
1 
 

Migrant’s attitudes to childcare: An explorative overview of ten migrant groups’ 

attitudes to formal childcare in the Netherlands and Denmark. 

Verena Seibel and Troels Fage Hedegaard1 

First draft for the ESS conference in Lausanne, Switzerland, July 2016. 

Slot 3, 4.1.3: The education system, child care and education policy 

  

 

Abstract 

Attitudes to childcare have been examined in a number studies, both comparative and national, but 

never with migrants as the main focus. Migrants’ attitudes to childcare are an important subject, as 

they come with experiences and social values, which might lead them to differ from the general 

population on this subject. Therefor we examine whether migrants prefer to organize childcare 

formally or informally, whether they want to increase or decrease public spending on it, and 

whether or not they are satisfied the childcare services produced in the country. These three 

dimensions of attitudes to childcare are examined using a survey collected in 2015 among natives 

and ten migrant groups in Denmark and the Netherlands (N=7319). The results show that migrants 

tend to follow the overall attitudes to childcare in the country, while generally being more positive 

towards formal childcare. 

For the presentation the results will be compared against the ESS-survey from 2008, on attitudes to 

satisfaction with childcare, as this survey forms the “gold standard” in comparative surveys on 

attitudes to childcare (De Tavernier, 2015; Mischke, 2013). We will discuss whether similar or 
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different overall patterns can be found between the general ESS survey and a more specialized 

migrant survey. 

Keywords: Childcare, childcare attitudes, welfare attitudes, migrants, social investment   
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Intro 

Formal childcare is a pillar of the social investment strategy, and has been championed by the EU, 

national and local governments across Europe as an “inclusive” way to promote growth and limit 

inequality. The idea is, that by providing formal childcare female labour market participation can be 

improved, fertility rates can be increased, and the social inclusion of children from disadvantaged 

backgrounds can be furthered (Cantillon, 2011; Esping-Andersen, 2002; Van Lancker, 2013). 

Following the massive investment in childcare across Europe over the last two decades, a number of 

both national and comparative studies have examined attitudes to childcare. Generally the studies 

find the overall support for formal childcare to be strong, though the satisfaction with the service is 

less widespread (Borck, 2014; De Tavernier, 2015; Fagnani, 2002; Mischke, 2013). We, however, 

know next to nothing about what migrants think about childcare services. Instead the literature on 

migrants and childcare tend to focus on them as producers of it, and not citizens who potentially 

consume it (Williams & Gavanas, 2008). We therefore explore whether migrants come to embrace 

the formal childcare arrangements. Given that migrants sometimes have experiences, attitudes, and 

social values that are quite different from the native population this is not a matter of course. If 

migrants do not come to embrace the idea of formal childcare this might spell trouble for the much 

praised social investment strategy for this subset of the population. Based on a unique survey, 

among natives and ten migrant groups in the Netherlands and Denmark, we explore this question. 

 

This first section outlined the general idea of the article. The second section presents the current 

literature on attitudes to welfare among migrants in general, and attitudes to formal childcare in 

specific. The third section describes the design, data, and variables used in the article. In the fourth 

section the results are presented and its implications are discussed in the fifth and final section.   
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Childcare, migrants, and attitudes: What we know and what we don’t know 

In the article we will explore three dimensions of childcare attitudes: (1) whether migrants prefer to 

organize childcare formally or informally, (2) whether migrants want to increase or decrease public 

spending on it, (3) and whether or not migrants are satisfied with the childcare provided. Roosma et 

al. (2013) argue that welfare attitudes can be captured in seven distinct dimensions ranging the mix 

between government, market, and private solutions for providing welfare, to under what rules it 

should be implemented, who should pay for what, and evaluations of it. The three dimensions in our 

study do thus not cover the full range of attitudes to childcare, but do give a fairly comprehensive 

account of it. Below we will outline what the dimensions encompass, and what existing studies 

have on attitudes to childcare, either for the general population, or preferably, for migrants in 

specific. 

