
Kawous R et al. BJGP Open 2020; DOI: 10.3399/bjgpopen20X101105  1 of 7

ReseaRch

*For correspondence:  r. 
kawous@ outlook. com

Competing interest: The authors 
declare that no competing 
interests exist.

Received: 16 May 2020
Accepted: 21 May 2020
Published: 02 December 2020

  This article is Open access: cc 
BY license (https:// creativecom-
mons. org/ licenses/ by/ 4. 0/)

Author Keywords: female 
genital mutilation/cutting, 
general practice, migrant 
women, primary health care, 
culturally competent care

Copyright © 2020, The Authors;

DOI:10.3399/
bjgpopen20X101105

Female genital mutilation — a blind 
spot in Dutch general practice? A case–
control study
Ramin Kawous1,2*, Nigar Kerimova3, Maria ETC van den Muijsenbergh2,3

1Department of Public health, erasmus University Medical centre, Rotterdam, The 
Netherlands; 2Pharos, Dutch centre of expertise on health Disparities, Utrecht, The 
Netherlands; 3Department of Primary and community care, Radboud University 
Medical centre, Nijmegen, The Netherlands

Abstract
Background: Women with female genital mutilation or cutting (FGM/C) often suffer from physical 
and psychosexual problems related to FGM/C. As gatekeepers to the medical system, GPs are often 
the first to be consulted about these problems. It is as yet unknown if, and to what extent, Dutch GPs 
identify women with FGM/C or related health problems.

Aim: To investigate how often Dutch GPs register FGM/C and related health problems.

Design & setting: A case–control study of anonymised patient records was performed in the 
Netherlands.

Method: Medical records were checked for information on country of origin. Records of women, aged 
≥15 years, from countries where FGM/C is practised were compared with those of a case- control.

Results: Although many migrants were registered with the participating GPs, information on country 
of origin was seldom recorded. Only 68 out of 16 700 patients were identified as women from countries 
where FGM/C is practised; 12 out of these 68 records contained information about the FGM/C status, 
but none on the type of FGM/C. There were no significant differences in health problems related to 
FGM/C between patients with FGM/C and the controls.

Conclusion: FGM/C may be a blind spot for GPs and registration of information on migration 
background could be improved. A larger sample in a future study is needed to confirm this finding. 
Given the growing global migration, awareness and knowledge on FGM/C, and other migration- 
related health issues should be part of GP training.

How this fits in
The majority of previous research has focused on FGM/C in maternity settings. There is a need for 
more research on FGM/C in primary care such as general practice.1 This is the first study to investigate 
the provision of health care to women with FGM/C in Dutch general practice.

Introduction
FGM/C consists of ‘all procedures that involve partial or total removal of the external female genitalia 
or other injury to the female genital organs for non- medical reasons’.2 The World Health Organization 
(WHO) has classified four main types of FGM/C: type I, or clitoridectomy, refers to excision of the 
prepuce, with or without excision of part or all of the clitoris; type II, or excision, which consists of 
the clitoris with partial or total removal of the labia minora; type III, the most severe form of FGM/C, 
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which is known as infibulation, refers to excision of part or all of the external genitalia and stitching or 
narrowing of the vaginal opening. Type IV is unclassified. It includes all other harmful procedures to 
the female genitalia for non- medical purposes; for example, pricking, piercing, incising, scraping, and 
cauterising the genital area.3

FGM/C is predominantly practised in countries in Africa, the Middle East, and Asia. Globally, 
it is estimated that more than 200 million girls and women have undergone FGM/C,4 and that an 
estimated 68 million girls are at risk of being cut between 2015 and 2030.5 As a result of increasing 
migration of women from countries where FGM/C is concentrated, FGM/C has become common in 
high- resource countries such as the Netherlands. It is estimated that approximately 41 000 girls and 
women with FGM/C are living in the Netherlands. About 37% of these girls and women are estimated 
to have been infibulated.6

FGM/C is recognised as a human rights violation2 and many countries have increasingly undertaken 
law reform to prohibit FGM/C.7 In the Netherlands, performing any form of FGM/C is forbidden and 
punishable by law, with an incarceration term of up to 12 years. The law also prohibits any Dutch 
nationals or permanent Dutch residents from performing FGM/C abroad.8–10 However, there is no 
indication of FGM/C being performed in the Netherlands and no suspected FGM/C case has, as yet, 
been convicted by a court.11

