised women’s rights as human rights, and before that to the Convention on the Elimination
of all forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW)93. The Fourth World Conference on Women in
Beijing seems to have given a major impetus to re-setting the issue on the European agenda again.
Violence against women was one of the 12 areas of concern of the Platform of Action that was also
endorsed by the European Union. And with the Amsterdam Treaty in 1997 and the adoption of the
European Charter of Fundamental Rights in 2000, human rights gained an even stronger position in
the EU.
The rise of the Public Health frame in the Europen political arena can be traced back to the
period in which the Daphne Programme – adopted in 1999 – was prepared. The strategy to approach
violence against women as a health problem seems to be derived from the World Health Organisation.
It’s definition of health as a ‘state of complete physical, mental and social well-being and not merely
the absence of disease or infirmity’ (24 Jan. 2000)94 was explained as to encompass the issue of
violence against women as well. Thus, public health was introduced as a possible basis for policies
concerning violence against women, specifically the Daphne Programme.
The following paragraphs briefly sketch the two main ways in which domestic violence has
been framed and legitimised as a public policy concern in EU policies so far. This will be done by
describing the two main policy programmes in which domestic violence, or more generally violence
against women, has been addressed. These programs provide a good impression of the different
conceptualisations of the problem in EU policy circles and the way in which the problem articulation
has shifted. The programmes are firstly the ‘Zero Tolerance’ campaign from 1997 and secondly the
Daphne Programme that came into action in 2000.
5.2 The ‘Zero Tolerance’ Campaign (1997-2000)
In 1997, the European Commission launched the campaign Zero Tolerance addressing violence
against women. It followed the Resolution to establish a European wide campaign for zero tolerance of
violence against women (A4-0250/1997). The campaign is legitimised mainly on the ground that
violence against women is a human rights violation. The resolution refers to many human rights
treaties, declarations en conventions on which the campaign is based (most importantly CEDAW and
the Vienna declaration). Domestic violence is explicitly legitimised as a public policy concern by
mentioning that according to CEDAW violence against women is a ‘crime’. The problem is said to be
endemic in society. Arguments claiming that domestic violence is a ‘private matter’ or that women are
to blame are labelled as ‘myths’.
The campaign is based on the idea that violence against women, which is seen as violence
exercised by male perpetrators towards female victims, “not only reflects unequal gender power
relations in our society, but also forms a formidable barrier to efforts to overcome inequality between
women and men” (resolution A4-0250/1997). Furthermore, domestic violence is said to exist in all
countries and social classes (breaking the silence brochure 2000) Apart from this ‘main cause’ of
domestic violence, several causes and mechanisms responsible for reproducing the problem are
mentioned in the resolution and the brochure of the campaign. Firstly, the documents address the fact
that domestic violence often is hidden and surrounded by taboos causing low awareness on the issue.
Another mechanism said to be reproducing the problem relates to the stereotypical ideas concerning
women and attitudes in society that regard women’s bodies as commodities, as reflected for instance
in pornography and prostitution. Also the lack of proper legal, social and economic instruments to
protect victims are named as part of the problem.
As a part of the campaign, a Eurobarometer survey on violence against women was held and
brochures with the title ‘breaking the silence’ were published. The measures proposed to fight
domestic violence primarily are aimed at addressing the causes identified above. Firstly the low
awareness has to be fought, by gathering data and informing people about the problem. The brochure
published for this campaign, entitled Breaking The Silence, calls upon male perpetrators to seek help
and upon victims to break the wall of silence. Moreover, the campaign aims at enhancing the
protection of victims and witnesses, training public agents dealing with domestic violence, and
improving legislation. Also the ‘empowerment’ of women is mentioned as a goal. One way to do this is
by portraying women as survivors and not as victims.
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5.4 The Daphne Programme (2000-2004)
With the introduction of the Daphne Programme (2000), the gender-sensitive analysis of domestic
violence disappears at large. A shift takes place from framing violence against women as a human
rights issue to a health issue. Although reference is made to some UN documents and to some
fundamental rights (right to safety, right to life etc.), in the decision establishing the Daphne
Programme violence is not seen as a policy problem because it forms a violation of human rights, but
because it is considered “a major health scourge” and because of the “high social and economic costs
to society as a whole” (A4-0250/1997). There also is a shift in the problem definition, which is
elaborated from addressing “violence against women” to “violence against children, young persons
and women”.
The WHO’s broad definition of health is adopted in the Daphne Programme, but not after
some criticism and debate in parliament (EP debate 8 march 1999). Originally the Daphne Programme
was supposed to have Article 23595 as its legal basis, but some member states opposed this and
