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Summary

Current statistics of Statistics Netherlands doyedtcontain reliable information on people bo
in the constituent states of what used to be Ywayws! This information cannot be obtained
from the characteristic ‘country of birth’ only. Mever, with the aid of information on the tow
or city of birth, people of Yugoslav origin canyet be classified by currently recognised

republics and provinces. Just over 40 percentrofiéo Yugoslavs in the Netherlands were bo
in Bosnia. Their share is twice as large as th#éh@igroup born in Serbia. Other relatively larg
groups are Croats and Kosovars, with 13 and 1lepeaf the total respectively.
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INTRODUCTION

1. One important characteristic of the region trsd to constitute Yugoslavia is that it has
always been a region of great diversity: variolset groups, religions and cultures have lived
together, largely in peace, for centuries.

2. Since the early 1990s, the former republic ofdalavia has disintegrated in stages into
six new states, former republics. In addition hattime of writing the Serbian province of
Kosovo has an autonomous status under provisiatehiational government. This process of
disintegration, which did not always take placegedally, led to a considerable flow of refugees
from the region, some of whom came to the Nethddan

3. In the 1970s, too, people from Yugoslavia had@dao the Netherlands. At that time the
Netherlands needed workers to supplement the gfeofaDutch labourers, and recruited many
immigrants from the Mediterranean countries.

4. More than 75 thousand people originating fronmier Yugoslavia were living in the
Netherlands on 1 January 2004. Seventy-two peafehem were first generation immigrants.
Most of them (80 percent) arrived in the Netherlodly after 1990. Most statistics of Statistics
Netherlands list only ‘former Yugoslavia’ as coyntxf origin, as no more detailed information
is available. A person born in Sarajevo (in whatasy Bosnia-Herzegovina) in 1970, who
moved to the Netherlands with his or her parentinb, is registered in the municipal
population register as having been born in Yugaala person born in the same city in 2000
will be registered with country of birth Bosnia aHdrzegovina. This distinction could only be
made in the migration statistics after formal semasof these new countries.

5. For a number of reasons it is interesting tdythe demographic and social
characteristics of this population of former Yugos, distinguished by constituent countries of
origin. Although former Yugoslavia no longer exjsasad the classification is thus no longer
valid, the separate groups all share a commonrkiatdd it is interesting to see to what extent
the population groups resemble each other.

6. It is further interesting to examine the difieces between the groups, and the reasons for
these differences. It is relevant in this respleat there is a direct correlation between the
constituent country of origin and the reason fogration. Differences in socio-economic

position between groups may largely be explainethbyeason for migration, as this reason and
the country of origin are often inseparably linked.

7. The information available at Statistics Nethedlais not a ready-made basis to derive
information about the constituent states that igedake up Yugoslavia. The first estimate of
the size of the various groups of former Yugoshaas calculated in 2002, on the basis of
statistics on immigrations flows from each courgrgiince of origin (Alders and Nicolaas,
2002). Although this method resulted in a picturaumbers of former Yugoslavs by country of
origin, it was restricted because it was based igmation in a limited period (1994-2002), a
period moreover in which relatively many Bosniansvad in the Netherlands.
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8. Information about the town or city of birth carnilable in the municipal population
registration on 1 January 2004. On the basis sfittiormation, each person can be classified by
the country of birth as it is today. An advantagelassifying on the basis of town/city of birth is
that the whole population can be allocated to antglprovince. A disadvantage is that
allocating towns and cities of birth to countrissilaborious process. However, for countries
like former Yugoslavia, the Netherlands Antilleglahe former Soviet Union it does have a very
clear added value.

