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SECTION I: NOTE FROM THE OECD 

INTRODUCTION 

This national report is an output of the OECD Thematic Review of Migrant Education. It provides 
facts and existing evaluative information on migrant education in the Netherlands following the 
/%#$ȭÓ ÇÕÉÄÅÌÉÎÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙ ÂÁÃËÇÒÏÕÎÄ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÉÓ ÒÅÖÉÅ× ɉ%$5Ⱦ%$0#Ⱦ-)ɉςππωɊρɊȢ 
Information provided by the Netherlands in this report will be consolidated with additional facts or 
counter-ÆÁÃÔÓ ÃÏÍÐÉÌÅÄ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ /%#$ȭÓ ÆÁÃÔ-finding mission to the Netherlands and will feed into 
ÂÏÔÈ ÔÈÅ /%#$ȭÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ .ÅÔÈÅÒÌÁÎÄÓ ÁÎÄ the synthesis report as the final output of the OECD 
Thematic Review on Migrant Education. 

BACKGROUND TO THIS REPORT  

The Netherlands has provided this report to answer the overarching policy question of the OECD 
Thematic Review of Migrant Education: 

What policies will promote successful education outcomes for first - and second-generation 
migrants?  

The report presents information on three major areas: 

ACCESS 

¶ Do immigrant pupils have the same opportunities to access quality education as their native 
peers?  

¶ What policies can ensure access to quality education for immigrant pupils, especially those 
from low socio-economic backgrounds? 

PARTICIPATION  

¶ Do immigrant pupils participate (enroll and complete) as much as their native peers?  

¶ What are the effective re-integration programmes for early school leavers, preventive 
interventions for potential early school leavers, and introductory programmes for newly 
arrived immigrant pupils to encourage better integration into school? 

LEARNING OUTCOMES  

¶ Do immigrant pupils perform as well as their native peers?  

¶ What are the critical factors that explain the high performance or low performance of 
immigrant pupils (1st and 2nd generation)?  
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¶ What are the most effective integration policies and practices to raise the performance of 
immigrant pupils? 

 
The report follows guidelines prepared by the Secretariat based on recommendations made by the 
ad hoc group on indicators chaired by Mr. Anders Widholm of Sweden within the Group of National 
Experts on the Education of Migrants.1  

MAJOR AIMS OF THIS REPORT 

The focus of this report is on migrant education policies and practices. However, some information 
on general immigration and integration policies and approaches is provided in order to place 
education policies in overall national policy contexts. There are two major aims: 

1. Descript ive: To present the current picture of what is happening in terms of immigrant 
ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏȟ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÁÎÄ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÁÔ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȟ ÁÎÄ ×ÈÁÔ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÒÅ 
working and not working.  

2. Analytical:  To present why certain interventions are working and others are not working 
(e.g. evaluative information done by research). 

INTERNATIONAL DEFINITIONS USED IN THIS REPORT 

IMMIGRANT STATUS 

FIRST-GENERATION IMMIGRANT PUPILS  

¶ Pupils who were born outside the country of assessment and whose parents were also born 
in a different country. 

SECOND-GENERATION IMMIGRANT PUPILS 

¶ Pupils who themselves were born in the country of assessment but whose parents were 
born in a different country, i.e. pupils who are following/have followed all their pre-
school/schooling in the country of assessment.  

FOREIGN NATIONALS 

¶ Individuals not holding citizenship of the country of residence. 

NATIVE PUPILS 

¶ Pupils who themselves were born in the country of assessment with at least one parent 
born in the country of assessment. 

                                                             

1. The Secretariat wishes to thank the delegates of Australia, Belgium (Flemish), Denmark, Finland, 
Italy, Ireland, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, and the UK for their interventions at the 1st meeting 
and/or their follow -up interventions via emails. 
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LEVEL OF EDUCATION 

Definitions respect the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED)2: 

 

ISCED 0: PRE-PRIMARY EDUCATION  

¶ Pre-primary education (ISCED 0) is defined as the initial stage of organised instruction, 
designed primarily to introduce very young children to a school-type environment, that is, 
to provide a bridge between home and a school-based atmosphere. ISCED 0 does not 
ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÅÁÒÌÙ ÃÈÉÌÄÈÏÏÄ ÃÁÒÅ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÁÓ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÅÄ ÉÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÉÏÎȭȢ  

ISCED 1: PRIMARY EDUCATION  

¶ This level is compulsory in all countries and generally begins between five and seven years 
of age and lasts from four to six years.  

ISCED 2: LOWER-SECONDARY EDUCATION  

¶ This level continues the basic programmes of the primary level, although teaching is 
typically more subject-focused. Usually, the end of this level coincides with the end of 
compulsory education. 

ISCED 3: UPPER-SECONDARY EDUCATION  

¶ This level generally begins at the end of compulsory education. The entrance age is typically 
15 or 16 years. Entrance qualifications (end of compulsory education) and other minimum 
entry requirements are usually needed. Instruction is often more subject-oriented than at 
ISCED level 2. The typical duration of ISCED level 3 varies from two to five years. 

   ISCED 4: POST-SECONDARY NON-TERTIARY LEVEL OF EDUCATION 

¶ ISCED 4 straddles the boundary between upper-secondary and post-secondary education 
from an international point of view. Although their content may not be significantly more 
advanced than upper-secondary programmes, they serve to broaden the knowledge of 
participants who have already gained an upper-secondary qualification. 

ISCED 5: TERTIARY EDUCATION  

¶ Post-secondary education is either: 1) Type A ɀ largely theory-based with a minimum 
cumulative theoretical ÄÕÒÁÔÉÏÎ ɉÁÔ ÔÅÒÔÉÁÒÙ ÌÅÖÅÌɊ ÏÆ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÙÅÁÒÓȭ ÆÕÌÌ-time equivalent, 
although it typically lasts four or more years; or 2) Type B ɀ practical, technical or 
occupational skills-based with a minimum duration of two years full-time equivalent at the 
tertiary level. 