The Dutch action plan against the practice of FGM/C was established in 2006. The rationale behind 
the Dutch approach against FGM/C is to prevent FGM/C by accomplishing a behavioural change 
towards the practice. The prevention policies in the Netherlands consist of, among others, awareness 
raising on FGM/C among communities concerned and the empowerment of women, as well as training 
of health professionals and healthcare workers to support women affected by FGM/C, and to identify 
and prevent girls from being cut.12 Healthcare providers, social care professionals, and teachers who 
are concerned that a girl may be at risk of FGM/C have legal obligation to report this.

Recently, the Dutch Society of Obstetrics and Gynaecology (NVOG) has developed guidelines on 
the management of FGM/C.13 Healthcare providers in primary and secondary health care are also able 
to record FGM/C and they have been urged to practise good record- keeping. Unfortunately, to date, 
no reliable data are available in the Netherlands regarding FGM/C in primary and secondary care.

FGM/C has been associated with adverse short- and long- term health consequences, including, 
severe pain, excessive bleeding, urinary tract infections, bacterial vaginosis, painful sexual 
intercourse, and adverse perinatal outcomes,14–16 as well as negative effects on mental health.17–19 
The migration from countries where FGM/C is practised to high- resource countries will further 
increase.20,21 Consequently, in the near future, healthcare providers are expected to provide care 
for more women with FGM/C. There is increasing evidence that women with FGM/C receive lower 
quality of care, owing to ‘lack of knowledge, cultural sensitivities associated with the subject leading 
to silence, stigma and inaction'.1 Since most of these studies have been conducted in obstetric 
settings, 22–25 there is a need for more research on FGM/C in primary care, such as in general 
practice.

In the Netherlands, the GP is often the first to encounter health problems of women with FGM/C. 
GPs function as a ‘gatekeeper’ to the healthcare system in the Netherlands and all residents are 
obliged by their (mandatory) health insurance to be registered with a general practice. However, 
it is as yet unknown if, and to what extent, GPs identify women with FGM/C, nor what care they 
provide to them. Insight into these aspects are vital in order to evaluate whether any inequities exist 
in primary health care for women with FGM/C. The aim of this study was to investigate how often 
in Dutch general practice FGM/C- related health problems were recorded in women from countries 
where FGM/C is practised, compared with women with other migration background of the same 
age.

Method
Study design
A case–control study of anonymised patient records of women with a migration background, including 
women from countries where FGM/C is practised, was carried out between November and December 
2017.
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Recruitment and study population
The study was executed in five general practices 
in the Netherlands, known to care for a large 
migrant community and trained to care for 
women with FGM/C. In the Netherlands, it is 
becoming more difficult to encourage GPs to 
participate in surveys, owing to their demanding 
work schedules and increasing frequency of 
being approached for surveys.26 Therefore, the 
practices were recruited through the researcher's 
informal network. A purposive sampling method 
was used, aiming for practices with a high number 
of patients from very high FGM/C prevalence 
countries, striving for variation among GPs in 
terms of sex, size, and geographical location of 
the general practice.

Patient records of girls and women, aged 
≥15 years, from very high FGM/C prevalence 
countries, including Somalia, Egypt, Eritrea, 
Sierra Leone, and Sudan, were included. The 
Netherlands has a large number of migrants 
from these countries in which more than 80% 
of girls and women of reproductive age have 
undergone FGM/C. Since country of origin is 
not routinely registered in general practice, all 
female patients with a foreign surname were 
first included. Identifying migrants by means 
of their surname has proved to be a reliable, 
second- best method.27 Next, information on country of origin was searched through the first 10 
contact records, including the first visit records. Then, notes were searched to retrieve information 
on country of origin, using the keywords 'origin', 'country of birth' or 'country of origin', 'Somalia', 
'Eritrea', 'Egypt', 'Sudan', or 'Sierra Leone'. The data of these women were compared with those 
of a case- control: female migrant patients in the same age group from countries where FGM/C is 
not practised. Every next migrant woman from a non- FMG/C practising country was selected from 
the same age- group on the list after each woman from a country where FGM/C is practised was 
selected.