Il HISTORY

9. Against a background of economic crisis andpibigical developments in Eastern
Europe, Yugoslavia disintegrated in the 1990s aerand more of its constituent republics
declared independence. The secession of the n@pendent republics Slovenia (1991), Croatia
(1991), The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedoher¢after called Macedonia) (1991),
Bosnia and Herzegovina (1992), Montenegro (2006),as a result finally also Serbia (2006),
was often a very turbulent and violent processv&ia claimed independence following short
war. The independence of Croatia resulted in lotegting and large scale acts of war (in
1991/1992 and in 1995). In Bosnia and Herzegovimparticular, independence came only after
a very intensive and bloody war (1992-1995). Tluisflict was characterised by ethnic cleansing
of villages, towns and cities, driving hundredghadusands of people to take flight, leaving
behind their homes and possessions. After lengtieynational intervention, the Dayton peace
treaty ended the wars in Bosnia and Croatia.

10.  Atthe end of the 1990s, a new armed conflické out in the Serb province of Kosovo,
as the demand for more autonomy for Albanians isd¥o clashed with the obstinacy of
Serbian president Milosevic. After the start ofjleuscale fighting in Kosovo in 1998, the NATO
decided on military intervention in 1999. After twwonths of bombardment, Milosevic yielded
to the NATO’s demands. Since June 1999, Kosovdkas under the interim administration of
the United Nations. At the time of writing the futuof Kosovo was still unclear.

11. The original Socialist Federal Republic of Yslgwia ceased to exist in 1991, but in
1992 Montenegro and Serbia founded a new federatie Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.
The designation Yugoslavia disappeared completenihis Federal Republic came to an end
in 2003, and was replaced by the more informalrigoen of Serbia and Montenegro, which
existed until June 2006.

.  METHOD OF ALLOCATION

12. Information on the towns and cities of birthpebple born in former Yugoslavia became
available in the municipal population registratmm1 January 2004. Other information is also
available for these people, such as the countmy frdnich they migrated to the Netherlands, the
date of arrival in the Netherlands (or the lasedstregistration in the municipal population
register), and information about their parents.ti@nbasis of this information, former Yugoslavs
were allocated at micro-level to the constitueatest of former Yugoslavia. This method had
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previously been applied with success to the classion of Antilleans and Arubans by island of
birth (Harmsen, 2005).

13. By definition, people born in former Yugoslasaee first generation immigrants. They
will be allocated to one of the sub-groups on thsidof their town/city of birth. Second
generation former Yugoslavs (those born in the Biddginds) are allocated to a country of origin
on the basis of the town/city of birth of their pat(s).

A. First generation former Yugoslavs

14.  Athree-step decision process was used toaaiquersons from former Yugoslavia to the
constituent republics. After these three steps;yeve in the Netherlands born in former
Yugoslavia had been allocated to one of the cargstitrepublics, or the autonomous province of
Kosovo (which for the sake of convenience is destigeh as a ‘country’ of origin below).

1. Step 1: allocation on the basis of town/city ddirth

15. First of all a cross table was drawn up ofvthgable country of birth with town/city of
birth (table 1). Former Yugoslavs in the Netherlands have neéathousand different, or
differently spelt, towns and cities of birth. Orethasis of the cross table, about half of former
Yugoslavs, with 250 different places of birth, dendirectly allocated to a country of origin.

16. Subsequently, the accuracy of the allocatios eteecked. For towns/cities of birth where
only people were born with country of birth Yugosés persons are allocated to a country of
origin on the basis of the location of the towryaf birth. This was done for 1.3 thousand
places of birth in which at least 5 people in thedh municipal registration had been born.
Another 500 towns/cities of birth spelt differenththere are more than twenty ways to spell
Sarajevo — were allocated to countries of origintotal, more than 2 thousand of the nearly 8
thousand towns/cities of birth, accounting for &aqgent of former Yugoslavs in the Netherlands,
were allocated to a country of origin in this step.