                                                             

2. OECD (2004) OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics: Concepts, 
standards, definitions and classifications. 
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TYPE OF SCHOOL 

PUBLIC SCHOOL 

¶ An institution is classified as public if ultimate control rests with 1) a public-education 
authority or agency or, 2) a governing body (Council, Committee, etc.) most of whose 
members are appointed by a public authority or elected by public franchise.  

YEAR COVERED 

Unless otherwise specified, information is provided for the 2006/07  school year or the year 2007.  
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SECTION II: MIGRANT EDUCATION IN THE NETHERLANDS 

The report consists of five parts:  

¶ Part I. General information  
¶ Part II. Quantitative data and research evidence 
¶ Part III. School policies and practices 
¶ Part IV. Role of community 
¶ Part V. Government policies and approaches 

 

PART I.   GENERAL INFORMATION 

1.  SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND REGIONAL CONTEXT 

1.1   Evidence on the socio-economic context of migrant students  

Migrants generally occupy a lower socio-economic position than the native Dutch 

population. This manifests itself in various ways: they are often less well educated, 

less often in paid employment and more often have a low income. The percentage of 

migrant households having to make ends meet from an income that is around the 

guaranteed minimum income is accordingly greater than among native Dutch 

households. 

 In 2005, 6.4% of all Dutch households had an income below the poverty line. The 

poverty line in the Netherlands is derived from the budget that a household needs to 

ÍÅÅÔ ÂÁÓÉÃ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÐÌÕÓ ÍÏÄÅÓÔ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÅØÐÅÎÄÉÔÕÒÅ ÉÔÅÍÓ ɉÔÈÅ ȬÍÏÄÅÓÔ ÂÕÔ 

ÁÄÅÑÕÁÔÅȭ ÖÁÒÉÁÎÔɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÍÉÇÒÁÎÔÓ ÉÓ ÍÕÃÈ ÍÏÒÅ ÏÆÔÅÎ Âelow 

this poverty line than that of native households (table 1).  

Table 1: Households with an income below the poverty linea, 2005 (in percentages)  

native Dutch  5.1 

non-Western ethnic 
minorities 

 18.2 

 Turks  17.9 

 Moroccans  17.7 

 Surinamese  12.3 

 Antilleans  17.6 

 other non-Western  23.7 

a budget-related poverty line, ómodest but adequateô variant. 

Source: Vrooman et al. (2007: 34-35) 

For further details on poverty in the Netherlands, see Vrooman et al. (2007). 
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1.2  Regional context: the three cities with the most migrants 

In 2008 out of a population of 16.4 million, there were roughly 1.77 million 

migrants in the Netherlands (10.6% of the population). The main groups of non-

Western origin, in order of numerical importance, are Turks (373,000, 2.3% of the 

population), Surinamese (336.000, 2.1% of the population) Moroccans (335,000, 

2.0% of the population) and Antilleans (132,000,  0.8% of the population). Turks 

and Moroccans began arriving in the Netherlands in the 1960s, first as migrant 

workers and later for family formation and family reunification. The presence of 

people of Surinamese and Antilleans origin stems from the colonial ties of the past. 

Between 40 and 50 percent of migrants from these four main groups are of the 

second generation.  

IÎ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÆÏÕÒ ȬÔÒÁÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÁÌÓÏ ÓÍÁÌÌÅÒ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÏÆ 

migrants originating from countries such as Iraq, Afghanistan and Iran. Their 

number increased rapidly in the 1990s, but a strict admissions policy has halted 

that increase in recent years (Garssen & Wageveld 2007). 

Migrants of non-Western origin have traditionally been highly concentrated in the 

major cities in the west of the Netherlands; roughly one in three residents of the 

three biggest cities (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague) are of non-Western origin 

(table 2). In the younger section of the population the proportion is even greater: 

around 50% of the population of the major cities aged up to 20 years are of non-

Western origin (see also IV.1.1). 

Table 2: Three cities with the largest non-Western migrant populations 

 
total 

population 
share of 

migrantsa 
main groupsb source/year 

Amsterdam 747,000 34.6 Sur, Mo, Tu, Antil Stat.Neth./2008 

     

Rotterdam  583,000 36.0 Sur, Tu, Mo, Antil Stat Neth./2008 

     

The Hague 475,700 32.7 Sur, Tu, Mo, Antil  Stat.Neth./2008 

a migrants from non-Western countries  
b in descending order of size;  Sur = Suriname, Mo = Morocco, Tu = Turkey, Antil = Netherlands Antilles/Aruba. 
Source: Statistics Netherlands 
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1.3  Characteristics of schools in neighbourhoods with the highest concentrations of non-
Western ethnic minorities  

The OECD guidelines for this report request a description of characteristics of 

schools in the districts where migrant population is concentrated. For this 

description the city with the largest migrant population has to be selected.   

Amsterdam is the municipality with the highest (absolute) number of residents of 

non-Western ethnic origin (258,000, although the percentage migrants is slightly 

higher in Rotterdam). Non-Western migrants are unevenly distributed across the 

districts of Amsterdam: the highest percentages are found in the districts outside 

the city centre, some of them on the periphery of the city. Districts where 75% or 

more of young people are of non-Western ethnic origin are found mainly in the 

districts of Slotervaart, Bos- en Lommer, Geuzenveld-Slotermeer, Osdorp and 

Zuidoost. The city centre itself numbers relatively few residents of non-Western 

origin (see O & S 2008: 41). 