It has been well documented that migrants, in general, have at some point differing morbidity 
patterns and receive lower quality of care than native populations.28 Hence, within the scope of this 
study, it was found to be more appropriate to compare the data within migrant subgroups, so data of 
women from countries where FGM/C is practised were compared with female migrant patients from 
countries where FGM/C is not practised.

Data collection
The researcher (NK), a senior medical student, was allowed to access the complete patient records in 
each participating general practice, after signing the required confidentiality agreement, in line with 
national legislation on data protection. NK selected the records based on patients’ surnames and 
then anonymised the data by converting each patient’s personal details into an alphanumeric code. 
Records contained information on every contact with the GP (in person or by telephone), medication 
prescribed by the GP, and all letters to the GP from other (health) professionals and services.

It was checked whether country of origin, FGM/C status of the patient, type of FGM/C, or health 
problems often associated with FGM/C were recorded in medical files. The files were searched for 
health problems, including recurring urinary tract infections (defined as two or more cystitis in 6 
months), dysmenorrhoea, sub- or in- fertility, complications during childbirth, painful sexual intercourse, 
and fear of sexual intercourse. In addition, it was checked whether the FGM/C status of the patient 
was recorded according to the International Classification of Primary Care (ICPC). The ICPC code- X82 

Table 1 Number of women in the FGM/C and 
control groups in five general practices in the 
Netherlands

Control group
(n = 61) n

FGM/C group
(n = 68) n

Country of origin

Afghanistan 2 Egypt 8

Armenia 3 Eritrea 7

Azerbaijan 1 Sierra Leone 4

China 3 Somalia 40

Morocco 39 Sudan 9

Pakistan 1

Syria 1

Taiwan 2

Turkey 7

Vietnam 2

Mean age, years 39.82 36.13

SD 13.52 14.76

Range 18–74 15–74

FGM/C = female genital mutilation or cutting; SD = 
standard deviation
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refers to injury to the female genital organs. Finally, women with unknown origin were excluded and 
the data were anonymised prior to analysis.

Data analysis
The data were analysed using SPSS statistical software (version 22). The χ2 test was used to compare 
the data from different groups and to determine whether the differences were statistically significant.

Results
A total of 16 700 patient records from five general practices were included in the analysis. Country of 
origin of patients from FGM/C- prevalent countries was mentioned in 68 cases. As shown in Table 1, 
these women were from (in descending order) Somalia (58.8%), Sudan (13.2%), Egypt (11.8%), Eritrea 
(10.3%), and Sierra Leone (5.9%), with an average age of 36.18 years (standard deviation [SD] = 14.76). 
The majority of women in the control group were from Morocco (63.9%), with an average age of 39.82 
years (SD = 13.52).

The FGM/C status of patients was recorded in 12 out of the 68 cases where country of origin was 
documented. Of these patients, 11 had undergone some form of FGM/C. In none of these cases was 
type of FGM/C classified and recorded. Moreover, the FGM/C status of one patient was recorded 
using the ICPC code- X82. Other cases were randomly recorded or found in the correspondence.

There were no significant differences in recorded health problems related to FGM/C such as urinary 
tract infections, dysmenorrhoea, sub- or in- fertility, complications during childbirth, painful sexual 
intercourse, or fear of sexual intercourse between patients with FGM/C (n = 12), patients whose 
FGM/C status was not recorded (n = 56) and patients in the control- group (n = 61).

Discussion
Summary
In this first study on FGM/C in five general practices in The Netherlands known to care for a large 
migrant community, patient demographics such as country of origin were seldom documented in 
the medical charts. Only 68 out of 16 700 patients were identified as women from very high FGM/C 
prevalence countries; 12 out of these 68 medical files contained information about the FGM/C status 
of the patient, and in none of these cases was type of FGM/C classified.

Although the participating practices were known to care for a large migrant community and trained 
to care for women with FGM/C, it is unclear why information on country of origin was seldom recorded 
and only 12 records contained information about FGM/C. It is believed that it is highly unlikely that 
only 12 out of 68 women from very high FGM/C prevalence countries had actually undergone FGM/C. 
FGM/C may be a blind spot in general practice in the Netherlands. Future research, preferably 
qualitative, is needed with larger samples to confirm this, and to explore the factors that encourage 
and hinder GPs in recording and discussing FGM/C with women who have undergone the procedure.

