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[bookmark: _Toc236122020]The Terrorism Glorification Act
On 19 June 2026, David van Weel (VVD, People's Party for Freedom and Democracy, centre-right conservative-liberal political party), Minister of Justice and Security announced that the Terrorism Glorification Act would be submitted to the House of Representatives. This bill creates three new criminal offences: publicly glorifying the most serious terrorist crimes (up to two years imprisonment), distributing material in which such crimes are glorified (up to one year imprisonment), and publicly expressing support for a banned terrorist organisation, for examples through flags, symbols, slogans[footnoteRef:1] or social media posts (up to two years). The bill was first proposed in 2014 by CDA (Christian Democratic Appeal, Christian democratic an conservative political party), another draft in 2016, and revived by van Weel under the Schoof cabinet. The bill was made possible through a political transaction. D66 (Democrats ’66, social-liberal and progressive political party), which had consistently blocked the bill out of concern for freedom of expression and the right to demonstrate, agreed behind the scenes in early June to stop resisting the bill; in exchange, the VVD accepted €380 million for the development cooperation budget of D66 minister Sjoerdsma. The minister insists the law is not aimed at pro-Palestinian protest, as the Public Prosecution Service has ruled that the slogan “from the river to the sea” is not punishable and the Palestinian flag remains legal. But confirmed in the same breath that carrying a Hamas flag at a demonstration would become a criminal offence, and that calling for a sequel to 7th October could be prosecuted. The minister’s own examples reveal the bill’s logic: the conduct it criminalises (carrying a flag, voicing a slogan) consists of expression rather than acts, with the line between protected and criminal speech left to prosecutorial judgment.  Terrorism scholar Tanya Mehra of the ICCT (International Centre for Counter-Terrorism), points out that incitement, hate speech and continuation of a banned organisation are already punishable, and that this new bill makes the boundary between protected and criminal expression unclear. The Council of State, while accepting the bill, explicitly warned that the offences restrict the freedom of expression, assembly and religion, and forced the cabinet to lower the maximum sentences and tighten the intent requirements.  [1: This does NOT include "From the river to the sea, Palestine will be free," which has been the subject of many debates and votes, but consistently failed to be officially banned.] 


For Dutch Muslims the significance of this law cannot be separated from the context documented in the previous briefing. This law arrived in the same legislative season as the motion to ban the Muslim Brotherhood “and affiliated organizations,” and it grants the state an instrument whose application depends on the prosecutorial judgment about which flags, slogans and prayers “glorify” terrorism.  Palestinian solidarity and Islamic political expression will be policed, forcing the community toward self-censorship, while the government refuses to even mention the genocide of the Palestinian people. That a self-described progressive prime minister, who himself participated in a pro-Palestinian demonstration in 2025, permitted this legislation to pass in exchange for a budget concession illustrates how weak the political position of minority-rights concerns is within the D66-VVD-CDA minority coalition led by Jetten.


[bookmark: _heading=h.91fhayryg0l][bookmark: _Toc236122021]Asylum Legislation: Rejected and Resurrected
On 21April 2026, the Dutch Senate rejected the Asylum Emergency Act, by 44 votes to 31, while adopting the two-status system that downgrades the rights of war refugees, particularly regarding family reunification. The relief was short-lived. Within a month, on 21 May, the House of Representatives re-attached the rejected measures (faster deportation of “criminal” asylum seekers and the abolition of penalty payments when the Immigration and Naturalisation Service exceeds legal decision terms) as amendments to a pending bill on detaining “nuisance-causing” asylum seekers, after minister van den Brink had already introduced a proposal to declare foreign nationals as “undesirable” more quickly. In the weeks after, demonstrations against asylum reception centres escalated into riots in several municipalities, which were described in terms of terror and intimidation of local government. 

Meanwhile, the Senate was forced to rush the implementation of the EU Asylum and Migration Pact through a matter of weeks before the deadline of 12th June. Under the Pact, temporary asylum permits are shortened from five to three years, permanent asylum permits are abolished for new cases, border procedures are accelerated, and family reunification for subsidiary-protection holders becomes subject to waiting periods and income requirements. The June threat assessment of the NCTV identifies right-wing extremists participating in anti-asylum protests as a significant and growing source of radicalisation: most of these protests ended in disorder, with local politicians threatened and reception locations vandalised.

A pattern emerges from these developments: legislation targeting refugees (most of whom are Muslim) survives parliamentary defeat through recycling, while street violence against that same group is described in the official threat assessment as a matter of “normalisation” of extremist thought rather than met with the legislative urgency reserved for “jihadism”.
The asymmetry is consistent: Muslim citizens are treated with suspicion, while those who attack asylum reception centres and threaten local politicians are analysed as a social phenomenon rather than met with comparable prosecutorial urgency. 
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The directors of Amnesty International, Oxfam Novib, PAX, Save the Children and Doctors Without Borders met Prime Minister Jetten on 21st May to demand concrete measures against Israel: a national ban on trade and investments sustaining the occupation and genocide, a full two-sided arms embargo and a freeze on military cooperation. Jetten acknowledged the urgency but offered no new measure; the organisations gave the cabinet 30 days. The deadline passed without action. As PAX summarized the period: the participation of “Red Line[footnoteRef:2]” Jetten in the demonstration of 2025 now looks like nothing more than an empty electoral promise. [2:  One of the largest demonstrations in the Netherlands, amassing over 250.000 participants calling for measures against the genocide in Palestine] 