Table 1: Former Yugoslavs by town/city of birth

Town/city of birth  Country of birth Total

Yugoslavia Bosnia and Fed. Rep.
Herzegovina Yugoslavia

Tuzla 937 117 1 1055
Sarajevo 2665 88 2753
Zenica 1832 87 1919
Srebrenica 435 62 497
Bihac 207 14 221
Velika Kladusa 149 14 163
Mostar 500 12 512
Travnik 481 12 493
Doboj 969 11 1 981
Banja Luka 693 11 704
Tesanj 77 11 88

Prijedor 1107 10 1117
Bijeljina 400 9 409
Vares 281 9 290
Livho 228 7 235

1)

as stated in the Dutch municipal population register.
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17. The remaining 15 percent of the populationt @uer 8 thousand persons) could not be
allocated to a country of birth because of theofwlhg reasons.

18. First of all, it is relatively common for a pwith the same name to be located in
several countries. There are towns by the nameiwb¥ac, for instance in Croatia, Serbia and
Bosnia. Without further information, it is not pdse to determine with any certainty which
country a person is from.

19. Secondly, municipal registrars do not alwayslg¢phe name of the towns and cities
consistently. One town may be spelt in no fewentiea different ways. This makes the place
names more difficult to recognise and thus to alled¢o a country, and also makes it difficult to
use computers for this aspect. The third reasonesof efficiency: to allocate a person to a
country of origin, thousands of place names haveetassessed manually at micro-level. This is
a laborious and expensive process. Places wheyedaiv people were born, therefore, were
not allocated on the basis of information on towg/af birth.

2. Step 2: further allocation on basis of country borigin

20. The country of origin (as reported by immigsawhen entering the Netherlands) was a
characteristic completed by 87 percent of all pessarriving in the Netherlands in 1995 or later.
This characteristic was used as additional infoionatio allocate some of the remaining 15
percent of the population. For people from Slove@iaatia, Bosnia and Macedonia, countries
that had become independent in the early ninetlex;ation was not a problem. Just over 1.2
thousand people (2.3 percent of the total group)dcbe allocated in this way.

21. More problems were encountered for people vatbfiled in Yugoslavia or Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia. These names were validoup003, after which the region became the
Federation of Serbia and Montenegro for a shor tiemding in the independence of
Montenegro in 2006. In these cases it is diffitoltlistinguish between population groups from
Serbia, Montenegro and Kosovo. This applies to abguthousand persons. This group was
allocated on the basis of a distribution formuldhe next step.

Graph 1: Percentage of former Yugoslavs by year of arrimghe Netherlands, 1 January 2004

1. Percentage of former Yugoslavs by year of arriva | in the Netherlands, 1 January 2004
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3. Step 3:further allocation on the basis of yeaof arrival

22. The remaining persons were allocated with tth@Bformulas based on known
distributions (on the basis of town/city of biribf)persons who arrived in the Netherlands in the
same period. A first formula was generated for @essvho arrived in the Netherlands after
1995 and who stated Yugoslavia or Federal Repoblugoslavia as country of origin. The
formula is calculated on the basis of the ratioMeein number of Serbs, Kosovars and
Montenegrins who arrived in the Netherlands af@35L A second formula was determined for
persons for whom both town/city of birth and coyrdf origin were unknown.

23.  Graph 1shows that the influx of people from former Yugesacan be divided into two
periods. In the first period (up to and includir@p0), the annual inflow was relatively small and
fairly constant. These immigrants were mostly laboigrants and their families. Overall, 3,250
of the people who immigrated in this period, spagrsome twenty years, remained to be
allocated. Because of the almost constant inflowpuld seem logical to generate one formula
for this whole period.

24. The immigrants who arrived in the Netherlanitsra 990 (the second period) were
mostly refugees from the war areas and show ardiffgattern or arrival. Two peaks can be
distinguished in this period, relating to the wiar€roatia and Bosnia, and in Kosovo
respectively. As the number of people to be alledas relatively small (2.2 thousand), for this
group, too, only one formula was generated. Urdtieps 1 and 2, in step 3 it is not necessarily
so that an individual person is allocated to theemt country of origin.