 

The first dimension, on whether childcare should be provided formally or informally, covers the 

organization of childcare. This distinction is important as childcare, as any other form of care, can 

be provided both formally and informally. However, in terms of realizing the lofty goals of the 

social investment strategy the formal care is often stressed as an important factor, as this allows for 

professionalization and standardization of the care (Cantillon, 2011; Esping-Andersen, 2002; Van 

Lancker, 2013). Pfau-Effinger et al. (2010) define formal work as “work [which] is carried out on 

the basis of (…) officially registered employment” (p. 6). In the context of childcare this definition 

includes registered childcare centres, whether public, private or something in-between. Informal 

work, on the other hand, refers to activities outside a legal framework and is mainly provided by 

family members. Studies on childcare arrangements suggest that migrant children, on average, are 
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less likely to be in formal childcare than native children (Brandon, 2004). One could imagine that 

factors such as language barriers, lower income and different work patterns among migrant than 

native families, might explain this pattern. However, preferences are also very likely to influence 

the use of (in-) formal childcare (Brandon 2004). Migrants, particularly those from more 

collectivistic societies, might prefer childcare through family members and the mother in particular 

due to their traditional gender attitudes. 

   

The second dimension, on whether less or more should be invested in public childcare, covers 

spending preferences. Contrary to organization of childcare quite a lot is known about this 

dimension, from both national and comparative studies, but only for the general native population. 

As with most fields of comparative welfare studies, Esping-Andersen’s (1990) welfare regime 

typology have also been applied to attitudes to spending on and responsibility for childcare. Both 

theoretical and empirical studies have, however, argued that the welfare regimes are a poor match 

for the field of childcare attitudes (De Tavernier, 2015; Mischke, 2013; Pfau-Effinger, 2005). 

Instead work by Mischke (2013), which compares family policies in 15 countries, suggests that four 

distinct typologies exist in Europe. Interestingly for the case countries this article the Netherlands 

and Denmark end up in the two polar opposite categories, as the Netherlands is classified as a low 

support country, while Denmark is put in the dual earner cluster. Using the European Social Survey 

from 2006 Mischke (2013) also examines how this impacts attitudes to government’s responsibility 

for childcare for working parents. In general the support for government responsibility for childcare 

is high in the 15 countries included in the study2. Interestingly, Mischke (2013) also finds that this 

also results in attitudes towards government responsibility being among the lowest in Europe in the 

                                                           
2 While support for government responsibility and public spending is not quite the same there is quite an overlap. The 

ISSP “role of Government” surveys uses both for other policy areas, and this shows that support for spending does tend 

to correlate highly with support for responsibility in an area.   
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Netherlands and among the highest in Denmark, possibly as a result of the family policies. As for 

migrants attitudes to spending on or responsibility for childcare we know next to nothing especially 

comparatively. An exception to this is a study by Reeskens and van Oorschot (2015), also based on 

the European Social Survey 2008, that finds migrants to be more in favour of the welfare state than 

natives, a gap, which can be explained by migrant’s lower socio-economic status, political values, 

and the fact that migrants are perceived as less “deserving” of help than other groups. Reeskens and 

van Oorschot’s (2015) study is, however, not focused on childcare specifically, but includes it as a 

part of an index with other welfare policy areas. Based on this we could expect migrants to be more 

supportive of spending in Denmark than in the Netherlands on this dimension. 

 

The third dimension, on whether childcare is satisfactory, covers the overall satisfaction and thus 

the outcome of childcare policies. The Mischke (2013) study found the satisfaction in the 15 

European countries to be on the low side, with more than half the countries having an average score 

of below the middle of the scale. The dissatisfaction thus seems to coexist with an overall support of 

public childcare, a combination other studies have found to be a strong driver of further spending on 

welfare (Roosma, van Oorschot, & Gelissen, 2014). In terms of differences between the 

Netherlands and Denmark Mischke (2013), however, found very little difference in the overall level 

of satisfaction. No studies have specifically looked at the satisfaction of migrant with childcare, but 

studies from fields suggest that a socialization effect might exist, in that in country a person grew up 

in affects perceptions of the recipient country. For instance, Luttmer (2008) finds that migrants’ 

preferences for redistribution are strongly affected by the preferences in their country of birth. 

Similarly, Dinesen (2013) finds that political trust in the country of origin strongly affects political 

trust of migrants in the receiving country. Based on this, we could expect migrants to be more 
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satisficed than natives, especially if they come from countries with low welfare state and social 

investment levels. 

 

We will take an explorative approach, and therefore not outline hypotheses simply because so little 

is known in the field of migrant’s attitudes to childcare. The findings in each dimensions will 

however be compared to the existing studies when possible.   