The majority of primary schools in ÔÈÅÓÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔÓ ÁÒÅ ȬÅÔÈÎÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȭȟ ÉȢÅȢ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ 

where more than 75% of the pupils are of non-7ÅÓÔÅÒÎ ÏÒÉÇÉÎȢ 4ÈÅÓÅ ȬÅÔÈÎÉÃȭ 

primary schools also occur in districts with a lower percentage of children of non-

Western origin, however, while some schools in districts with large numbers of 

migrants are attended by a majority of native Dutch children. This stems from the 

system of free school choice; parents are not forced to choose a school in the area 

where they live for their children, and some native Dutch parents prefer to send 

their children to more distant schools with a lower ethnic concentration. 

Extra Financial Resources for Schools with Large Numbers of Disadvantaged Pupils 

Primary schools with large numbers of pupils from non-Western ethnic minorities 

receive additional funding from central government to combat educational 

ÄÉÓÁÄÖÁÎÔÁÇÅȢ &ÏÒ ÓÏÍÅ ÙÅÁÒÓ ÎÏ×ȟ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÁÎÔÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÄÉÓÁÄÖÁÎÔÁÇÅ ÆÕÎÄÉÎÇȭ ÈÁÓ 

been based exclusively on the education level of the parents, and not on ethnic 

background as before. Owing to the often low education level of their parents, the 

majority of pupils from non-Western ethnic minorities do however fall within the 

target group for this policy (see also V.1.2). Since pupils with parents having a very 

low education level carry about twice as much weight in the allocation of school 

funding for pupils whose parents have a secondary or higher education level, these 

schools have considerably more resources than primary schools with few or no 

pupils from disadvantaged groups. 
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Secondary schools with large numbers of disadvantaged students also receive extra 

funding. The scheme for secondary schools is based on the neighbourhood where 

the student lives; schools receive additional funding for students living in 

disadvantaged neighbourhoods (neighbourhoods with a high proportion of low-

income households, a high percentage of households living on benefits and a high 

percentage of residents of non-Western ethnic origin).  

Preschool and Early-School Education Programmes  

Many primary schools with pupils from disadvantaged groups organise preschool 

and early-school education programmes in partnership with preschool playgroups 

or childcare to encourage the development of young children from disadvantaged 

groups. These programmes begin in preschool playgroups or in child care and 

continue through the first two years of primary school. 

In Amsterdam districts with a high proportion of migrant children, roughly half the 

pupils from the target group attend one of these preschool programmes (O & S 

2007:62). As stated, these programmes continue in the first two years of primary 

school, where the reach is higher than in the preschool phase (90% or more of the 

target group pupils take part in the early-school phase). 

Ȭ%ØÔÅÎÄÅÄȭ 3ÃÈÏÏÌÓ 

Schools with large numbers of disadvantaged pupils also often organise extra 

activities after school, for example in the area of sport or culture, designed to 

ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÓÔÉÍÕÌÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÐÉÌÓȠ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÁÒÅ ËÎÏ×Î ÁÓ ȬÅØÔÅÎÄÅÄȭ 

schools (or community schools). In addition, these extended schools often work in 

partnership with agencies in areas such as youth welfare, social work and safety. 

Half of all primary schools in Amsterdam are extended schools; virtually all primary 

schools in districts with a high proportion of non-Western ethnic minorities adopt 

the extended school model (O & S 2007:66). 

 Quality of Primary Schools in the Large Cities 

The Dutch Education Inspectorate (Inspectie 2008a) recently carried out a study of 

the quality of Amsterdam primary schools. The survey found that these schools 

perform less well in several respects on the quality criteria applied by the 

Inspectorate, not only compared with the national figures, but also compared with 

schools in three other major Dutch cities (Rotterdam, The Hague and also Utrecht). 

The Inspectorate scored 20% of primary schools in Amsterdam as underperforming 
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or seriously underperforming, twice the national score (table 3; pupils in a 

underperforming school (ȬÚ×ÁËËÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȭɊ are at an increased risk of problems in 

their educational career, a seriously underperforming school (ȬÚÅÅÒ Ú×ÁËËÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȭ) 

is marked by underachievement of pupils over a longer period and by major 

shortcomings in the learning process). Primary schools in disadvantaged 

neighbourhoods (referred to as krachtwijken: neighbourhoods that are targeted by 

policy designed to revitalise the neighbourhood) are no more often designated as 

(seriously) underperforming schools than primary schools in other Amsterdam 

districts (no information on the qualitÙ ÏÆ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÉÎ Ȭkrachtwijkenȭ ÉÎ ÏÔÈÅÒ 

major cities is available). 

Table 3: Quality of schools for primary education in Amsterdam compared to four major cities and the Netherlands, 

2007 ( in percentages) 

 schools with sufficient quality (seriously) underperforming schools 

Amsterdam  79.8 20.2 

 Amsterdamô krachtwijkenô 83.1 16.9 

 Amsterdam remaining  neighbourhoods 78.1 21.9 

four major citiesa 85.9 14.1 

   

Netherlands 89.4 10.6 

a Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague, Utrecht, the figure for the four major cities cannot be broken down between 

ókrachtwijkenô and remaining neighborhoods. 

Source: Inspectie (2008a). 

(Seriously) underperforming primary schools in Amsterdam are characterised by a 

number of distinctive points:  

¶ Learning outcomes which fall short of what may be considered acceptable; 

¶ Insufficient language teaching geared to pupils with a language disadvantage 

(the language teaching method has insufficient emphasis on the extension of 

the vocabulary of pupils and in teaching of other subjects insufficient 

attention is paid to development of language skills).   

¶ Pupil needs are not being adequately met (monitoring pupil development, 

identifying the need for additional care and offering that care). 