B. Second generation former Yugoslavs

25. For the second generation, those born in thkeedands, the country of origin was
determined as follows:

a) If information is available for both parents, threuatry of origin is the mother’s
country of birth, unless the mother was born inNle¢herlands, then it is the father’'s
country of birth.

b) If the country of birth is known for only one patethis is taken as the country of
origin for the child. This is the standard methadtiStics Netherlands uses to derive
the country of origin. For more than 1.5 thousaadgte (7.4 percent of the total
second generation) this was not sufficient to deitee the country of origin. These
are people with one or two parents from former Yalgaa whose country of birth
is/are unknown, or people for whom there is nonmiation at all about their parents,
because, for example, they left the Netherlandsg time ago. These people were
allocated to a country of origin according to anfata based on the age distribution
of persons whose country of origin was known (32fent of the total second
generation of former Yugoslavs).
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C. Results of the allocation method

26.  After application of this method of allocatiagnbecomes possible to compile a total
overview of the size of the first and second gemanaof former Yugoslavs by country of origin
(table 2). Just over 40 percent of the total populatiori @@anuary 2004 have Bosnia as country
of origin. This is twice as large as the share ti@at Serbia as country of origin, the second
largest group. Two other (relatively) large groaps those from Croatia and Kosovo (13 and 11
percent of the total respectively).

27. Only 20 percent of former Yugoslavs arrivedne Netherlands before the 1990s. This is
relevant for the ratio between the first and theosd generationtgble 3). Compared with other
groups with a foreign background in the Netherlasdsh as Turks and Moroccans, the share of
the second generation (28 percent) in the totaliladipn of former Yugoslavs is relatively

small. This share does differ between countriesrigin. The highest percentage (39) is
accounted for by the group from Slovenia. This loamexplained by the fact that immigration
from this country remained fairly constant through years. The group from Bosnia has the
smallest second generation in relative terms: 2dégme. This is because most of them came to
the Netherlands in the 1990s, and have been hérdoora relatively short period. Only the
group from Kosovo have lived in the Netherlandsd@horter period. Their second generation
accounts for 24 percent.

Table 2: Former Yugoslavs by country of origin, 1 Janua®@2

Country of origin 1st generation 2nd generation alot

x 1000 abs. %
Bosnia 25.2 6.7 31.9 42.3
Croatia 6.4 3.4 9.8 130
Macedonia 3.2 1.9 5.0 6.6
Montenegro 1.7 0.6 2.3 31
Slovenia 0.9 0.6 14 19
Serbia excl. Kosovo 10.8 5.7 16.5 21.8
Kosovo 6.5 2.1 8.5 11.3
Total 54.5 21.0 75.5 100

Table 3: Former Yugoslavs by country of origin and by getiera 1 January 2004

Country of origin 1st generation 2nd generation alot
% % abs.=100%
x 1000
Bosnia 78.9 211 31.9
Croatia 64.9 351 9.8
Macedonia 63.1 36.9 5.0
Montenegro 73.9 26.1 2.3
Slovenia 65.6 344 16.5
Serbia excl. Kosovo 60.8 39.2 1.4
Kosovo 75.9 24.1 8.5

Total 722 278 75.5
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IV.  FIRST GENERATION OF FORMER YUGOSLAVS BY YEAR OF ARRIVAL

28. The development of immigration from former Ystavia is illustrated clearly by the
distribution by year of arrival igraph 2. Two periods can be distinguished: the periodoup t
1990 and the period afterwards.

Graph 2: Percentage of former Yugoslavs by country of orayial year of arrival
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A. First period: early 1960s to 1990

29. Former Yugoslavs who moved to the Netherlamdarb 1990 were part of a migration
movement that consisted mainly of labour migrants their families. The percentage of
immigrants from the various constituent republgsimilar to the ratio of the populations in
their republics of origindraph 3). With the exception of the first peak, in thelgd970s, when
the first large numbers of labour migrants movethNetherlands, the level of immigration
was relatively low and fairly constant. Return naitgon is not taken into account here.