suggested Article 129, on Public Health. Many (predominantly female) MEP’s were afraid this would
basis would be too narrow and argued that human rights issues shouldn’t be reduced to health.
Because there was a real chance that the Programme on the basis of article 235 would be blocked,
the change to public health was accepted.
Unlike the ‘Zero Tolerance’ campaign, references to inequality or an unequal distribution of
power between men and women as an underlying cause of the problem are not made at all. The only
way in which equality is said to be part of the problem, is in the effects of violence. Violence is seen as
having implications for the “equal opportunities of those concerned”. The causes of violence are left
unaddressed. No analysis of the problem is provided, and no causal relations or mechanisms are
mentioned. The existence of violence against children, young persons and women seems to be taken
as a ‘given fact’. The problem seems to lie in the mere existence of victims of violence. The framing of
the problem as a health issue, in combination with the extended problem definition including children
and young persons as well, appears to lead to a ‘de-gendered’ approach of the problem and a lack of
analysis into the causes of the problem (which are expected to be different for different groups of
victims, e.g. children, women or young persons). The Daphne Programme identifies domestic violence
next to other forms of violence against women, but does not provide a separate problem analysis on
this topic. It tends to put more emphasis on other forms of violence such as sexual exploitation and
trafficking.
In spite of criticism by the Committee of the Regions that a distinction should be made
between the way in which women are addressed and the way in which children are addressed in the
programme, a gender-sensitive analysis of domestic violence or a reference to structural causes of the
problem is not integrated in the programme neither in Daphne 2. The COR argues that domestic
violence is a ‘sex-specific problem caused by the unequal balance of power between women and men’
(1999/C 198/63). The Social and Economic committee argues in a more moderate way that ‘aspects
relating to the balance of power between women and men must also be addressed’ (CES 456/99) in
Daphne, but this isn’t adopted in the final decision to establish Daphne. Instead, the focus of the
programme is more on the effects of violence than on the causes of violence.
The aims of the Daphne programme are targeted at the protection of victims and the
prevention of violence. These goals have to be reached through awareness raising and research. All
measures are aimed at victims; perpetrators are not mentioned in the adopted decisions at all,
although the COR and the SEC both pointed out that there has to be attention for perpetrators as well.
It seems a contradiction that the goal of the programme is ‘prevention’ and perpetrators are left out of
the picture. The emphasis lies very much on the symptoms, taking the existence of violence as a given
fact. Also the emphasis lies on the health implications for the victims of violence, and not on e.g. the
criminal aspects of it.
In the evaluation of the programme some new criticism arises on this gender neutral
perspective. The (female) evaluators recommend that a paragraph should be adopted on the
inequality between women and men, but when the proposal for a second phase of the Daphne
programme is presented, this again is written in a gender neutral language, without references to
power relations or structural causes. Again, as in Daphne I, women are seen as ‘one of the groups of
victims that suffer violence’, or ‘one of the groups at risk’, just like children, young persons etc..
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Children always are treated as a gender neutral group, and only some of the NGO’s and the
Committee on Women’s Rights have pointed at the fact that the violence boys or girls suffer often
differs from one anther.
When looking at the actors engaged in dealing with the issue of violence against women and
children at EU level, the gender neutrality of the problem is challenged immediately. The problem
obviously is considered to be a women’s problem and it is left up to women to solve it. In the European
parliament, the problem is debated by female MEP’s only, the evaluations on policy programmes
dealing with violence against women are executed by female rapporteurs, and reactions from advisory
committees like the committee of the regions are written by its female members.
5.5 Contrasting frames and feminist voices
Feminist voices in the European political arena go back at least as far as the mid 1980s. In the earliest
official report on violence against women from 198696, the Committee on Women’s Rights represents
violence against women as both the cause and the consequence of the unequal division of power
between men and women (Hoskyns 1996). This report was followed by a resolution on Violence
against Women, which did not take over the whole feminist analysis of the problem, but did challenge
the public – private boundaries. After that resolution, it took several years before the issue was dealt
with again. Within the MAGEEQ research period (1995 - now) feminist voices in the European political
arena have been raised by European women’s NGO’s, as well as in speeches of MEPs,
commissioners and chairpersons.
The largest and probably most influential European Women’s NGO, the European Women’s
Lobby (EWL), has been articulating a feminist discourse since it was established in 1990. In its efforts
to promote women’s rights in the EU, violence against women formed one of its concerns. In 1997, a
European Policy Action Centre on Violence against Women and an Observatory were established,
both aimed at influencing EU policy and trying to get the issue on the European political agenda.