Strengths and limitations
The relatively small numbers of general practices included in the study is acknowledged, which 
may explain the non- significant difference in recorded health problems related to FGM/C between 
patients in the FGM/C group and patients in the control group. While healthcare providers are able to 
systematically record FGM/C, to date, no reliable data are available regarding FGM/C in primary and 
secondary care. Therefore, the authors believe that it may not be necessary to include more practices 
before concluding that there is an urgent need for improvement of recognition and recording of FGM 
in general practice; improvement could be achieved by discussing FGM/C with patients from FGM/C- 
prevalent countries, and by correctly classifying and recording FGM/C in the medical charts.

Comparison with existing literature
There is limited evidence on FGM/C in primary care. Most studies have been conducted in secondary 
care and have focused on FGM/C in maternity settings.1 Nonetheless, the present findings would be 
consistent with results from available studies among other healthcare providers caring for women 
with FGM/C in secondary care.29 Several reasons may explain the few recorded cases of FGM/C in 
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general practice. In general, it is known that most women rarely proactively discuss FGM/C with their 
healthcare provider. At the same time, healthcare providers refrain from asking about it.1,17,30–33 The 
possible explanation could be owing to cultural taboos around FGM/C in women’s own community 
or fear of being judged, or being fearful as FGM/C is forbidden in their new country of residence.34

In a comprehensive systematic review, Evans et al1 have explored factors influencing the provision 
of health care related to FGM/C from the perspective of health providers. Feeling of embarrassment, 
shock, disgust, and horror; uncertainty about how to frame the questions, or ‘anxiety about being 
perceived as culturally insensitive’, language barriers, and a lack of knowledge have been described 
as barriers to engagement with women with FGM/C.1,22–25,30,32,33,35–43

Because of the sensitive nature of FGM/C, talking about the subject can make health providers 
feel uncomfortable. Some healthcare providers reported they avoided discussing the topic with their 
patient, as they did not want to offend, stigmatise, or jeopardise their relationships, assuming that 
women would initiate a conversation about FGM/C if there was a problem.1 As a result, FGM/C will 
probably never be discussed at all, hence not recorded. As mentioned, previous studies have reported 
expression of strong emotions by healthcare providers, including shock, disgust, and horror. Cutting 
of women was perceived as an alien and negative practice, with healthcare providers describing and 
perceiving these women as not ‘normal’, but mutilated. Also, lack of knowledge has been listed 
repeatedly as a barrier to identify and manage women with FGM/C.1,22–24 For instance, Chalmers et 
al22 reported dissatisfaction of women with care and a perceived lack of knowledge and ability by 
healthcare providers to care for women during pregnancy and childbirth. Relph et al23assessed the 
knowledge, attitude, and training on FGM/C among medical and midwifery professionals and found 
that although the majority of these professionals were aware of the practice, their ability to identify 
FGM/C and its associated health complications remains unsatisfactory. Similarly, Zaidi et al24 observed 
deficiencies in knowledge and adherence to guidelines on the management of health complications of 
FGM/C among healthcare providers. Zenner et al25 reported on the quality of obstetric and midwifery 
care, and noted major deficits in identification, management, and safeguarding.

Implications for research and practice
The findings, along with those of previous reports, support the need for integration of FGM/C and 
culturally sensitive care in training programmes for healthcare providers. Currently, despite the growing 
number of books on migration health in primary care,44–47 the subject of FGM/C is not included in 
the curriculum of most medical, midwifery, and public health training programmes.48,49 In addition, 
specific guidelines on the management of health complications related to FGM/C are not well known 
among healthcare providers.48

As noted by Abdulcadir et al,29 recognition of FGM/C is the first step in formulating a diagnosis, 
before providing information and treating a patient with FGM/C. However, FGM/C may be a blind 
spot in general practice in the Netherlands. Future research, preferably qualitative, is needed with 
larger samples to confirm this and to explore the factors that encourage and hinder GPs in recording 
and discussing FGM/C with women who have undergone it.