Graph 3: Percentage of former Yugoslavs living in the coastof origin and percentage of former Yugoslavs
living in the Netherlands 2

3. Percentage of former Yugoslavs living in the countries of origin and percentage of
former Yugoslavs living in the Netherlands2)
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B. Second period: early 1990s to 2003

30. The second wave of immigrants consisted largetgfugees and was therefore strongly
related to political developments in the repubt€éormer Yugoslaviat@ble 4). The two largest
peaks correlate to the wars in Bosnia, and — ésselr extent — Croatia (period 1991-1995), and
the conflict in Kosovo, and the NATO bombings (12880) respectively.

31. The largest number of former Yugoslavs arrivethe Netherlands in 1993: nearly 7
thousand people, more than two-thirds of whom chiore Bosnia. Although the number of
people from Croatia in this period is much smatem the number from Bosnia, compared with
total immigration from Croatia, it was quite lar@®mprising nearly one third of the total
number of first generation Croats in the Nethergnd

32. In spite of the fact that Serbia, Montenegracktionia and Kosovo were not officially
involved in this war, the immigration flow from the regions was considerably larger in the
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early 1990s than during the first period of immtgra. It is not known how many of these
people were from minority groups and political igdes as a consequence of the Milosevic
regime, or economic migrants.

Table 4: Former Yugoslavs by country of origin and year wival, 1 January 2004

Country of origin Total
Bosnia  Croatia  Kosovo Macedonia Montenegro Serbiglovenia

Year of % excl. abs.=100%
arrival Kosovo x 1000
1991 28.8 25.3 11.6 9.8 2.6 195 2.3 1.2
1992 50.2 14.6 94 75 20 15.8 0.6 3.7
1993 68.9 7.2 7.4 35 17 10.8 0.4 6.9
1994 72.3 5.6 8.6 25 2.7 1.7 0.6 6.8
1995 73.6 4.6 8.9 2.2 2.8 7.4 0.5 5.9
1998 329 16.0 15.3 8.2 3.3 22.2 2.1 1.3
1999 254 10.8 35.8 4.3 4.2 18.9 0.7 2.8
2000 245 7.2 25.8 5.2 7.7 28.8 0.7 3.7

33. During the second peak, in the period 1998-260fle than half of incoming migrants
were from Kosovo, Serbia and Montenegro. The ldngesiber of immigrants (3.7 thousand)
arrived in 2000. Although the inflow of migranteifin Bosnia had decreased strongly compared
with the first half of the 1990s, compared with titeer countries it was still large.

34. Slovenia is an exception among the countrieeddy making up Yugoslavia. There are
fewer than one thousand first generation Sloveméisa Netherlands. Slovenia was the most
prosperous of the republics. In the 1990s, too, igration from Slovenia was fairly constant,
despite the (brief) war there in 199t gph 2b). Slovenia joined the European Union in 2000.
This is probably the reason that it is the onlyrdopof former Yugoslavia that has shown a
slight rise in immigration since that year. In db$® terms, however, this is an increase of only a
few dozen people a year.

V. GENERAL DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTER ISTICS
PER COUNTRY OF ORIGIN

35.  Graph 4 shows the cumulative percentage of the size optipellation groups by year of
arrival. It shows two clear groups: on the one hidmedgroup from Bosnia, Kosovo and
Montenegro, most of whom arrived in the nineties] an the other hand those from Croatia,
Slovenia, Serbia and Macedonia, who show a momdugtanflow. The latter group of
immigrants are largely labour migrants.
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Graph 4

4. Immigration of former Yugoslavs by country of or igin (cumulative),

1 Januariy2004
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A. Age composition

36. Differences in the age composition of the fysheration in these population groups are
closely connected with the year of arrival. A distion can be made between predominantly
older labour migrant groups from Slovenia, Croatid Serbia (at least 30 percent of these
people arrived in the Netherlands before 1990),taad/oung groups such as those from Kosovo
and Bosnia, who consist mostly of refugees (at IB@gpercent of this group arrived after 1990).
The average age of labour migrants when they atiivéhe Netherlands was around 21 years.
Because they have been in the Netherlands forgefqueriod, they are now much older on
averagedraph 5).