Staffing Problems at Urban Schools 

Schools in the largest Dutch cities (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and also 

Utrecht) have more unfilled vacancies than schools in the rest of the country. The 

percentage of open vacancies in both primary and secondary schools in these cities 
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is almost twice the national average (OCW 2008: 39) and the percentage of 

vacancies in Amsterdam primary schools is in turn are higher than in the other 

three major cities (Amsterdam 1.4%, total four major cities 0.8%, national 0.4%; 

1.0% open vacancies is considered to be the critical limit).  

 Weak schools more often face staffing problems (unfilled vacancies, incompetent 

teachers, management changes), which are probably detrimental to the educational 

quality. 

1.4  Deprivation measures for specific areas 

The Netherlands launched an action plan for disadvantaged areas (Actieplan 

krachtwijken) in 2007. The aim of this action plan is to improve in districts with 

multiple problems in relation to housing, employment, education and upbringing, 

integration and safety. 40 districts across the country have been selected where the 

problems are the most acute. This selection was based on a combination of socio-

economic criteria (low incomes, high unemployment, a high proportion of people 

with a low education level), physical characteristics of the housing stock (small 

homes, old homes, cheap homes) and the perceptions of residents (social and 

physical problems such as vandalism, lack of safety, noise nuisance, pollution).  

Five neighbourhoods in Amsterdam fall within the scope of the national action plan. 

Many of the schools with a high percentage of migrant pupils are situated in these 

five selected areas (which are in the urban districts Bos en Lommer, Nieuw West, 

Amsterdam Oost, Amsterdam Noord and Amsterdam Zuid-Oost). The action plan 

builds on area-ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÏÎÇÏÉÎÇ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ρωψπȭÓȟ ÎÁÍÅÌÙ 

the priority neighbourhoods plan which forms part of the urban renewal policy, and 

government urban policy.  

Provision of pre- and early school programmes and adoption of the extended school 

model are key elements of the policy to combat educational disadvantage in primary 

schools in ȬËÒÁÃÈÔ×ÉÊËÅÎȭ. In many instants pre-school programmes and extended 

schools were already in operation in neighbourhoods that were selected for the 

ȬAcÔÉÅÐÌÁÎ ËÒÁÃÈÔ×ÉÊËÅÎȭȢ In secondary education prevention of school drop-out is an 

ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÅÌÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȬkrachtwijkenȭȢ 7ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ÉÎ ςππφȾȭπχ 

in the Netherlands as a whole 4.0% of all pupils and students dropped out of school 

without  Á ȬÂÁÓÉÃ ÑÕÁÌÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎȭ ɉ)3#%$ ÌÅÖÅÌ σ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅɊȟ ÉÎ Ȭkrachtwijkenȭ ÔÈÉÓ 

figure amounts to 8.1% (OCW 2009). 
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2. CHARACTERISTICS OF MIGRANT STUDENTS 

2.1  %ÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÍÉÇÒÁÎÔ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ proficiency in the language of instruction (L2) 

It is not standard practice in Dutch education for migrant pupils to take a language 

test at the start of their school career. Many primary schools do however operate a 

ȬÐÕÐÉÌ ÍÏÎÉÔÏÒÉÎÇ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȭȟ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÐÕÐÉÌÓ ÉÓ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÏÒÄÅÄ 

in a number of areas, including language. The results of this monitoring are for 

internal use within the school and are not available at national level. A long-term, 

large-scale sample survey has been conducted in Dutch primary schools (the PRIMA 

cohort study that started in 1994), which does provide some insight into the level of 

knowledge and skills of pupils from migrant groups. The findings in relation to 

language skills are discussed briefly here. We will look in more detail at the findings 

ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÉÎ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ))ȢςȢυ ɉȬ3ÔÕÄÅÎÔ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȭɊȢ 

 Table 4 shows the scores of primary school pupils in year groups 4, 6 and 8 

(children aged 7, 9 and 11 years) on a continuous scale, which enables the skill 

levels of pupils in different year groups to be compared with each other (in 

themselves, the scale values have no significance). It can be seen that migrant pupils 

in year group 6 have not progressed much beyond the level attained by native 

pupils in year group 4, while in year group 8 they have attained the level already 

achieved by native Dutch pupils in year group 6. Turkish, Moroccan and Antilleans 

pupils are thus approximately two years behind their native Dutch peers at the end 

of their primary school careers. The language disadvantage of Surinamese pupils is 

less than that of the three other traditional non-Western ethnic minority groups.  

Table 4: Average scores in language tests in primary school year groups 4, 6, and 8, by ethnic group, 2004/ô05  

 Turkey Morocco Suriname Antilles native Dutch lowa native Dutch highb 

year group 4 1008 1022 1036 1026 1042 1056 

year group 6 1050 1061 1068 1065 1073 1090 

year group 8 1086 1094 1100 1092 1108 1127 

a) highest educated parent has completed an education to a maximum of ISCED level 2 

b) highest educated parent has completed an education to ISCED 3 or higher. 

Source: Gijsberts en Herweijer (2007)   

The results of the language skills section of the national test set by the National 

Institute for Educational Measurement (CITO), which is held at 85% of Dutch 

primary schools in the final year, also points to a clear disadvantage among the 

different groups of pupils of non-Western origin (table 5). Pupils with a Surinamese 

or Antillean background score markedly better than Turkish and Moroccan pupils, 

while pupils in households where Dutch is the normal language of communication 

perform better than pupils who use the language of their country of origin at home. 
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Table 5: Percentage of correct answers in the language section of the test by the National Institute for Educational 

Measurement (CITO), 2005  

 Turkey Morocco Suriname Antilles total non-Western native Dutch 

all 59 61 66 65 63 71 

       

Dutch used at home 62 63 67 70 67 - 

Dutch not used at home 57 60 58 58 60 - 

Source: CBS (2008) 

2.2  First and second-generation migrants and duration of stay of young first-generation 
migrants 

Research into the educational achievement of migrant pupils shows that pupils from 

the second generation perform better than those from the first generation, although 

second-generation pupils also lag behind native pupils. The analysis presented in 

Gijsberts (2006) shows for example that migrant pupils from the second generation 

have a higher score on the language and arithmetic tests in the Prima cohort study 

than first generation migrant pupils (table 6, adapted from Gijsberts (2006), 

differences in parental educational level have been taken into account). In language 

the performance gap between first and second generation pupils is larger than in 

arithmetic (this also applies to the performance gap between native Dutch and 

migrant pupils irrespective of generation). 