Another large, more radical NGO is WAVE (Women Against Violence Europe). This organisation,
established in 1994, articulates a more critical and more feminist discourse on violence against
women.
Feminist voices at the EU level have in common that they picture the unequal power relations
between women and men as the cause and effect of violence against women97. In some documents
the argumentation is even stronger, representing violence against women as a ‘control mechanism
used by men over women, to make sure they do not loose their dominant position in society’ (EWL
observatory 2000). WAVE appears to articulate an even stronger and probably more radical view on
violence against women. According to this organisation violence against women is a structural matter,
a control mechanism exercised by men over women, intrinsic to a system of power and control and
embedded in the social structure of society and linked to inequalities in the distribution of power
between women and men. WAVE explicitly represents itself as being ‘feminist’ and taking on a
‘feminist approach’ to deal with domestic violence. Concerning the topic of domestic violence,
measures proposed by NGOs range from ‘soft measures’ like collecting statistics and awareness
raising to ‘hard’ legal measures.
Apart from these feminist voices outside of the official EU-bodies, some resonate in the EU
itself as well. The speeches that commissioner Anna Diamantopoulou held on the issue of violence
against women often testify of a feminist diagnosis and analysis. In one speech she says that: ‘we
must never lose sight of the underlying, structural causes of violence, which is the most distressing
manifestation of the imbalance in gender relations. She says men to resort to violent behaviour as a
way of exerting control and domination over women.’ In other speeches she stresses that the violent
behaviour of men is the problem and that violence is causing structural inequalities to persist. Another
very outspoken speech was held by MEP and chairperson of the Committee of Women’s rights, Maj
Britt Theorin at an expert meeting on violence against women in 2000. According to her domestic
violence is ‘part of the social structure of society, it is a social mechanism for the subordination of
women.’ She argues that it is a structural, and thereby not a private matter, caused by the unequal
balance of power between women and men.
Looking at the representations and legitimisations of the problem of domestic violence as a
public policy concern of the European women’s NGO’s and by some women from inside the different
EU-bodies, a feminist discourse, or at least parts of a feminist discourse can be clearly discerned.
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Feminist voices addressing violence against women in the EU seem to commonly view the problem as
a universal, structural phenomenon. This idea is expressed in all of the feminist voices analysed within
and outside the EU institutions. Other frequently used concepts found in their argumentation are the
patriarchal structures of society in which the problem is embedded, and the link between violence
against women and the unequal balance of power between men and women. Sometimes it is added
that violence against women is a mechanism of control by men over women98.
6. Conclusion: genderless violence against women?
Though all fed by feminist perspectives, the different circumstances under which domestic violence
was set on the agenda in the EU, Hungary, and the Netherlands seemed to have a large impact on
the ways in which the topic was picked up and re-framed in government policy. Though international
developments like the UN Women’s Year in 1975 contributed to setting women’s issues on the political
agenda in the Netherlands, the first Dutch policy actions concerning violence against women were
initiated primarily by grass-root feminist action as developed since the early 1970s. The two main
frames shaping policies at the EU level since the late 1990s seem to appeal primarily to EUtranscending documents like the Vienna Declaration, CEDAW, and the World Health Organisation’s
definition of health, rather than being fed from below and being filtered from prevailing policy frames in
EU member states. In Hungary, feminist NGOs and experts – building on transnational feminist frames
– formed a crucial motor behind the first policy and legislative initiatives, though the agenda setting
also was given impetus by international factors like CEDAW, to Beijing, and to Council of Europe
documents.
The three cases investigated testify of significant differences in the way in which the topic of
domestic violence has been framed and re-framed in various political contexts after it had been set on
the political agenda under influence of feminist activists, NGOs and experts. Despite these differences,
the direction in which current frames develop in Hungary, the Netherlands, and the EU seem to have
one thing in common: along with the strengthening government engagement with the issue of
domestic violence, new modes of strategic framing seem to come to the fore in which gender
inequalities become invisible, distorted, or overshadowed by other policy concerns. The more actively
governments take over the initial feminist monopoly in framing the topic, the more gender relations
seem to disappear from the political and public problem articulation. Even though governments
approach the matter differently in the policy contexts studied, one thing seems to hold for all cases: in
contemporary policymaking circles gender relations or women’s interests hardly ever are brought to
the fore as a sufficient legitimisation for public policy.
6.1 Shifts in problem articulation: the move towards de-gendered domestic violence approaches