 

Design, data, and variables 

In the article we compare migrant groups to natives in the Netherlands and Denmark. When 

designing a study of migrants’ attitudes, two overall sampling strategies can be used. One is the 

“standard procedure” in survey research of sampling a random part of the population(s) of interest, 

in this case migrants and natives3. Migrants are, however, a very heterogeneous group, and it would, 

in most cases, be wrong to presume that migrants can be lumped into one group. Therefor many 

studies of migrants rely on a second approach of sampling within selected migrant groups. This 

makes the survey unrepresentative for migrants as a whole, but still representative for these specific 

groups. The advantage of this approach is that it makes it possible to target the questions and 

translations towards the specific migrant groups, which can provide more detailed knowledge and 

raise response rates, which are often a problematically low in migrant surveys (Font & Méndez, 

2013). The data used in this article is from a survey collected under the name “Migrants’ Welfare 

State Attitudes” (MIFARE), which relied on the second approach. The MIFARE-survey was 

collected in the Netherlands and Denmark among natives and migrants from ten countries 

                                                           
3 Other studies reuse large existing surveys with a migrant subpopulation (e.g. the ESS), but this should give the same 

overall type of sample (e.g. Dinesen, 2013; Reeskens & van Oorschot, 2015). 
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(Philippines, Romania, Turkey, Japan, China, Russia, Poland, Spain, US, and UK). The sampling 

was done by national statistics agencies using the Civil Registration System of both countries. The 

sample was limited to all migrants from the ten countries who were 18 years or older when the 

survey was conducted in 2015, 16 years when they entered the country, and who had been in the 

country for at least one year. The one year limited was implemented as this ensures that the 

migrants in the samples are representative of the general population of permanent migrants, by the 

UN-definition (Font & Méndez, 2013).  

 

A net sample of 900-1100 of each group was drawn, depending on exceptions of non-response 

being higher among non-western groups (Font & Méndez, 2013), which gave a total sample of 

21500.  From the net sample we collected 7319 respondents in total, split very evenly among the 

countries with a response rate of 34% for the Netherlands and 35% for Denmark. The only 

problematic group in terms of number of responses or response rates were the Turks, who for both 

countries only had response rates in the low 20s. Therefore, when concluding on the Turks we have 

to be a little more cautious. Migrants are a difficult group to sample both in terms of reliability 

problems caused by high drop-out rates and validity problems caused by potential misunderstanding 

of the survey items. These are standard problems that haunt the previous studies using ESS data 

(Breidahl & Larsen, 2016; Dinesen & Hooghe, 2010; Reeskens & van Oorschot, 2015). In order to 

overcome some of these problems the survey were both fielded in both the main language of the 

country (Dutch or Danish) and in the main language of the origin country. The main language of the 

origin country was preferred by about two thirds of respondents, which indicates that this was a 

positive addition. Further a relatively generous incentive in the form of a gift card of 10 euros was 

used in order to boost response rates. 
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Variables 

In this article we rely on three questions to capture the dimensions of support for formal childcare. 

First we asked about preferred organization of the childcare: “Who do you think should primarily 

provide help to working parents who need childcare?”. Here the options were: “family members 

and friends”, “people that live nearby”, “government agencies”, “non-profit organizations”, “private 

providers that are paid for”, and “cannot choose”. Secondly we asked about support for spending: 

“Listed below are again various areas of government spending in [country]. Please show (…) 

whether you would like to see more or less government spending (on) childcare care services”. This 

was answered on a five point scale from “much more” to “much less”, with a “cannot choose” 

option. Finally, we asked about the satisfaction with current institutions “Overall, how satisfied are 

you with childcare in [country]”. Here respondents could answer on a scale from “very satisfied” to 

“very dissatisfied” and “cannot choose”.  

 

The main independent variable was country of origin. This variable could be coded in a number, but 

given that we were interested in comparing migrant groups to natives we have, for each country, 

coded the natives as the group to compare against in a categorical variable. This has the same effect 

as treating the migrant groups as dummy variables, but allows us to control what they were 

compared against, as comparing against all other migrants and natives combines makes little sense 

in terms of the research question. 

 

To control for factors which might impact attitudes to childcare we controlled self-interest, gender 

values and compositional effects, as other studies of attitudes to childcare suggest that these types of 

factors might be of importance (De Tavernier, 2015; Mischke, 2013). To control for self-interest we 
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included whether there is a child under the age of 7 in the household (binary), whether a person in 

your family having received childcare (binary), household income (in 11 categories), and gender 

(binary), as women are more likely to be responsible for childcare (Gordon 2012). To control for 

gender values we used the following statement: “A man's job is to earn money; a woman's job is to 

look after the home and family” where respondents could answer on a five-point scale from 

“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” along with a “cannot choose” option. Finally we controlled 

for compositional effects, as age (in years and squared), religion (no religion, Christianity, Islam, 

Judaism, Buddhism, and other), religiosity (on a five point scale) and age when highest level was 

completed. For all variables the “cannot chose”, “don’t know”, or invalid answers options were 

omitted from the analysis. 