Further, registration of information on migration background could be improved and, as migration 
is on the rise and the population attending general practices gets more and more diverse, GPs should 
not only be aware and knowledgeable on FGM/C, but also on other migration- related health issues.

Funding
The authors received no specific funding for this work.

Ethical approval
Agreement of all GPs was received after information was given about the study to have insight in 
the patient records. The information collected from patient records was anonymised and stored 
safely. Agreement of all the patients was considered implicit due to the fact that getting explicit 
agreement was very difficult, if not impossible. According to the Dutch law and regulations, this pro-
ject was exempted from the need for approval through the Ethical committee of the Radboudumc, 
Nijmegen, because this study involved anonymised patient records.

Provenance
Freely submitted; externally peer reviewed.

https://doi.org/10.3399/bjgpopen20X101105


Kawous R et al. BJGP Open 2020; DOI: 10.3399/bjgpopen20X101105

 

 6 of 7

Research

Acknowledgements
The authors are grateful to all general practitioners who agreed to participate in this study.

References
 1.  Evans C, Tweheyo R, McGarry J, et al. Crossing cultural divides: a qualitative systematic review of factors 

influencing the provision of healthcare related to female genital mutilation from the perspective of health 
professionals. PLoS One 2019; 14(3): e0211829. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journal. pone. 0211829

 2.  World Health Organization. Eliminating female genital mutilation: an interagency statement — OHCHR, UNAIDS, 
UNDP, UNECA, UNESCO, UNFPA, UNHCR, UNICEF, UNIFEM, WHO; http:// whqlibdoc. who. int/ publications/ 2008/ 
9789241596442_ eng. pdf? ua=1 (accessed 11 Aug 2020).

 3.  World Health Organization. Female genital mutilation: an overview. 1998; https:// apps. who. int/ iris/ bitstream/ 
handle/ 10665/ 42042/ 9241561912_ eng. pdf? sequence= 1& isAllowed=y (accessed 11 Aug 2020).

 4.  UNICEF. Female genital mutilation/cutting: a global concern; https:// data. unicef. org/ wp- content/ uploads/ 2016/ 04/ 
FGMC- 2016- brochure_ 250. pdf (accessed 11 Aug 2020).

 5.  United Nations Population Fund. Bending the curve: FGM trends we aim to change. 2018; https://www. unfpa. org/ 
sites/ default/ files/ resource- pdf/ 18- 053_ FGM- Infographic- 2018- 02- 05- 1804. pdf (accessed 11 Aug 2020).

 6.  Kawous R, van den Muijsenbergh METC, Geraci D, et al. The prevalence and risk of female genital mutilation/
cutting among migrant women and girls in the Netherlands: an extrapolation method. PLoS One 2020; 15(4): 
e0230919–16. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journal. pone. 0230919

 7.  Williams- Breault BD. Eradicating female genital mutilation/cutting: human rights- based approaches of legislation, 
education, and community empowerment. Health Hum Rights 2018; 20(2): 223–233.

 8. Bijlsma- Schlösser J, Saïd SH, Mohamed MH, et al [Combating female genital mutilation: A policy 
recommendation] Bestrijding vrouwelijke genitale verminking — Beleidsadvies (in Dutch. Zoetermeer: Raad voor 
de Volksgezondheid en Zorg; 2005.

 9. Ministry of Health Welfare and Sport. [Public health policy, aiming to prevent female genital mutilation] 
Preventiebeleid voor de volksgezondheid. Den Haag (in Dutch). 2005; https:// zoek. offi ciel ebek endm akingen. nl/ kst- 
22894- 66. pdf (accessed 11 Aug 2020).

 10. Pijpers F, Exterkate M, Jager M. [Female Genital Mutilation. Risk and Safeguarding. Guidance. Youth Health Care 
(JGZ)] Standpunt Preventie van Vrouwelijke Genitale Verminking (VGV) door de Jeugdgezondheidszorg (in Dutch). 
Bilthoven: RIVM; 2010.

 11.  Johnsdotter S., Mestre i Mestre RM Female genital mutilation in Europe: an analysis of court cases. Brussels: 
European Commission; 2015.

 12. Pharos. The Dutch chain approach; https://www. pharos. nl/ english/ female- genital- mutilation/ the- dutch- chain- 
approach/ (accessed 25 Nov 2020).