 Table 6: Scores in language and arithmetic tests in primary school year group 8, by ethnic group and generation 

1988/ô89-2002/ô03a. 

 language arithmetic 

ethnic group (native Dutch highb = reference category)    

 Turks -9.0 -3.0 

 Moroccans -6.7 -3.0 

 Surinamese -4.7 -4.4 

 Antilleans -7.2 -5.6 

 native Dutch lowc -0.7 -1.0 

generation (first generation = reference category)    

 second generation 2.2 1.6 

a average tests score = 50, standard deviation = 10, coefficients  multilevel regression analysis (parental educational 

level, sex and percentage ethnic pupils  in schools also included as explanatory variables)   

b  highest educated parent has completed an education to a maximum of ISCED level 2 

c  highest educated parent has completed an education to ISCED 3 or higher. 
Source: Gijsberts (2006). 

The distribution of different ethnic groups of young people across the various tracks 

of Dutch secondary education shows a similar picture. Second generation migrant 

pupils are less heavily overrepresented at the lowest pre-vocational tracks than first 

generation migrant pupils, and are more often to be found in the higher general 
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tracks (havo/vwo, table 7, the distribution over tracks in secondary education will 

be further discussed in section II.2.3). All the same, the gap between second 

generation migrant pupils and native Dutch pupils is still wide.  

Table 7: Students in year 3 of secondary educationa, by level and by origin and generation, 2004/ô05  ( in 

percentages).  

 Turkish Moroccan Surinamese Antillean native Dutch 

first generation      

pre-vocational secondary education       

basic and advanced vocational tracks 61 66 52 66 - 

combined vocational-theoretical and theoretical track 20 17 25 19 - 

general secondary education       

senior general secondary education 11 9 13 8 - 

senior general/ pre-university education  2 3 2 2 - 

pre-university education 7 5 8 5 - 

total secondary education 100 100 100 100 - 

      

second generation      

pre-vocational secondary education       

basic and advanced vocational tracks 53 53 44 39 28 

combined vocational-theoretical and theoretical track 26 26 26 23 26 

general secondary education       

senior general secondary education 13 12 15 17 21 

senior general/ pre-university education  1 2 3 4 4 

pre-university education 7 7 13 17 22 

total secondary education 100 100 100 100 100 

a excluding agricultural education 
Source: adapted from Gijsberts and Hartgers (2005) 

The vast majority of migrant children in the youngest age group were born and 

raised in the Netherlands; in 2007 only 4.4% of all four-year-olds - the age at which 

primary school begins - were first -generation migrants. The figures are even smaller 

for children of Turkish, Moroccan and Surinamese origin (table 8). In the higher age 

groups (12 and 18 years, the ages at which secondary and tertiary education, 

respectively, begin), the percentage of young members of non-Western ethnic 

minorities in the first generation is higher, but in these higher age groups, too, the 

percentages of non-Western ethnic minority young people from the first generation 

has declined rapidly in recent years. Not only are more and more members of non-

Western ethnic minorities born in the Netherlands, but the immigration figures for 

the various age groups have also been falling steadily since 2000. 

 Young people from the Netherlands Antilles occupy a separate position. Since the 

Netherlands Antilles are part of the Kingdom of the Netherlands, they may settle 

freely in the Netherlands and return to the Antilles again as they choose. At the age 
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of 18 or 19 years a relatively large number of them come to the Netherlands in 

order to study, but at the same time there is also an influx of poorly educated young 

Antilleans with poor prospects. As a result the percentage of first-generation young 

migrants from the Netherlands Antilles at this age is much higher than in the 

ÙÏÕÎÇÅÒ ÁÇÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÌÅÓÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÏÕÐ ȬÏÔÈÅÒ ÎÏÎ-Western ethnic 

ÍÉÎÏÒÉÔÉÅÓȭȢ  

Based on these trends, the expectation is that young people from non-Western 

ethnic minorities will in future increasingly be born in the Netherlands. However, 

partly in view of the influx of asylum-seekers, there will still be a group of young 

migrants from the first generation in the future. The influx of asylum seekers 

diminished in recent years for that matter. 

Table 8: Percentage of young first-generation members of non-Western ethnic minorities, at three ages, 1996-2007 

 4 years 12 years 18 years 

1996    

 Turkish 3.8 17.5 48.1 

 Moroccan 5.8 29.8 66.4 

 Surinamese 5.2 20.6 47.0 

 Antillean 14.3 44.0 55.3 

 other non-Western 23.4 48.3 69.7 

 total non-Western  10.4 30.6 57.7 

2000    

 Turkish 3.9 18.2 25.3 

 Moroccan 3.9 20.6 42.3 

 Surinamese 2.8 16.4 23.5 

 Antillean 23.5 41.6 55.8 

 other non-Western 18.1 51.1 67.3 

 total non-Western 9.8 29.5 43.6 

2007    

 Turkish 2.6 6.8 17.9 

 Moroccan 2.0 6.5 21.3 

 Surinamese 1.8 7.6 18.9 

 Antillean 6.3 33.2 45.1 

 other non-Western 8.3 36.7 58.4 

 total non-Western 4.4 17.4 31.7 

Source: Statistics Netherlands (Statline) 
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Table 9 shows the average duration of stay of young first-generation migrants. In 

2007 the 17% of 12 year-old members of non-Western ethnic minorities who were 

not born in the Netherlands spend an average of 6.1 years in the Netherlands. As 

expected, the duration of stay of Turkish and Moroccan migrants in the higher age 

groups is longer than among the younger age categories. For Antilleans and other 

non-Western ethnic minorities there is little difference between the average 

duration of stay of 12 year-olds and 18 year-olds; this is due to the immigration of 

teenagers from these groups. 