 

Exploring the dimensions 

We will explore the three dimensions of migrants´ attitudes to childcare: organization, spending, 

and satisfaction. This we will do by first presenting the binary connection between the dependent 

variables and country of origin as descriptive statistics, and then add the control variables in 

statistical models. In terms of the organization of childcare the respondents were asked who 

primarily should provide childcare for children of working parents. The respondents were given a 

number of options spanning across formal childcare (government agencies, private providers, or 

non-profit organisation) and informal childcare (family and friends or people nearby), with included 

both government and non-government options. The results of this are presented below. 
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Figure 1: Attitudes to the preferred provider of childcare among migrant groups and natives in 

Denmark and the Netherlands. 

 

Notes: Question: “Who do you think should primarily provide help to working parents who need childcare?” 

 

Figure 1 shows a number of interesting differences. First off we see that there a quite a difference 

between the Netherlands and Denmark in terms of support for government agencies providing the 

childcare. Both the natives and migrants in Denmark are much more supportive of organizing 

welfare though the state than natives and migrants in the Netherlands. This suggests that migrants  

assimilate towards many of the values of the host country in regards of the role of the state in 

childcare. This is in line with findings by Reeskens and van Oorschot (2015), who found generally 

that migrants adapt to the values of their host country with regards to views on governments 
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responsibility. However, when comparing attitudes to formal and informal childcare, as defined 

above, the differences are less distinct, though the Danes and the Migrants in Denmark still are 

more supportive on average. If we compare the migrant groups we generally find that the Chinese 

and Romanians really stand out in Denmark, with much higher support for family and friends 

organizing childcare. In the Netherlands we find that Spanish, Russians, and Polish have a higher 

support for government run childcare institutions.  

 

Figure 2: Spending preferences on childcare among migrant groups and natives in the Netherlands 

and Denmark. 

 

Notes: Question: “Listed below are again various areas of government spending in [country]. Please show (…) whether 

you would like to see more or less government spending (on) childcare care services”. 
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Figure 2 shows how migrants in Denmark and the Netherlands evaluate the topic of government 

spending on childcare. Both natives and migrants in Denmark prefer slightly more spending on 

public childcare than people in the Netherlands. Whereas in Denmark hardly any differences exist 

between the groups (an exception are the Turks, who score highest on the attitude scale), in the 

Netherlands significant differences exist between natives and migrants. All migrant groups wish for 

more government spending than the native population. Other than that we see quite some 

differences between the migrant groups in the two countries. 

 

Figure 3: Satisfaction with public childcare among migrant groups and natives in the Netherlands 

and Denmark. 

 

Notes: Question: “Overall, how satisfied are you with childcare in [country]”.  
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Lastly, satisfaction with public childcare in both countries is displayed in figure 3. Migrants in 

Denmark are more satisfied with the childcare than migrants in the Netherlands. Interestingly, no 

significant differences are visible among migrants in Denmark. Only Danish natives seem to be less 

satisfied than the migrant population. This stands in contrast to the Dutch case; In the Netherlands 

differences between migrant groups are clearly visible with Filipinos being most satisfied and 

Russian migrants being least satisfied with childcare. Also, in contrast to our expectations, Dutch 

natives are not least satisfied with childcare but stand in the middle. 

 

In the next step we estimate via regression models the impact of self-interest, values, and 

compositional effects on attitudinal differences between migrants and natives. We first present a 

binary logistic regression models that compares support for organization of childcare though 

informal childcare (family and friends + neighbourhood) and formal childcare (government, private 

and non-profit). Model 1 presents the same binary relationship as in figure 1, while model 2 

presents this relationship controlled for the self-interest, gender values and compositional effects.  
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Table 1: Attitudes towards childcare among migrant groups and natives in the Netherlands and 

Denmark. Binary logistic regressions (Model 1+2) and OLS Regression (Model -6) 
 Model 1 

Informal vs. 

formal care 

(logistic 

regression) 

Model 2 

Informal 

vs. formal 

care 

(logistic 

regression)

+ Controls 

Model 3 

Spending  

(OLS) 