Graph 5. First generation former Yugoslavs by county of origin and by age, 1 January 2004 (1/2)
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Graph 5. First generation former Yugoslavs by county of origin and by age, 1 January 2004 (2/2)
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37. Differences in age composition are more progednn the second generation. The
percentage of children younger than 15 years indta second generation of former Yugoslavs
varies from 83 for people from Kosovo, to 37 fongk from Sloveniagfaph 6).

Graph 6
% 6. Second generation former Yugoslavs by country or origin and by age, 1 January 2004
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B. Second generation of former Yugoslavs by pareritsountry of origin

38.  Although many second generation former Yugastewe one Dutch-born parent, this is
not true for the groups from Bosnia, Montenegro lindovo graph 7). This may be explained

by the fact that these groups comprised more ydomagried) couples at the time they arrived in
the Netherlands than was the case for the labogramis. The age distribution of the Bosnian
second generation illustrates thgsaph 8). People older than 15 years were born before 990
a period when most Yugoslavs arriving in the Ndtrets were labour migrants. Therefore they
relatively often have one parent born in the Ndémeis, or in a different republic of Yugoslavia.
The distribution of their parents’ country of bimdsembles that of the population groups from
Croatia and Macedonia. More than half of childreanger than 15 years have two parents born
in Bosnia.

Graphs 7
7. Second generation former Yugoslavs by country of origin and by parents' country of origin, 1 Januar y 2004
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Graphs 8
8. Second generation Bosnians by age group and by p arents' country of origin,
1 januari 2004
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C. Percentage of former Yugoslavs by urban agglomations

39. Nearly one quarter of former Yugoslavs in trethérlands live in the urban
agglomerations of the four largest cities in thelgddands (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Utrecht and
The Hague). Just under half live outside the udiggiomerationstéble 5).

Table 5: Former Yugoslavs by country of origin andby residence in urban agglomerations, 1 January 2@0

Country of origin Total
Bosnia Croatia Macedonia Montenegro Slovenia  Serbia Kosovo
excl.
% Kosovo
Four largest cities 20.5 35.2 28.3 21.5 24.9 26.9 15.7 23.9
Urban agglomerations 2 29.9 28.0 27.9 25.0 325 26.5 26.4 28.3
Outside urban 49.6 36.8 43.8 53.5 42.6 46.7 57.9 47.8
agglomerations
abs. = 100%
Total x 1000 31.9 9.8 5.0 2.3 1.4 16.5 8.5 75.5

2 Excluding the four largest cities.
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40. Here again, the differences between the casfi origin can be explained by the
composition of the population groups. The groups Eargely consist of labour migrants more
often live in the large cities. The large numbelfafoslavs in Rotterdam, in particular, is
noticeable. Many Yugoslav men settled in Rotterdanearly as the seventies to work in the
shipbuilding, cleaning, metal, textile, food, driakd tobacco industries. Yugoslav women were
recruited in the fish processing, leather procegsaimd cigarette industry (Hessels, 2005).

41. The groups which consist mainly of refugeessshanuch larger spread across the
country. People from Bosnia, Montenegro and esfig&{asovo account for a smaller share of
urban agglomerations than those from Slovenia,i&eMracedonia and Croatia. This is because
labour migrants more often settle in places whieeeetis more work for lower educated people.
Refugees settle in places near their first assigwedmmodation in the Netherlands, usually a
reception centre for asylum seekers. These locatiom more evenly distributed across the
country.