 Table 9: Average duration of stay in the Netherlands by young members of non-Western ethnic minorities from the 

first generation at three ages, 2003 -2007 (in years). 

 4 years 12 years 18 years 

2003    

 Turkish 2.3 6.3 8.4 

 Moroccan 2.5 6.8 10.3 

 Surinamese 1.7 6.0 8.7 

 Antillean 2.0 4.8 6.4 

 other non-Western 1.6 4.7 4.3 

 total non-Western 1.8 5.2 6.2 

2007    

 Turkish 2.6 6.5 10.0 

 Moroccan 2.7 7.1 11.0 

 Surinamese 2.1 5.0 9.3 

 Antillean 2.2 6.3 7.9 

 other non-Western 2.0 5.9 7.8 

 total non-Western 2.1 6.1 8.6 

Source: CBS (Statline) SCP treatment 

2.3  Age at which migrants arrived in the Netherlands 

Table 10 provides information on the age at which young people from the various 

non-Western migrant groups arrived in the Netherlands. More than 90% of four-

year-olds were born in the Netherlands (see also table 8). In the higher age groups -

12 and 18 year-olds - a substantial number of young people, especially Antilleans 

and members of the other non-Western ethnic minorities, arrived in the 

Netherlands at a later age.  
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Table 10: Young members of non-Western ethnic minorities, by age, generation and age of arrival of first-generation 

migrants, 2007 (in percentages)  

 born in the Netherlands first generation age of arrival first generation  

   0-2 years 3-4 years 5-12 years 13-18 years 

4 years       

 Turkish 97.4 2.6 2.0 0.5 - - 

 Moroccan 98.0 2.0 1.6 0.4 - - 

 Surinamese 98.2 1.8 1.2 0.6 - - 

 Antillean 93.7 6.3 4.1 2.1 - - 

 other non-Western 91.7 8.3 4.6 3.7 - - 

 total non-Western 95.4 4.6 2.9 1.7 - - 

       

12 years       

 Turkish 93.2 6.8 2.0 1.0 3.8 - 

 Moroccan 93.5 6.5 2.2 .9 3.4 - 

 Surinamese 92.4 7.6 .6 1.3 5.8 - 

 Antillean 66.8 33.2 4.2 6.4 22.6 - 

 other non-Western 63.3 36.7 5.1 7.5 24.0 - 

 total non-Western 81.6 18.4 3.0 3.5 11.9 - 

       

18 years       

 Turkish 82.1 17.9 3.4 2.1 8.1 4.3 

 Moroccan 78.7 21.3 6.6 2.7 7.1 4.9 

 Surinamese 81.1 18.9 2.4 2.9 8.1 5.5 

 Antillean 54.9 45.1 7.5 3.7 17.3 16.5 

 other non-Western 41.6 58.4 4.5 3.7 29.3 20.9 

 total non-Western 66.6 33.4 4.5 3.0 15.2 10.8 
Source: Statistics Netherlands (Statline) SCP treatment 

 

3. FAMILY BACKGROUNDS 

3.1  Socio-economic background: income level 

The socio-economic position of migrant families is generally weaker than that of 

native Dutch families. This manifests itself in income levels, education level, being 

employed or unemployed and occupational status. Migrants also score less well on a 

number of other characteristics, such as number of single-parent families and 

language skills. 

The average income of non-Western ethnic minority households is considerably 

below that of native households (table 11; the table contains information on all 

households, as data are not available on the incomes of households with school-age 

children). The average household income for native Dutch households is 

approximately EUR 21,000 per annum, whereas the average for non-Western ethnic 

minority households is just under EUR 15,000 per annum. Surinamese households 
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have the highest average income among non-Western ethnic minorities, while 

Turkish, Moroccan and other non-Western ethnic minority households have the 

lowest incomes on average. 

Table 11: Average disposable household incomea, 2005 (* EUR 1,000)  

  

Native Dutch households 21.2 

Non-Western ethnic minorities 14.7 

 Turks 14.1 

 Moroccans 14.2 

 Surinamese 16.3 

 Antilleans 14.5 

 other non-Western 14.2 

a standardised, i.e. corrected for differences in household size and composition. 
Source: Statistics Netherlands (Statline). 

 

3.2  Occupational and educational background 

The educational distribution of parents of pupils from the main non-Western 

migrant groups differs sharply from that of parents of native pupils. Whereas the 

highest educated parent of four out of five native Dutch primary school pupils has 

completed an education to at least level ISCED 3 (senior general secondary (havo), 

pre-university ( vwo) or senior secondary vocational education (mbo)), the 

educational distribution of Turkish and Moroccan parents is still concentrated 

around the lowest level (maximum ISCED level 1). This is despite the gradual 

increase in the education level among these groups. Surinamese and Antillean 

parents are better educated than Turkish and Moroccan parents, but still lag well 

behind native Dutch parents (table 12). 

Table 12: Parents of primary school children, by origin and education level, 2004 (in percentages) 

 primary  
pre-vocational/junior 

general secondary 
(vbo/mavo) 

senior general secondary/pre-
university/senior secondary 
vocational (havo/vwo/mbo) 

higher professional/ 
university (hbo/wo) 

total 

Turkish 41 31 22 6 100 

Moroccan 52 24 16 8 100 

Surinamese 11 32 45 12 100 

Antilleans 13 39 37 11 100 

other ethnic minority 32 24 23 22 100 

      

native Dutch 1 19 44 36 100 

      

total 12 21 37 29 100 
Source: ITS/SCO/NWO(Prima 2004). SCP treatment 

Slightly older figures for secondary education show a comparable picture: the vast 

majority of parents of pupils of Turkish and Moroccan origin have attained no more 
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than primary education level; only 10 - 15% have completed a secondary or higher 

education.  