Model 4 

Spending 

(OLS) + 

Controls 

Model 5 

Satisfacti

on 

(OLS) 

Model 6 

Satisfactio

n (OLS) + 

Controls 

Origin country (NL)       

Netherlands Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Philippines 1.23*** 1.21*** 0.49*** 0.48*** 0.48*** 0.47*** 

Japan 0.61** 0.73*** 0.72*** 0.65*** -0.19 -0.20 

China 1.15*** 1.25*** 0.83*** 0.77*** 0.32** 0.30* 

Poland 1.24*** 1.26*** 0.97*** 0.91*** 0.057 0.0099 

Russia 0.96*** 1.01*** 0.89*** 0.82*** -0.28** -0.32** 

Spain 0.86*** 1.08*** 0.89*** 0.78*** -0.30* -0.35** 

GB -0.24 -0.098 0.62*** 0.55*** 0.019 0.011 

Turkey 0.95*** 1.45*** 0.76*** 0.69*** -0.37** -0.27 

Romania 0.74*** 0.84*** 0.84*** 0.80*** 0.16 0.13 

Denmark 0.10 0.27 0.44*** 0.36*** 0.35* 0.33* 

Origin country (DK)       

Denmark Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Philippines -0.21 -0.25 -0.040 -0.047 0.49*** 0.47*** 

Japan -0.61* -0.64* -0.070 -0.11 0.38*** 0.36*** 

China -0.47+ -0.45+ 0.061 -0.036 0.52*** 0.47*** 

Poland -0.27 -0.30 0.074 0.066 0.38*** 0.36*** 

Russia 0.31 0.32 0.11 0.057 0.31*** 0.26** 

Spain 0.084 0.19 0.056 -0.046 0.54*** 0.51*** 

GB -0.47+ -0.42+ 0.064 0.068 0.54*** 0.56*** 

Turkey -0.23 0.24 0.40*** 0.33** 0.32** 0.38* 

Romania -1.00*** -0.97*** 0.21** 0.11 0.57*** 0.48*** 

Netherlands -1.07*** -1.04*** 0.0087 -0.018 0.49*** 0.51*** 

Receiving country 

Netherlands 

 

Ref. 

 

Ref. 

 

Ref. 

 

Ref. 

 

Ref. 

 

Ref. 

Denmark 0.93*** 0.87*** 0.24** 0.28** 0.087 0.12 

 

Note: *** = p > 0.001, ** = p > 0.01, * = p > 0.05, + = p > 0.1 
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Table 1 continued 

 Model 1 

Informal vs. 

formal care 

(logistic 

regression) 

Model 2 

Informal 

vs. formal 

care 

(logistic 

regression)

+ Controls 

Model 3 

Spending  

(OLS) 

Model 4 

Spending 

(OLS) + 

Controls 

Model 5 

Satisfacti

on 

(OLS) 

Model 6 

Satisfactio

n (OLS) + 

Controls 

Children under 7 years in HH       

No  Ref.  Ref.  Ref. 

Yes  -0.12  0.20***  0.097* 

Use of childcare services       

No  Ref.  Ref.  Ref. 

yes  0.16+  0.20***  0.24*** 

Income  -0.041**  -0.0012  -0.0026 

Liberal gender roles  -0.066+  0.022+  -0.011 

age  0.0012  -0.0054  -0.016 

age2  0.000060  -0.0000048  0.00018 

Gender       

Male  Ref.  Ref.  Ref. 

Female  0.12  0.021  0.026 

Employment Status       

Employed  Ref.  Ref.  Ref. 

Education  -0.016  -0.081  0.067 

Unemployed  -0.12  -0.0028  -0.049 

Housework  -0.060  -0.033  -0.097 

Other  -0.0013  0.12*  -0.11 

Religious Denomination       

None  Ref.  Ref.  Ref. 