While the first Dutch policymaking and legislative initiatives concerning domestic violence obviously
embroidered on feminist grass root frames – be it stripped from their most radical, anti-state elements
– in the course of the 1990s the policy scope started to narrow. Though violence in the private realm
continued to be conceived of as a mechanism arising from and maintaining the structural power
inequalities between the sexes, the issue increasingly came to be associated with stereotyping at the
cost of the initial emphasis on women’s economic independence. Moreover, the focus was targeted
increasingly to sexual violence and sexual child abuse. When the government launched a policy of
integrating care for victims into regular care services, policy measures addressing women’s abuse
were reduced merely to offering shelter.
Around the millennium break, the issue received renewed attention in Dutch policymaking and
legislation. While international documents like the Beijing Platform for Action and the UN Women’s
Treaty urged governments to pay attention to violence against women, Dutch policy documents
started to substitute the old notion of ‘women’s abuse’ by the ‘gender-neutral’ term ‘domestic violence’.
These developments appeared to cause a schism in the framing of violence issues. While
contemporary documents mainly reflect an all-inclusive terminology – using terms as ‘victims’,
‘perpetrators’, ‘people concerned’, etc. – at points they do distinguish specific target groups, such as
children witnessing domestic violence and elderly people as victims. Remarkably enough though,
women never are mentioned as a group deserving specific policy attention, not even in documents
suggesting to specifically focus on violence against women. Such documents only address women
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specifically in relation to ‘cultural-specific’ forms of domestic violence such as genital mutilation and
honour killing, while domestic violence ‘in general’ is never framed in a gender-sensitive way.
In the problem as represented in contemporary Dutch documents and political debates, the
cycle of violence is not so much linked to dependency relations or structural power inequalities in
society, but rather to factors at the personal or family level. These factors include the chance of
youthful victims or witnesses to become perpetrators of domestic violence themselves, high repeated
offence rates, and unwillingness of (adult) victims to loose their partner or to break family relations.
The only “societal” factor assigned a role in maintaining the problem is the taboo-sphere surrounding
the matter. By locating the cycle of violence primarily within family boundaries, contemporary
documents seem to de-link the issue from its original politicised framing. The roots of the problem
seem to be pushed back in the realm of the private, the issue being declared a ‘public matter’ primarily
because of its presumed effects on society.
In Hungary, the policy process concerning domestic violence seems to be a model-like process in
terms of its inclusiveness and deliberative nature99. Next to international community and international
obligations100, NGO and expert work - mainly of feminist character - played an important role in
bringing the issue on the agenda, in framing it and finally in designing the tools for handling it.
References by different stakeholders to the input of and cooperation with NGOs show the authority
and respect that the non-governmental sector and its expertise gained among relevant state actors.
The intense involvement of NGOs and related experts, especially in the agenda setting stage,
had an important impact on how the main policy frame on domestic violence was defined. Their active
involvement in drafting the first policy document on domestic violence, a concept law, determined the
feminist framing of the issue in the document. After the failure to initiate at least a parliamentary
discussion of the law, NGOs decide to pursue their aim of bringing domestic violence on the public
policy agenda by adopting strategic framing in crucial moments. Their new framing strategy, though
feminist in its structure, shifts the discussion away from a violence against women perspective towards
a de-gendered representation of violence against the dependent, who are most often women, but also
can be children, old, disabled etc.
The results of this framing exercise are ambivalent: the strategic approach proves to be
successful in that the issue reaches the Parliament, firstly in the form of a Strategy and later as a draft
law on restraining orders. Both documents reflect a similar de-gendered approach to domestic
violence as promoted by feminist actors. However, as the role of NGOs diminishes from being the
motors of the process to being its external evaluators and more often its criticasters, the framing of the
issue seems to move more and more away from its initial feminist angle. In the policy concerning
victims, an artificial separation is made between domestic violence against women and violence
against children, the women’s issue being relegated to the equal opportunity mechanism, whereas the
violence against children issue remains as a main item on the policy agenda of all other actors.
Fortunately this division does not reach the legislative level: it remains restricted to the discursive
level. Feminism in disguise remains the main approach of the legislative.
By 2004 feminist NGOs no longer are the main actors defining the agenda. In debates and
conferences concerning domestic violence, feminist experts increasingly seem to be replaced or at
least accompanied by child protection experts, whose insensitivity to gender aspects seems to fit
better in the policy debate desired by the stakeholders concerned101. Along with the current
intensification of the policy debate, new frames and stakeholders seem to emerge that challenge the