 13. Nederlandse Vereniging voor Obstetrie & Gynaecologie (NVOG). [Guideline on the management of health 
complications from female genital mutilation] Leidraad Medische zorg voor vrouwen en meisjes met vrouwelijke 
genitale verminking (VGV) (in Dutch). Utrecht: Nederlandse Vereniging voor Obstetrie & Gynaecologie (NVOG); 
2019.

 14.  Berg RC, Underland V, Odgaard- Jensen J, et al. Effects of female genital cutting on physical health outcomes: a 
systematic review and meta- analysis. BMJ Open 2014; 4(11): e006316. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bmjopen- 
2014- 006316

 15.  World Health Organization. WHO guidelines on the management of health complications from female genital 
mutilation. Geneva: WHO; 2016.

 16.  World Health Organization. Female genital mutilation: key facts. 2019; https://www. who. int/ news- room/ fact- sheets/ 
detail/ female- genital- mutilation (accessed 12 Aug 2020).

 17.  Vloeberghs E, van der Kwaak A, Knipscheer J, van den Muijsenbergh METC. Coping and chronic psychosocial 
consequences of female genital mutilation in the Netherlands. Ethn Health 2012; 17(6): 677–695. DOI: https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1080/ 13557858. 2013. 771148

 18.  Elnashar A, Abdelhady R. The impact of female genital cutting on health of newly married women. Int J Gynaecol 
Obstet 2007; 97(3): 238–244. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ j. ijgo. 2007. 03. 008

 19.  Applebaum J, Cohen H, Matar M, et al. Symptoms of posttraumatic stress disorder after ritual female genital 
surgery among Bedouin in Israel: myth or reality? Prim Care Companion J Clin Psychiatry 2008; 10(6): 453–456. 
DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 4088/ PCC. v10n0605

 20.  Bommes M, Sievers W, Fassmann H. Migration from the Middle East and North Africa to Europe: Past 
Developments, Current Status and Future Potentials. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press; 2014.

 21. UNICEF. Female genital mutilation/cutting: what might the future hold? 2014; https://www. unicef. org/ media/ files/ 
FGM- C_ Report_ 7_ 15_ Final_ LR. pdf (accessed 12 Aug 2020).

 22.  Chalmers B, Hashi KO, Kowser Omer H. 432 Somali women's birth experiences in Canada after earlier female 
genital mutilation. Birth 2000; 27(4): 227–234. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1046/ j. 1523- 536x. 2000. 00227.x

 23.  Relph S, Inamdar R, Singh H, Yoong W. Female genital mutilation/cutting: knowledge, attitude and training of 
health professionals in inner City London. Eur J Obstet Gynecol Reprod Biol 2013; 168(2): 195–198. DOI: https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/ j. ejogrb. 2013. 01. 004

https://doi.org/10.3399/bjgpopen20X101105
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0211829
http://whqlibdoc.who.int/publications/2008/9789241596442_eng.pdf?ua=1
http://whqlibdoc.who.int/publications/2008/9789241596442_eng.pdf?ua=1
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/42042/9241561912_eng.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/42042/9241561912_eng.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://data.unicef.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/FGMC-2016-brochure_250.pdf
https://data.unicef.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/FGMC-2016-brochure_250.pdf
https://www.unfpa.org/sites/default/files/resource-pdf/18-053_FGM-Infographic-2018-02-05-1804.pdf
https://www.unfpa.org/sites/default/files/resource-pdf/18-053_FGM-Infographic-2018-02-05-1804.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0230919
https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/kst-22894-66.pdf
https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/kst-22894-66.pdf
https://www.pharos.nl/english/female-genital-mutilation/the-dutch-chain-approach/
https://www.pharos.nl/english/female-genital-mutilation/the-dutch-chain-approach/
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2014-006316
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2014-006316
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/female-genital-mutilation
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/female-genital-mutilation
https://doi.org/10.1080/13557858.2013.771148
https://doi.org/10.1080/13557858.2013.771148
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2007.03.008
https://doi.org/10.4088/PCC.v10n0605
https://www.unicef.org/media/files/FGM-C_Report_7_15_Final_LR.pdf
https://www.unicef.org/media/files/FGM-C_Report_7_15_Final_LR.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-536x.2000.00227.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejogrb.2013.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejogrb.2013.01.004