42. This difference is also more clearly refledtethe distribution of first generation
immigrants from Bosnia, after a rough breakdowryégr of arrival graph 9). Half of the group
that consists mostly of refugees (arrival after@98/e outside urban agglomerations, compared
with just over one third of the group who arrivezfdre 1990.

Graph 9

9. First generation Bosnians per immigration period by residence in urban

o agglomeration, 1 January 2004
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D. Household position

43.  Around one third of all former Yugoslavs ardditen living at homeGraph 10 shows

that this percentage differs between the groups fite different countries. For Slovenes it is 29
percent, almost the same as for the native Dutplilption (28 percent). For Kosovars it is 40
percent, partly because the groups of former Ywyssivho arrived in the Netherlands in the
1990s are still young on average. Their first gatien, too, still has a large share of children
living at home. For the groups from Montenegro, ildasand Kosovo the percentages are 19, 20
and 25 respectively. Compared with the other grptifesgroups from Kosovo and Montenegro
also have relatively many children living at honeg pouseholdgraph 11). In this respect, too,
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the largest difference is between the group fromred<o — with 2.5 children — and the group
from Slovenia, with 1.8 children per householdvimmmen aged 35-44 years.

Graph 10
10. Former Yugoslavs by country of origin and by po sition in household, 1 January 2004
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Graph 11
11. Average number of children living at home per h  ousehold of former Yugoslavs by country of
origin and by mother's age, 1 January 2004
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44.  The percentage of parents in single parentdimids was 4.4 for the total population of
former Yugoslavs. This is twice the percentageltiernative Dutch population (2.2 percent), but
much lower than the percentages for other largadargroups in the Netherlands, such as
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Surinamese and Antilleans/Arubans. There are e ldifferences between the countries of
origin. Slovenes have the lowest percentage (31@)Serbia the largest (4.9).

45, The group from Slovenia has a larger percentdgengle people and partners in
unmarried couples than groups from the other c@stihe group from Bosnia has the largest
percentage of partners in married couples.

E. Labour market position

46.  Graph 12 shows the labour market position of 15-64 yearfio&d generation former
Yugoslavs. The Slovenes have the largest shanmploged people, employees and self-
employed (half of this group). The smallest sham loe found among people from Kosovo and
Montenegro (just over one third). One reason far ihthe fact that they have only been in the
Netherlands for a relatively short period. It ig known how many people from Montenegro and
Kosovo already have a residence and work permipleevho have been in the Netherlands for
a longer period are more likely to have these ptstmi

Graph 12
12. Former Yugoslavs by country of origin and by la bour market position
30 September 2003
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47. Table6 gives the percentage of employed persons andibelafnants who have been

in the Netherlands for longer than five yearscbyntry of origin. From this it can be concluded
that the Slovenes have the largest percentage gibged people (55 procent), and the smallest
percentage of benefit claimants (only one quarféhie group). The smallest percentages of
employed people are in the Serb and Kosovar grfugtsover 46 procent). The groups from
Serbia and Montenegro have the largest percenfamEnefit claimants (just over one third).
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Table 6: First generation of former Yugoslavs’ by country of origin and labour market position, 1 January 2004

Country of origin Total of whom percentage
employed persons
persons claiming
benefit

abs.=100% %

x 1000

Bosnia 19.0 51.6 26.3
Croatia 4.6 52.0 27.1
Macedonia 2.1 48.2 30.7
Montenegro 0.8 494 33.2
Slovenia 0.5 55.2 25.6
Serbia excl. Kosovo 6.5 46.4 33.9
Kosovo 2.8 45.9 29.3

Y Living in the Netherlands for longer than 5 years.

48.  Another reason for the low percentage of emgdqyeople from Kosovo (and also
Montenegro) is the percentage of employed womenigtensiderably lower than in groups
from other countriegdble 7). In combination with a larger number of childiesing at home
per householdgfaph 11), this is indicative of a traditional divisiaf roles within the family.

49. Bosnians have the largest percentage of p@oplducation among the 15-64 year-old

first generation (11 percent). This is becausegdtusip has the largest share of people aged 15-
24 years (more than 18 percent).