feminist frame more sharply, questioning some of its cornerstones such as the universality claim. The
only actor continuing to embrace the explicitly gendered feminist frame - once the main state frame - is
the Equal Opportunity Minister.
At EU level, the strategies of femocrats, women’s NGO’s, and other feminist actors appealing to
international documents and treaties, appeared to be successful in politicising the problem of violence
against women: the European Commission’s Zero Tolerance campaign and its 1997 resolution clearly
reflected traces of feminist frames. In the course of developing further EU policy, however, large parts
of the initial feminist problem analysis disappeared out of sight. The notion expressed in the Zero
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Tolerance campaign that domestic violence is the cause and effect of inequality in power relations
between women and men seems to have lost its grounds during the preparatory stage of the second
EU policy programme on measures to fight violence against children, young persons and women:
Daphne (2000-2004). This shift might be related to the choice of founding the Daphne program on
Article 129 on Public Health.
The Daphne Programme provides a very different diagnosis than the previous Zero Tolerance
campaign. In the problem representation of the campaign, violence explicitly was linked to gender
equality and gender relations. The campaign was endorsed by a human rights basis, pointing out that
(domestic) violence is a violation of women’s human rights. In the succeeding Daphne Programme,
the target groups identified were extended to women, young persons, and children. The programme
was repeatedly criticized for its reluctance to provide a separate problem analysis for these groups.
While in Zero Tolerance women’s human rights were emphasised, Daphne pictured violence as
problematic primarily because it was seen as a ‘major health scourge’. Even though human rights
were referred to as well, these references mainly seemed to concern the effects of violence. Victims of
(domestic) violence seemed to be taken more or less as a given fact: the perpetrators and structural
causes of the violence were not addressed at all.
6.2 Shifts in the prognosis and the legitimisation of public policy
Along with the introduction of the ‘de-gendered’ concept of ‘domestic violence’, Dutch policy
documents reveal a tendency to approach the problem from a ‘technocratic’ point of view. In the
prognosis, the focus is targeted primarily at bottlenecks in the execution of tasks by professionals.
Much emphasis is put on knowledge building and cooperation between professionals, in which
municipalities are assigned a steering role. In line with the tendency to locate the cycle of violence
within family boundaries, a so-called system approach is pursued: cooperation between youth care,
the police, social services, justice, and other disciplines is promoted with the aim of approaching
perpetrators, victims, and witnesses not separately, but achieving an integral treatment covering the
entire family.
Public policy is legitimated primarily by pointing to the (potential) effects of domestic violence
on society. Recent documents repeatedly suggest that domestic violence might result in street
violence, and that the financial costs of domestic violence for society are high, for instance in terms of
care and shelter facilities and the relatively low labour productivity of victims. Human rights also are
mentioned as a legitimisation, but most documents do not go beyond the vague notion that people
need to be protected from violence, irrespective of the realm or place where the violence occurs.
In recent documents, domestic violence tends to be pictured predominantly as a security
issue. More attention than before is spent to perpetrator treatment, especially in the realm of
legislation. After having extended the maximum punishment for domestic violence acts in 2003,
currently the government prepares legislation allowing for expelling perpetrators from the house.
Domestic violence tends to be increasingly framed in terms of fighting criminality, substituting the old
framing in terms of victim care and protection. Though psycho-social treatment methods and shelter
facilities also are addressed, these seem to get less priority, This is expressed, among others, in the
budgets assigned to these matters102.
In Hungary, right from the initial stages of elevating the issue to the public policy agenda emphasis
was put on co-ordinated, multi-agency action. The main pillars of this multi-agency action include:
legislative changes, institutional changes, capacity building of professionals and awareness raising.
The prognosis has been focused on protecting the victims in their own dwellings and sanctioning the
perpetrator by expulsion from the home, and only secondarily on victim protection outside the home
(by establishing shelters, crises centres etc.). In this sense, government actions in Hungary seem to
reveal an emphasis similar to the current Dutch approach: the Ministry of Justice actively is engaged in
developing restraining orders and expelling perpetrators from the house. While the Dutch government
increasingly frames these actions as a form of crime prevention, feminist NGOs and experts in
Hungary emphasise that they constitute a form of victim protection (along the lines of the progressive
Austrian model). Another, more recent way of framing might be carried along with the recent crime
prevention strategy of the Hungarian Ministry of Justice, in which domestic violence is included as a
priority area. The crime prevention strategy, though accepting the need for restraining orders and
expulsion of the perpetrator from the home as a sanction available for extreme cases, puts the
102