Paid Employment and Occupational Status 

As a corollary to their low education level, the participation in paid employment by 

parents from the non-Western migrant groups - especially Turkish and Moroccan 

parents - is considerably lower than among native Dutch parents. No more than half 

of them are in paid work (table 13). This low activity rate is partly due to the small 

number of mothers in paid employment, but the employment rate among fathers 

from the non-Western migrant groups is also substantially lower than in the native 

Dutch population. Turkish and Moroccan parents who are in paid employment are 

often employed in unskilled or low-skilled jobs. 

Table 13: Participation of parentsa in paid employment and occupational level, 2006 (in percentages) 

 Turks Moroccans Surinamese Antilleans native Dutch 

participation in paid work      

 working labour force 54 47 76 71 81 

 unemployed 10 8 8 12 5 

 non-labour force 36 45 16 16 14 

 total 100 100 100 100 100 

occupational status of employed       

 elementary 37 32 7 14 7 

 junior 31 33 30 30 25 

 middle-ranking 25 27 38 36 39 

 higher/academic 7 8 25 19 29 

 total 100 100 100 100 100 

a parents of children aged 0-16 years. 

Source: SCP (SIM ó06). 

Single-parent Families 

Growing up in a single-ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÈÁÓ Á ÎÅÇÁÔÉÖÅ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ ÏÎ Á ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ 

career: pupils from single-parent families perform less well in secondary education 

and are at greater risk of school drop-out (Herweijer 2008a). Financial problems 

may play a role here; a quarter of children in single-parent families grow up in 

poverty, compared with 7.5% of children from families with two parents. If a single-

parent family arises from a separation or divorce, the tensions and conflicts 

preceding the split can have a negative influence on the children. 

Approximately 15% of secondary school students grow up in a single-parent family 

(Herweijer 2008a), but for students with a non-Western ethnic background the 

figure rises to almost 30% (Statistics Netherlands, Statline).  
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When broken down into the different migrant groups it emerges that migrants of 

Antillean and Surinamese origin, in particular, often form single-parent households 

(table 14). 

Table 14: Single parent household as a percentage of all households with children, 2006  

 Turks Moroccans Surinamese Antilleans 
native 
Dutch 

two parents 81.7 83.4 55.3 48.8 83.6 

one parent 18.3 16.6 44.7 50.2 16.4 

      

total  100 100 100 100 100 
Source: Garssen en Wageveld (2007). 

Language Skills  

The low socio-economic status of migrant parents is a key reason for the often poor 

educational achievement of their children. Other factors also appear to play a role, 

however; one such factor is the poorer command of the Dutch language by parents 

of migrant pupils. A high proportion of Turkish and Moroccan parents, in particular, 

have problems with speaking, reading and writing the Dutch language; this is the 

case slightly more often for Turks than Moroccans (table 15). Surinamese and 

Antillean parents are more familiar with the Dutch language thanks to the historical 

colonial ties, and have far fewer problems in this area (see also Turkenburg & 

Gijsberts 2007).  

Table 15: Command of the Dutch language by parentsa from the four largest migrant groups, 2006 (in percentages) 

 Turks Moroccans Surinamese Antilleans 

problems speaking Dutch      

 frequent problems/speak no Dutch. 24 16 0 5 

 sometimes 39 35 3 11 

problems reading Dutch     

 often 25 21 1 2 

 sometimes 35 26 4 10 

problems writing Dutch     

 often 35 28 1 4 

 sometimes 28 24 3 11 

a parents of children aged 0-16 years. 
Source: SCP (SIM ó06). 

Migration Motives 

The arrival of Turkish and Moroccan labour migrants in the second half of the 1960s 

marked the starting point for the settlement of these groups in the Netherlands. 

However, employment has long ceased to be the dominant migration motive for 
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Turks and Moroccans coming to the Netherlands. After the middle of the 1970s, the 

flow of labour migrants dried up; official recruitment was ended in 1973 and the 

weak economic situation meant that labour migration was no longer a realistic 

option. Moreover, as the opportunities for immigration were curbed greatly by 

tighter regulations, family reunification and marriage became the only 

opportunities for Turks and Moroccans to enter the Netherlands. This took place on 

a massive scale, and from the second half of the 1970s onwards, these motives 

constituted the main reasons for migrating to the Netherlands.  

This picture is confirmed in table 16, which shows family reunification and marriage 

to be the two most important reasons for Turks and Moroccans to migrate. In 

additi on, a substantial proportion of first-generation migrants moved to the 

Netherlands with their parents (the data in table 16 is collected in 2006 and refers 

to a cross-section of migrants that arrived in different periods; Moroccan and Turk 

labour migrants ÁÒÒÉÖÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÔÅ ρωφπȭÓ ÁÎÄ ÅÁÒÌÙ ρωχπȭÓȟ ÌÁÔÅÒ ÏÎ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ 

reunification and formation became the main migration motives for Moroccans and 

Turks). 

Compared with Turks and Moroccans, Surinamese and Antillean migrants clearly 

have different migration motives. For example, there are relatively few labour 

migrants in these groups, while pursuing a course of study is cited as a reason for 

coming to the Netherlands considerably more often. This applies in particular for 

Antilleans living in the Netherlands, for whom following a course of study has been 

a reason for migrating to the Netherlands since as long ago as the 1950s and 60s. 

This is still the case, although over the last 10 to 20 years this migrant group has 

been dominated by poorly educated Antilleans.  