 

 7 of 7

Research

Kawous R et al. BJGP Open 2020; DOI: 10.3399/bjgpopen20X101105

 24.  Zaidi N, Khalil A, Roberts C, Browne M. Knowledge of female genital mutilation among healthcare professionals. J 
Obstet Gynaecol 2007; 27(2): 161–164. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 01443610601124257

 25.  Zenner N, Liao L- M, Richens Y, Creighton SM. Quality of obstetric and midwifery care for pregnant women who 
have undergone female genital mutilation. J Obstet Gynaecol 2013; 33(5): 459–462. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 3109/ 
01443615. 2013. 767785

 26. Huibers M, van der Windt D, Boeke J. [General practitioners’ participation in scientific research] De deelname van 
huisartsen aan wetenschappelijk onderzoek (in Dutch). Huisarts Wet 2002; 45(9): 454–458.

 27.  Razum O, Zeeb H, Akgün S. How useful is a name- based algorithm in health research among Turkish migrants in 
Germany? Trop Med Int Health 2001; 6(8): 654–661. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1046/ j. 1365- 3156. 2001. 00760.x

 28.  Derose KP, Escarce JJ, Lurie N. Immigrants and health care: sources of vulnerability. Health Aff 2007; 26(5): 
1258–1268. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1377/ hlthaff. 26. 5. 1258

 29.  Abdulcadir J, Dugerdil A, Boulvain M, et al. Missed opportunities for diagnosis of female genital mutilation. Int J 
Gynaecol Obstet 2014; 125(3): 256–260. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ j. ijgo. 2013. 11. 016

 30.  Vangen S, Johansen REB, Sundby J, et al. Qualitative study of perinatal care experiences among Somali women 
and local health care professionals in Norway. Eur J Obstet Gynecol Reprod Biol 2004; 112(1): 29–35. DOI: https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0301- 2115( 03) 00313-0

 31.  Byrskog U, Olsson P, Essén B, Allvin M- K. Being a bridge: Swedish antenatal care midwives' encounters with 
Somali- born women and questions of violence; a qualitative study. BMC Pregnancy Childbirth 2015; 15(1): 1–11. 
DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ s12884- 015- 0429-z

 32.  Thierfelder C, Tanner M, Bodiang CMK. Female genital mutilation in the context of migration: experience of African 
women with the Swiss health care system. Eur J Public Health 2005; 15(1): 86–90. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ 
eurpub/ cki120

 33. Lazar JN, Johnson- Agbakwu CE, Davis OI, Shipp MP- L. Providers’ perceptions of challenges in obstetrical care for 
Somali women. 2013; http:// downloads. hindawi. com/ journals/ ogi/ 2013/ 149640. pdf (accessed 12 Aug 2020).

 34. Exterkate M. Female genital mutilation in the Netherlands: prevalence, incidence and determinants. Utrecht: 
Pharos; 2013.

 35.  Ogunsiji O. Australian midwives' perspectives on managing obstetric care of women living with female genital 
circumcision/mutilation. Health Care Women Int 2016; 37(10): 1156–1169. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 07399332. 
2016. 1215462

 36.  Ogunsiji O. Female genital mutilation (FGM): Australian midwives' knowledge and attitudes. Health Care Women 
Int 2015; 36(11): 1179–1193. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 07399332. 2014. 992521

 37.  Dawson AJ, Turkmani S, Varol N, et al. Midwives' experiences of caring for women with female genital mutilation: 
insights and ways forward for practice in Australia. Women Birth 2015; 28(3): 207–214. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/ j. wombi. 2015. 01. 007

 38.  Johansen REB. Care for infibulated women giving birth in Norway: an anthropological analysis of health workers' 
management of a medically and culturally unfamiliar issue. Med Anthropol Q 2006; 20(4): 516–544. DOI: https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1525/ maq. 2006. 20. 4. 516

 39.  Johansen REB. Virility, pleasure and female genital mutilation/cutting. A qualitative study of perceptions and 
experiences of Medicalized defibulation among Somali and Sudanese migrants in Norway. Reprod Health 2017; 
14(1): 25. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ s12978- 017- 0287-4