In the 2002 action plan Public Violence – Private Matter, the government explicitly argues that improving the treatment of
domestic violence merely is a matter of a different way of working – meaning more cooperation – and does not necessarily need
to imply extra public spending.
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emphasis on finding mediated solutions, if possible within the familial circle in which the abuse occurs,
that is on changing the culture of violence by persuasion. A specific recent trend in the Hungarian
prognosis, contrary to the universal scope of all previous documents, is the division of tasks in
accordance with the victim groups, relegating the women’s issue to the Governmental Office for Equal
Opportunities and classifying domestic violence as violence against children for the purposes of all
other stake-holders.
Somewhat similar to the Netherlands, contemporary EU policy documents seem to consider
(domestic) violence primarily problematic in view of its effects. Apart from pointing to the social and
economic costs to society, the Daphne programme emphasises that public health is at stake. The
program also refers to human rights, but rather than arguing that women’s human rights are violated
as such, (domestic) violence merely it is said to form an obstacle to women’s equal opportunities. The
Daphne programme primarily relates to victims and the effects of violence; perpetrators and the
causes of violence are not addressed at all. In this sense, the programme differs from the preceding
Zero Tolerance campaign, which did address causes in its pursuit of discussing gender stereotypes
and breaking the silence surrounding domestic violence. Rather than developing active policies, the
prognosis of Daphne merely consists of financing projects at national and EU level. The increasing EU
commitment in terms of assigning budget to the policy seems to go hand in hand with a gradual
disappearance of gendered or sex specific framing.
6.3 Discussion
Our document studies point to a typical phenomenon. Though in all cases studied the agenda setting
process was explicitly fed by feminist perspectives, in contemporary policy programs, women’s
interests – which cannot be denied to be at stake, be it only because women are the main victims of
domestic violence – hardly ever are brought to the fore as a sufficient legitimisation for state action.
While the public-private boundary seems to have been crossed in terms of the state recognition that
domestic violence is a public matter, a related demarcation of “the public” hardly seems to have lost its
strength: “women’s interests” still seem to be conceptualised as something distinct from “public
interests”. Even though women actually might benefit from the measures proposed, their interests
today only seem to be able to occupy a significant place on the policymaking agenda if disconnected
from their gender-specific angle. Women’s NGOs, experts, and femocrats might choose to
strategically play in on this notion by articulating feminist demands in disguise, but to what extent are
such strategies able to resist “capturing” efforts by other stakeholders, or “capturing” by prevailing
frames in the government department(s) addressing the matter? How do such strategies relate to
gender mainstreaming?
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Politicizing stage
Country
When
Actors