Table 16: Migration motives, by ethnic group, first generation, 15 years and older, 2006 (in percentages)  

 Turks Moroccans Surinamese Antilleans 

Work 16 20 5 10 

Study 1 2 11 36 

Political situation 2 0 7 1 

Family reunification 30 28 12 5 

Marriage, family 

formation 
29 18 6 3 

Came with parents 17 28 34 20 

Other reasons 5 4 25 25 
Source: SCP (SIMô06) 

It is important to bear in mind that Antilleans belong to the Kingdom of the 

Netherlands, and may therefore settle freely in the Netherlands and return to the 

Antilles again as they choose. Family reunification and family formation are cited 

relatively infrequently by Surinamese and Antillean migrants as a reason for moving 
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to the Netherlands, especially in comparison with Turks and Moroccans. A quarter 

of 3ÕÒÉÎÁÍÅÓÅ ÁÎÄ !ÎÔÉÌÌÅÁÎ ÍÉÇÒÁÎÔÓ ÃÉÔÅ ȬÏÔÈÅÒ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÓȭȟ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ 

security system in the Netherlands, Dutch medical provision and the future of their 

children. 

"Ù ×ÁÙ ÏÆ ÁÎ ÁÓÉÄÅȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÍÉÇÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÍÏÔÉÖÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÎÅ×ȭ 

ethnic minority groups in the Netherlands. The differences compared with the 

ȬÔÒÁÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌȭ ÅÔÈÎÉÃ ÍÉÎÏÒÉÔÙ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÂÌÅȠ ÔÈÅ ÖÁÓÔ ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ ÃÁÍÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 

Netherlands as refugees (table 17). Chain migration is also common, in the form of 

migration for family reunification and family formation.  

Table 17: Migration motives, by ethnic group, first generation, 15 years and older, 2003 (in percentages) 

 Afghanis Iraqis Iranians Somalis 

Work 0 0 0 0 

Study 1 0 3 1 

Political situation 78 74 71 88 

Family reunification 10 15 10 3 

Marriage, family 

formation 
4 4 6 2 

Came with parents 6 5 7 3 

Other reasons 1 2 3 3 
Source: ISEO/SCP (SPVAô03) 
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PART II.  QUANTITATIVE DATA AND RESEARCH EVIDENCE 

1.  BASIC AGGREGATE DATA ON MIGRANT STUDENTS 

Table 1.1: Enrolment numbers (public and private schools, 2006/ô07) 

  
total number of 

students 
number of native 

studentsa 
number of migrant students 

    first generation second generation foreign national 

pre-primary 
childcare 

public m m m m m 

 private      

ISCED 0b public 351,550 297,609 53,941c m m 

 private      

ISCED 1b public 1279,570 108,1231 198,339c m m 

 private      

ISCED 2 public 748,770 626,516 31,858 90,386 m 

 private      

ISCED 3 public 688,845 578,473 43,522 66,860 m 

 private      

a)  including Western ethnic minorities 

b)  the distribution between ISCED 0 and ISCED 1 has been estimated based on the age of the pupils and the percentage of non-

Western ethnic minority pupils in ISCED 0 and ISCED 1 together. 

c)  first and second generation. 
Source: Statistics Netherlands 

Notes on Table 1.1 

All figures relate to the total of public and private (independent) schools. No 

participation figures are available for participation in pre-primary childcare broken 

down by ethnic origin. Data from sample research on the use of pre-primary 

ÃÈÉÌÄÃÁÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÅÄ ÉÎ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ))ȢςȢρ ɉȬ%ØÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÄÁÔÁȭɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÃÌÁÓÓÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ 

ISCED levels in Dutch education ÉÓ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ÉÎ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ πȢς ɉȬÐÒÅÌÉÍÉÎÁÒÙ ÒÅÍÁÒËÓɊȢ 

Both ISCED 2 and ISCED 3 include programmes of differing level and length. The 

number of participants of native Dutch and non-Western ethnic minority origin at 

ISCED 2 and ISCED 3 is influenced partly by differences in the nominal duration of 

the courses in which the different groups are predominantly enrolled. The 

distribution across the different programmes within ISCED 2 and ISCED 3 is 

ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÅÄ ÉÎ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ))ȢςȢσ ɉȬ%ØÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÄÁÔÁȭɊȢ  
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Table 1.2: Net enrolment rate (public and private schools, 2006/ô07) 

 
official age 

range per level 
overall 

enrolment rate  
enrolment rate of 
native studentsa 

enrolment rate of migrant students 

    first generation second generation foreign national 

pre-primary 
childcare 

m m m m m m 

       

ISCED 0 4 ï 5 86.9 88.0 81.5b  m 

       

ISCED 1 6 ï 12 92.1 92.4 90.9b  m 

       

ISCED 2 12 ï 16 74.3 73.4 91.8 75.2 m 

       

ISCED 3 16 ï 20 69.4 68.9 83.7 66.4 m 

       

a) including Western ethnic minorities 

b)  first and second generation. 
Source: Statistics Netherlands; SCP treatment 

Notes on Table 1.2. 

The net enrolment rates are based on the total number of pupils in public and 

private schools. In calculating the rates, the total number of participants (all  ages: 

participation figures broken down by both age and ethnic origin are not available) 

was divided by the size of the population in the specified age categories. This leads 

to distortions if young people from a particular population group more often follow 

courses with a duration that deviates from those followed by other population 

groups, or if they more often experience delays caused by having to repeat years. 

This explains why the enrolment rates of migrant students at ISCED levels 2 and 3 

level exceeds those of native students: the vocational tracks predominantly chosen 

by migrants have a longer duration than the general tracks in secondary education 

and the grade repetition rate of migrant pupils is moreover relatively high (see table 

1.4).   




















































































































