Table 7: Percentage of employed former Yugoslavs lountry of origin and sex, 1 January 2004

Country of origin Sex Total
Men Women
%
Bosnia 54.0 42.1 48.1
Croatia 53.8 47.3 50.5
Macedonia 52.8 40.5 46.6
Montenegro 42.5 29.3 36.7
Slovenia 59.3 49.8 54.3
Serbia excl. Kosovo 48.8 40.3 44.3
Kosovo 40.6 23.9 33.3

Total 51.0 40.5 45.8
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50. Differences between recent and older immiggaotips are refelcted clearly in a
comparison of the types of benefit received. Beémtdimants from Bosnia, Kosovo and
Montenegro mostly receive income support. More thahof claimants from Croatia and
Slovenia have an unemployment benefit or a disadeinenefit graph 13).

Graph 13

13. Benefit claimants among former Yugoslavs by cou ntry of origin and by type of benefit,
% 30 September 2003
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VI.  FINAL REMARKS

51. Most of the differences between population geolsom various countries formerly
making up Yugoslavia, especially differences in egeposition and distribution across the
Netherlands, are connected with the original redsomigration. The group from Bosnia is a
good example. Most Bosnians (90 percent) in thé@&t&inds arrived here in the nineties, but the
remainder of the group is sufficiently large todescribed as a separate group. Bosnians who
arrived in the Netherlands before 1990 show mamylaiities with groups who also came
predominantly as labour migrants. The same isfouBosnians who arrived after 1990 and who
are mostly refugees: they show the most (demogeaphmilarities with the groups from Kosovo
and Montenegro.

52. A study of former Yugoslavs in the Netherlahds shown that the group who arrived
during or after the Balkan wars have higher edoadgvels on average and have integrated
better in socio-cultural respect than the group atived earlier (Hessels, 2005). The study was
based on a sample of former Yugoslavs without &rrthformation about which constituent
countries they came from.

53.  What the consequences will be for the econ@msition of these immigrants, especially
in the long term, is not yet known. But the peregetof employed people, employees, and self-
employed among Bosnians who have been in the Natits for between five and ten years is
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about the same as among Bosnians who have beefoh&ra years or longer (51.7 and 51.3
percent respectively). The newcomers consist maihtgfugees who are required to stay in a
reception centre for a period. The older groupswostly labour migrants and more of them
have found a position on the labour market becthesghave been here longer. The fact that
they are not lagging behind is therefore unexpededthe one hand this can be explained by
the difference in average age of the groups (36sylea newcomers, 43 years for older groups,
on the basis of 15-64 year-olds). On the other hrduld be a sign that a higher level of
education and a higher level of social-culturaégration contribute positively to the economic
position of the newcomers.

54.  Another example is the large contrast betwbkergtoups from Slovenia and Kosovo.
The group from Slovenia shows the closest resemblemthe native Dutch population,
especially with respect to socio-economic charégsttes.

55. Slovenes have been in the Netherlands the $viogeaverage, and have therefore had the
most time to integrate in Dutch society. This i® @@ason that more than 80 percent of second
generation Slovenes have one parent born in theeNahds. Kosovars, on the other hand, are
the group with the shortest period in the Netheltaon average.

56. Slovenia was also the most prosperous constitapublic of former Yugoslavia, while
Kosovo, even before the 1990s, was the least deseélarea of Yugoslavia in economic terms.

57. Statistics show that in a socio-cultural respgeosovars were very traditional in their
home country. Compared with other former Yugoslawugs, they have more children per
household and the lowest share of working wometh bbwhich point to a more traditional
division of roles within the family. This probabiyad consequences for the average level of
education and the starting position of people ftbese regions when they arrived in the
Netherlands. Without additional information, howeveis difficult to determine to what extent
level of education and culture of the country agor have affected the differences between the
groups from the various countries of origin.
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