NL
Early 1970s
Women’s movement/shelters

Violence as
mechanism

•
•

Linked to

Unequal power balance
•
Economic dependency
•
Patriarchy
•
Legislation (matrimonial/penal)
•
Social security system
•
Stereotypes
•
Universality
Female victims
Male perpetrators
Yes
•
Autonomous shelters
•
Feminist non-hierarchical
organisational structures
•
Empowerment of women
•
Promoting independence
•
Politicising the private
•
Equality
•
Independence

Roles
Gendered?
Course of action

Legitimisation

Violence as cause of inequality
Violence as effect of inequality

EU
Early 1990s
EU NGOs
Femocrats
•
Violence as cause of
inequality
•
Violence as effect of
inequality
Unequal power balance
•
Economic dependency/
poverty
•
Universality

HUNG
Late 1990s
Feminist NGOs
Related Experts: Morvai
•
Violence as cause of inequality
•
Violence as effect of inequality
•
Violence as discrimination
•
Violence as process
•
Cycle of violence
Unequal power balance
•
Patriarchal structures
•
Economic dependency
•
Emotional dependency
•
Violence in childhood

Female victims
Male perpetrators
Yes
•
Extending EU policy
scope
•
Awareness
•
Empowerment of women
•
Government facilitation

Female victims
Male perpetrators
Yes
•
Initiating the legislative process
•
Institution building
•
Sensitising: government, police, public
•
Emergency care for victims

•
•

•
•
•
•

Equality
Human Rights

Not a private matter
Equality
Human Rights
International Obligations
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Initial policy stage
Country
When & type