Christianity  -0.077  -0.018  0.038 

Islam  -0.65*  0.065  -0.0081 

Judaism  0.026  0.50**  -0.17 

Buddhism  -0.16  -0.013  0.081 

Other  0.053  0.085  0.045 

Religiosity  0.049  -0.032+  -0.0067 

_cons 1.04*** 1.23* 2.57*** 2.75*** 3.12*** 3.38*** 

N 4559 4559 4559 4559 2680 2680 

Note: *** = p > 0.001, ** = p > 0.01, * = p > 0.05, + = p > 0.1 
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The binary logistic regression estimates confirm the patterns presented in the descriptive statistics 

above. For Denmark there are generally almost no differences exist between migrants and natives, 

the exceptions being are migrants from Romania and Japan, who are significantly more in favour of 

formal childcare than of informal childcare, compared to the native population. In the Netherlands, 

a completely different picture emerges. With the exception of British migrants, all migrant groups 

are more in favour of informal childcare than of formal childcare, compared to the Dutch native 

population. This pattern also does not change when controlling for several factors which reflect 

self-interest in childcare, gender values, and compositional effects (Model 2). Interestingly, neither 

having small children nor liberal gender values has an effect on the preference of informal versus 

formal childcare. Only a higher income reduces the likelihood of choosing informal over formal 

childcare, as well as being a Muslim.  

 

Next we will examine attitudes to the spending on childcare (Model 3 and 4). As opposed to the 

question on the organization of childcare this is more concerned with the output and outcome of the 

childcare institutions. For this, we present OLS-regression models for the uncontrolled and 

controlled attitudes to the two questions. One thing to notice is that the models with satisfaction 

contain less than half of the full set of respondents, due to a much higher rate of don’t knows and 

non-answers. This is likely due to many respondents not having personal experiences with the 

childcare system and therefore not feeling able to answer the question. 
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With regards to attitudes towards government spending on childcare we see for the Netherlands that 

all migrant groups, despite their preference for informal childcare, demand more welfare spending 

on childcare than Dutch natives. In Denmark, on the other hand, almost no differences exist 

between migrants and natives, with the exception of migrants from Turkey and Romania. This goes 

in line with their preference structure, as migrants and natives also do not differ in their preference 

for formal childcare.  

In Model 4, we further control for self-interest, gender values, and compositional effects and the 

group differences decrease for most groups, though they remain high and significant. Separate 

analyses (not presented here) show that most of the decrease is due to a mix of self-interest and 

compositional factors, varying from group to group. Gender values, on the other hand, do not seem 

to have an impact.  

Lastly, we look at group differences in satisfaction with childcare in both countries (Model 5 and 6). 

The pattern is much clearer for Denmark then for the Netherlands: All migrant groups in Denmark 

are significantly more satisfied with public childcare than the Danish native population. The effects 

remain significant when controlling for several factors (see model 6). For the Netherlands, we 

observe that whereas migrants from the Philippines and China are more satisfied with childcare than 

Dutch natives, migrants from Russia, Spain and Turkey are less satisfied. In Model 6 we further 

control for self-interest, values, and compositional factors. We see that for most groups, the pattern 

remains the same. Only the effect for Turkish migrants decreases and becomes insignificant. 

Additional analyses (not presented here) however, show that this increase is probably due 

multicollinearity between origin country and religion, as most Turkish migrants are Muslims. 
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Conclusion  

This paper deals with the question of how migrants perceive formal childcare in their receiving 

country. Comparing ten migrant groups in Denmark and the Netherlands to the respective native 

population, we first look at how these groups differ in their preference of formal versus informal 

childcare. In a second step we ask about their attitudes towards government spending on childcare, 

and finish with an analysis of migrants and natives satisfaction with childcare in the respective 

receiving country.  

 

The patterns are quite different for the Netherlands than for Denmark. In Denmark, almost no 

differences exist between migrants and natives with regards to (in) formal childcare and 

government spending on childcare. Both, natives and migrants are mostly in favour of formal 

childcare rather than informal childcare and expect the government to spend more on childcare. 

When it comes to satisfaction with childcare, however, migrants seem to be much more satisfied 

than Danish natives. Hence, despite their expectation, that the government should spend more on 

this area, this attitude is not reflected in a low satisfaction rate. In the Netherlands, almost all 

migrant groups are much more likely to prefer informal childcare over formal childcare, compared 

to the Dutch native population. Despite this finding, migrants also think, that the government should 

spend more on childcare. With regards to satisfaction, the pattern is less clear. Whereas some 

migrant groups are more satisfied with the childcare situation than Dutch natives, others are less 

satisfied. This result does not follow a clear pattern with regards to origin, self-interest, or gender 

values. 

 



20 
 

Taking the limitations of only examining 10 migrant groups in two countries into account, this 

generally shows that migrants come to mimic the attitudes of the natives. What causes this is, 

however, more difficult to determine. One interpretation could be, that this is a self-selection effect, 

where migrant choose the countries that fit their gender and families. Another possibility is that the 

culture or the welfare institutions affect the attitudes of the migrant that come. 
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