On 22nd May the cabinet announced a national import ban on products from illegal settlements in the West Bank and the Golan Heights, presented by Jetten personally as "sanctions" to increase pressure. The measure’s score, however, undercuts that presentation: it covers a trade flow the ministers themselves acknowledge is marginal, enters into force only months after Council advice and publication, and leaves trade with Israel proper, military-technological cooperation and the EU-Israel Association Agreement untouched. The Dutch government points to the EU’s third sanctions package against violent settlers, agreed in April on Dutch initiative. But when it comes to genocide, it confines itself to co-signing statements of “deep concern” about the obstruction of humanitarian aid, explicitly without consequences, even as international NGOs face expulsion from Gaza under the Israeli registration law. 

The illegal war that Israel and the United States launched against Iran at the end of February 2026 hardened this posture. Jetten expressed “understanding” for the attack; when he was finally pressed into stating that the strikes fell outside the frameworks of international law, his own defence minister Yeşilgöz (VVD) dismissed that position the same evening as moral smugness that should not be clung to, while foreign minister Berendsen argued that international law is not the only framework applicable. At the EU summit on Cyprus, Jetten discussed the destruction of South Lebanon primarily as a risk of “uncontrolled migration” towards Europe instead of a humanitarian consequence to be prevented at the source. The NCTV’s June assessment keeps the terrorism threat at 4 of 5, designating “the jihadist threat” as most determinative, and reports that the war in Iran has increased the likelihood of an attack.

Sanctions in record time against Russia, symbolic gestures after twenty months of genocide in Palestine; condemnation of Iranian missiles, “understanding” for the illegal war that provoked them, and a domestic security discourse in which the fallout of these choices is charged to the Muslim population. Dutch hypocrisy prevails under Jetten.
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Published on 15 April 2026, the national report Discriminaticijfers, records that anti-discrimination services received 25,356 reports in 2025 – more than ever before. Of these, 14,402 concerned a single incident, a post on X by the leader of the PVV. Beyond the numbers, the report documents the texture of anti-Muslim racism, at least 60 reports about a statement by the then Speaker of the House presenting Islam and freedom as incompatible, some 45 about a television interview describing Muslims as a danger to the Netherlands and more than a hundred reports from women refused, insulted or excluded because of their hijab, alongside everyday patterns of suspicion in shops, healthcare and business inspections. 

The updated factsheet on Muslim hatred and Muslim discrimination, published on 4 May 2026, confirms that 2024 and 2025 saw more reports of anti-Muslim discrimination than ever recorded. In 2025, 6.7% of all discrimination reports concerned Muslim discrimination, a record share. The factsheet notes that growing parliamentary attention has produced hardly any specific policy, and that the fight against Muslim discrimination is hampered by institutional distrust. 
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The 2026 World Cup, which began in mid-June, turned into a month-long demonstration of the conditional citizenship of Dutch Muslims and Dutch citizens of colour. Geert Wilders set the tone in the tournament’s first days by posting a photograph of Moroccan players praying on the soccer field with the caption “F**k Allah.” Muslim commentators noted the deliberate provocation: football, one of the few arenas of shared joy and distraction, was immediately weaponised by the far-right politician.

On the night of 30th June, Morocco eliminated the Netherlands on penalties. In The Hague’s Schilderswijk, thousands of Moroccan-Dutch residents celebrated; when disturbances broke out at the margins, riot police charged, deployed the water cannon and arrested thirteen people, four for public violence.  Media and right-wing politics instantly turned the night into a referendum on the loyalty of the Dutch Moroccan community, complete with the familiar mantra that those who live in the Netherlands must obey “our rules” – s if celebrating a Moroccan victory is a transgression of these rules. Absent from the coverage was the infrastructure of the Moroccan community itself: around seventy neighbourhood fathers and mothers, volunteers and youth workers, who coordinated with the police before each match, welcomed outside visitors with dates and biscuits, and kept the overwhelming majority of every celebration peaceful. As a neighbourhood father Mammar el Jabli protested: “a tiny minority is allowed to define the image of the whole district while the festive reality goes unreported”. After the quarter-finals against France on the 9th July the same dynamic repeated: a largely peaceful evening, eleven arrests.

Within hours of the Dutch elimination, Justin Kluivert, Quinten Timber and Crysencio Summerville – the three players who missed penalties, all of them black – were flooded on social media with monkey images, the n-word and demands that they return “back” to Suriname or Curaçao. Kluivert and Summerville even had to close their comment sections. The KNVB filed a report with the national online-discrimination hotline and pressed the Public Prosecution Service to prosecute, and  Prime Minister Jetten observing that “One moment they are ‘our boys’, and we don’t see their colour when they are wearing an orange shirt. Then when someone misses a penalty, vitriol pours out from every corner,” implying their Dutchness, according to many, is revoked in defeat. 

Taken together, the tournament describes a single rule. The Moroccan-Dutch fan celebrating in the Schilderswijk and the Black football player missing a penalty are subject to the same conditional membership: included when convenient and ostracised the moment the national mood changes. Wilders’ “F**k Allah” merely states out loud the premise on which the quieter legislation silently operates that the belonging of Dutch minorities is permanently provisional, to be re-earned after every news cycle and revocable after every lost match. 
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