NL
1984: policy plan on violence
against women

Actors

•

Violence as mechanism

Linked to

Roles
Gendered?
Course of action

Legitimisation

Location

Ministry of Social Affairs and
Employment, Emancipation
Coordination Direction
•
Women’s movement
(consulted)
•
Violence as cause of
inequality
•
Violence as effect of
inequality
Unequal power balance
•
Economic dependency
•
Non-penalising marital rape
•
Stereotypes
•
Universality
•
Female victims
•
Male perpetrators
Yes
•
Awareness among
professional
•
Promoting women’s
resistance possibilities
•
Victim care & Shelter
•
Police and Justice
engagement
•

Independence in relations
and behaviour
•
Constitutional right to
protection
•
Individual privacy
•
Physical integrity
Emancipation policy

EU
1997: resolution public campaign
‘zero tolerance’ of violence against
women (= domestic violence)
DG-V: Employment & Social Affairs

Unequal power balance
•
Universality

HUNG
2001: concept law
•
•

Ministry of Social and Family Affairs
Expert committee: lawyers & feminists

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Violence as cause of inequality
Violence as effect of inequality
Violence as process
Non-intervention causes discrimination
Wellbeing of future generations
Wellbeing of society
Universality
Human rights – human dignity

•
Female victims/ survivors
•
Male perpetrators
Yes
•
Awareness
•
Prevention
•
Protection
•
Victim care
•
Taboo lifting
•
Collecting statistics

•
Primarily female victims, but children as well
•
Primarily male perpetrators
Yes
•
Initiating the legislative process
•
Introduce restraining measures
•
Institution building
•
Sensitising: government, police, media,
public
•
Facilitate police intervention
•
Emergency care for victims

•
•

•
•
•

Equality
Human rights

Human Rights

International obligations
Human rights – discrimination
Public health

Women’s policy
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Active state engagement/stage of de-gendering
Country
When

NL
2002 interdepartmental action plan Private
•
Violence – Public Matter
(1999 action plan Justice)
•
Interdepartmental - 6 ministries, mostly:
Ministry of Justice
•
Ministry of Public Health, Welfare, and Sports
•
Municipalities
•

EU
2000-2004 Daphne

Mechanisms

•
•
•

Violence as cause of violence (cycle)
Family bounds as maintaining cycle
Violence causing costs to society

Violence affects equal opportunities
of victims

Linked to

•
•
•
•

Family relations
Taboo-sphere
Universality
Victims: gender-neutral, also boys and men,
elderly people, children, (allochthonous) women
Perpetrators: gender-neutral, mainly men

•
•

Actors

Roles

Gendered?
Course of action

•
No
National government
Legislation (stronger penalising & arrest
•
possibilities, expelling perpetrator from home)
Facilitator (psychosocial care
•
perpetrators/families/victims, shelter)

Victims: children, young persons and
women

HUNG
2003-2004 Strategy on Handling
•
Domestic Violence
Draft on Restraining Measures
•
Ministry of Justice
•
Equal Opportunity Office
•
Ministry of Social and Family Affairs
•
Youth Ministry
•
Police
•
National Justice Council
•
Dependency causes violence
•
Violence causes dependency
•
Violence is process like (cycle)
•
Victim has to be protected in the home
•
Unequal power relations
•
Universality
•
Empowerment
•
Victims: the dependent (women,
•
children and others)

No
•
•
•
•

No
•
•
•
•

DG Justice

Universality
Trafficking in women

Prevention (no perpetrator)
Protection
Awareness Raising
Victim care

Municipalities
Interdisciplinary cooperation & coordination
•
Family approach
•
Expertise among professionals
•
Legitimisation

Location

•
•
•
•
•
•

Economic costs to society
Social costs to society (link street-domestic
violence)
(Human Rights)
Security issue
Public health issue
(Human rights)

•
•
•
•
•

Economic & social costs to
society
Public health scourge
(Human Rights)
Public Health
(Human rights)

•
•
•

Co-ordinated multi-actor action
NGO involvement
Sanctioning
Victim protection (crisis centres,
shelters)
Institutional development
Capacity building
Awareness raising

•
•

Human rights
Future generations

•
•

Human rights
(crime prevention)
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