 40.  Widmark C, Levál A, Tishelman C, Ahlberg BM. Obstetric care at the intersection of science and culture: Swedish 
doctors' perspectives on obstetric care of women who have undergone female genital cutting. J Obstet Gynaecol 
2010; 30(6): 553–558. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 3109/ 01443615. 2010. 484110

 41.  Widmark C, Tishelman C, Ahlberg BM. A study of Swedish midwives' encounters with infibulated African women in 
Sweden. Midwifery 2002; 18(2): 113–125. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1054/ midw. 2002. 0307

 42.  Burchill J, Pevalin DJ. Demonstrating cultural competence within health- visiting practice: working with refugee and 
asylum- seeking families. Divers Equal Health Care 2014; 11(2): 151–159. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 21767/ 2049- 5471. 
100010

 43. Taskforce on the Health Aspects of Violence Against Women and Children. Responding to violence against women 
and children — the role of the NHS. 2010; https://www. health. org. uk/ sites/ default/ files/ Resp ondi ngto Viol ence Agai 
nstW omen AndC hild renT heRo leof TheNHS_ guide. pdf (accessed 12 Aug 2020).

 44. van den Muijsenbergh METC. Migrant mental health care. In: Dawrick C, ed. Global Primary Mental Health Care: 
Practical Guidance for Family Doctors. 1st edn. London: Routledge; 2019. 194.

 45.  Kumar BN, Diaz E. Migrant Health: A Primary Care Perspective. 1st edn. Oxford: CRC Press Taylor & Francis Group; 
2019. 306.

 46.  Wenzel T, Drožđek B. An Uncertain Safety: Integrative Health Care for the 21st Century Refugees. New York, NY: 
Springer; 2019.

 47.  Oosterberg E., van den Muijsenbergh METC [Care for low literate, migrants and social vulnerable groups in General 
Practice] Zorg voor laaggeletterden, migranten en sociaal kwetsbaren in de huisartsenpraktijk (in Dutch). Utrecht: 
NHG & Pharos; 2016.

 48.  Leye E, Ysebaert I, Deblonde J, et al. Female genital mutilation: knowledge, attitudes and practices of Flemish 
gynaecologists. Eur J Contracept Reprod Health Care 2008; 13(2): 182–190. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 
13625180701780957

 49.  Jäger F, Schulze S, Hohlfeld P. Female genital mutilation in Switzerland: a survey among gynaecologists. Swiss 
Med Wkly 2002; 132(19-20): 259–264. DOI: https:// doi. org/ 2002/ 19/ smw- 09912

https://doi.org/10.3399/bjgpopen20X101105
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443610601124257
https://doi.org/10.3109/01443615.2013.767785
https://doi.org/10.3109/01443615.2013.767785
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-3156.2001.00760.x
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.26.5.1258
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2013.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0301-2115(03)00313-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0301-2115(03)00313-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12884-015-0429-z
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/cki120
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/cki120
http://downloads.hindawi.com/journals/ogi/2013/149640.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/07399332.2016.1215462
https://doi.org/10.1080/07399332.2016.1215462
https://doi.org/10.1080/07399332.2014.992521
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wombi.2015.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wombi.2015.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1525/maq.2006.20.4.516
https://doi.org/10.1525/maq.2006.20.4.516
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12978-017-0287-4
https://doi.org/10.3109/01443615.2010.484110
https://doi.org/10.1054/midw.2002.0307
https://doi.org/10.21767/2049-5471.100010
https://doi.org/10.21767/2049-5471.100010
https://www.health.org.uk/sites/default/files/RespondingtoViolenceAgainstWomenAndChildrenTheRoleofTheNHS_guide.pdf
https://www.health.org.uk/sites/default/files/RespondingtoViolenceAgainstWomenAndChildrenTheRoleofTheNHS_guide.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13625180701780957
https://doi.org/10.1080/13625180701780957
https://doi.org/2002/19/smw-09912

	Female genital mutilation — a blind spot in Dutch general practice? A case–control study
	Abstract
	How this fits in
	Introduction
	Method
	Study design
	Recruitment and study population
	Data collection
	Data analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Summary
	Strengths and limitations
	Comparison with existing literature
	Implications for research and practice

	Funding
	Ethical approval
	Provenance
	Acknowledgements
	References


